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PREFACE.

Trat works on metaphysics are always useless, and gen-
erally absurd, is the profound conviction of many. This
conviction, indeed, has seldom been reached by reflection, but
is the outcome of echo, hearsay, and party-tradition. Such
creeds are always of the strongest; for, not being founded
upon argument, argument cannot shake them. Fashion,
or rather that somewhat variable and multiform sprite,
the spirit of the times, determines both their coming and
their going. Hence, holders of the ereed mentioned gener-
ally cherish a profound scorn for metaphysical writers, which
scorn is, not infrequently, met with an equal and opposite
contempt. Metaphysicians are apt to think, with Schelling,
that philosophy is not everybody’s affair; and if others find
their writings useless or superfluous, they reply, with Ficlite,
that such persons do not belong to those for whom they
wrote. But neither scorn nor contempt proves anything
which it is important to have established. In the last resort,
the decision'concerning the true and the false must depend,
not on sneers and supercilious assumption, nor even on the
spirit of the times, be that sprite one or many, but on plain
fact and logic.
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There is an immanent metaphysies in all thinking and in
all science. Physics is founded on metaphysics. Its basal
ideas are not given in experience, but are metaphysical no-
tions whereby we seek to interpret experience. Whoever
will reflect upon the current arguments of what is pleased
to call itself the new philosophy, will see that they all im-
ply a definite metaphysical conception of the system of
things, and that they lose their grip withont it. Most be-
liefs, in short, are but implications of a system of metaphys-
ics, consciously or unconsciously held; and they run back
to that system for their justification. The great debates
of the time are essentially metaphysical. The debaters sel-
dom suspect it; and yet both sides are busy with the nature
of being, and with the antitheses of freedom and necessity,
of matter and spirit, and of the finite and the infinite. The
phenomena of the system are the same for all; the dispute.
concerns their interpretation ; and this, in turn, depends en-
tirely upon our metaphysics. When, then, any one fancies,
in good faith, that metapliysics, or metaphysical assumnptions,
can be escaped, one is strongly tempted to vault forthwith
into the seat of the scornful. Since, then, we must use
metaphysical conceptions, whether we will or not, it is al-
lowable to make these notions the subject of a special in-
quiry, with the aim of fixing their value and significance.
This is all the more permissible from the fact that the pre-
tended repudiation of metaphysics always has the practical
result of assuming without criticisin a very definite system
of metaphysics—generally, a materialistic fatalism. This
work is meant as such an inquiry. It is by no means a
“mental philosoply,” which is the common understanding
of metaphysics; it is rather an exposition and criticism of
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our fundamental philosophical concepts. And, whatever the
value of the results reached may be, I am convinced that
the progress of philosophy, for some time to come, must
lie in this direction.

Among the various idols mentioned by Bacon, the idols
of the cave, or den, are those which are most likely to influ-
ence students. The loneliness of the study and its distance
from practical effort enable such idols to practise their ma-
lign seductions with eminent success. Hume, also, has told
us how, after a social chat, or a game of backgammon with
a friend, his speculations seemed to him to be so cold and
strained as to be, not merely unaceeptable, but almost unin-
telligible. So great is the power of the den. Whether in
the views herewith presented I have grasped any truth; or
whether, by long brooding in solitude, I have fallen a prey
to some idol of the speculative den, must be left to the
reader to decide. I am encouraged, however, to hope that I
have not gone wholly astray by the fact that there is noth-
ing unheard-of in the results reached. Leibnitz furnishes
the starting- point, Herbart supplies the method, and the
conclusions reached are essentially those of Lotze. I have
reached them, for the most part, by strictly independent re-
flection ; but, so far as their character is concerned, there
would be no great misrepresentation in calling them Lotzian.
So much concerning pedigree.

The speculative significance of theism and of freedom has
been especially emphasized in these pages. Of late years,
the impression has widely prevailed that the belief in God
and freedom exists only by sufferance, so that if logic were
allowed to have its way, this belief would soon be beyond
the reach of hope and mercy. Not sharing this convic-
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tion, although it is said to have the fullest endorsement
of the spirit of the times, I have rather sought to show that
the truth of this belief is a matter of life and death to all
philosophy and rational science. This has been done, how-
ever, from a purely speculative interest, and not with refer-
ence to the ethical and religious bearings of the question.
These must be considered by themselves. But while specu-
lative discussions must not be confused by irrelevaut practi-
cal issues, I may add, even at the risk of another disagree-
ment with the spirit of the times, that neither reflection nor
observation enables me to regard an indifference to moral
and religions interests as the snpreme proof of mental power
or even of philosophic impartiality. ¢ Gallio cared for none
of those things,” and was not the most just of judges after
all.

I have divided the work into three parts, whose titles are
strongly suggestive of the ancient scholastic treatises on
metaphysics. Dut the resemblance does not go beyond the
titles; and these have been used as indicating better than
any others the natural divisions of the subject. Ontology,
or existence in general ; cosmology, or cosmical existence and
processes ; and psychology, or psychical existence and proc-
esses, are the divisions which reflection npon experience
immediately suggests. Of course, it is not expected to reach
a knowledge of details by the way of speculation, but only
to reach an outline-conception of reality which shall be
valid for all details, and within which all specific study
must be carried on.

Borpex P. BowxE.
Bosrox, January, 1882,
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METAPHYSICS.

INTRODUCTION. %

PuivLosorny, as a special form of mental activity, secks to
answer these two questions: How is knowledge possible?
What is the true nature of reality? The first guestion
deals with the knowing subject and his relation to the ob-
ject. The aim is to give an exposition and a theory of the
knowing process and to unfold its implications. The sec-
ond question deals with the nature of the object viewed as
a thing in itself. The first question belongs to the theory
of knowledge ; the second belongs to metaphysics.

By metaphysies, then, we do not mean philosophy in gen-
eral, but an inquiry into the nature and laws of reality. But
the task thus set needs further limitation; for all the ob-
jective sciences arg trying to solve the same problem to a
greater or less degree. To limit the problem, we offer the
following exposition: Consciousness reveals two orders of
mental aetion—an order of impressions and an order of rea-
son. The former order is determined partly from withont
and partly by the laws of association. The latter order is
determined from within by the laws of thought itself.
Now the constant effort of thought is to reduce the order
of impressions to the order of thought, or to rationalize its
sense-experiences. It reaches this result by building its sen-
sations into a thought-system according to certain rational

.
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principles. The impressions are referred to things as their
canses, and are objectified as qualities of those things.
These causes, again, are viewed as distributed in a common
space, as continuous and changing in a common time, and
as acting upon one another. Impressions are rationalized
by bringing into them the principles of being, cause, con-
tinuity, change, space, time, number, ete. These principles
constitute the framework of knowledge. No matter how
we reach them, whether they be acquired by experience or
be reached by the native insight of the mind, they are still
the framework of our mental system, and without them
thought would collapse. DBut primarily these notions are
purely formal; they are categories of thought rather than
of reality. Yet if knowledge be possible, these notions
must have a significance for reality also. If the laws and
categories of our thinking have no meaning for things, then
our so-called knowledge wonld be only a fiction in our own
minds, and could never attain to things in themselves.
This was the view which Kant took. The categories were
restricted to a purely subjective significance with a donble
result. Knowledge was limited to phenomena; and reality
itself was dissolved in subjective idealism. The problem
of metaphysics is to determine the content of these fun-
damental notions when applied to reality. It is not to ex-
amine the individual peculiarities of things, but only those
general notions which enter into our cogeeption of reality.
We may say, then, that metaphysies begins where the sci-
ences leave off. The physicist reduces all physical phe-
nomena to special cases of the redistribution of matter and
motion. Matter and force, change and motion, space and
time are the ideas employed in the reduction. Bnt the
physicist feels no eall to analyze and define these notions.
ITe takes them for granted, and applies them withont sus-
picion. Such notions as these constitute the natural meta-
physies of the human mind; and both eommon-sense and
natural science are hardly willing to allow that any ques-



INTRODUCTION. 3

tion can be raised concerning either the meaning or the
validity of these notions. But the history of thought shows
that they need both criticism and rectification. This is the
task of metaphysies.

Our knowledge of anatomy is mainly the product of dis-
ease. Nerves reveal themselves and their functions by dis-
ordered action. In like manner, philosophy is mainly a
product of mental disease. The attempt to harmonize the
mind with itself is the great source of philosophical knowl-
cdge and advance. Doth the process and the product of
knowledge secem so clear that, if no discord had appeared
in our mental life, a proposition to examine them would
have seemed like a proposition to explain the self-evident,
which admits of no explanation. The mind is so objective
in its procedure that nothing but the most pronounced
mental discord serves to awaken even the suspicion that
things are not what they seem, and that its fundamental
notions may need a more carefnl definition. But experi-
ence serves to awaken scepticism. Onr fundamental no-
tions are always loosely and often contradictorily conceived
in spontaneous thought. Our practical thinking is monlded
by practical needs, and hence we never spontaneously give
any greater precision to our ideas than practice calls for.
But when these conceptions are put into theories and their
content is logically developed, or when they are extended
beyond their original application, then the results of the
looseness become very apparent. Difficulties and contra-
dictions emerge; and reason itself seems swamped in in-
consistency. Here is a great source of theoretical errors.
Some notion, or notions, which are accurate enough for
daily life, are picked up without any eriticism and devel-
oped to their utmost logical consequences. In this way,
their slight parallax with reality is magnified until the re-
sult is some grotesque absurdity or some pernicious un-
truth. The notion of substance is a capital example of the
difficnlties implicit in the metaphysics of common-sense.
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Formally, substance is that which has or supports qualities ;
it is the real and the econstant in change, ete. But this
formal outline gets filled np in various ways. Our sense-
experience seems to give us things which abide through all
change of activity and attribute, and which also exist with-
out any activity whatever. Hence we often conceive of
substance as something inert and dead; and we fail to sce
that such substance could do nothing and explain nothing,
not even our knowledge of itself. But we are not long in
finding that there are activities in the world; and these
must have some subject. Then, without a thought of the
inconsistency, we refer them to the same things which at
other times we view as inert and dead. Thus the inactive
is made the source and support of various activities. Again,
we think of the substance as unchanged through all changes
of attribute; and this produces another difficnlty. The
substance as changeless contains no explanation of the
changing attributes; and these, in turn, no longer reveal
the true nature of the substance. Thus the substance re-
treats behind the appearance as an impenetrable mystery ;
and the appearance, as unexplained by the substance, is no
longer any reason for affirming a substance. This notion
of inherence is the root both of the idle mystery of the
thing in itself and of phenomenalism in speculation. 8till
another difficnlty arises. Our conception of substance is
formed largely from the phenomena of matter; and thus
material substance becomes the type of all substance. Thus
we learn to think of substance as something behind activity
and not very closely connected with it. Bat when we
apply this conception to the soul and God, there arises the
thonght that their living and intelligent activity is some-
thing secondary and phenomenal rather than essential.
Hence the soul is not essentially life and intelligence, and
the basal, essential fact of the universe is the non-living and
unintelligent. Back of the living intellectnal ontgo, there
is an impenetrable core of impersonal mystery. Such are
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some of the difficulties in the eurrent notion of substance;
and they arise entirely from picking up without eriticism
the spontaneous notions of uncritical thinking. It is not
necessary to develop the contradictions in the carrent no-
tions of cause and effect, space and time, etc.; they will
appear in the course of the diseussion. Now it is plain,
- we think, that our fundamental notions are commonly con-
ceived with great looseness and lack of precision; the re-
sulting confusion is illustrated by the whole history of phi-
losophy. The aberrations of philosophy may nearly all be
traced to misconceptions of these fundamental notions. It
is, then, desirable that a special eriticism and exposition of
these ideas should be undertaken with the aim of making
them more exact and of eliminating their contradictions.
To do this, we repeat, is the task of metaphysies.

But is not such a task essentially hopeless? Do not
scepticism, the critical philosophy of Kant, and the general
doctrine of the relativity of human knowledge forbid sunch
an attempt? At all events, it seems as if we should discuss
these questions before beginning our work. Our aim, we
said, is to eriticise our notions of reality and thus determine
the true nature and conneetions of things. But this as-
sumes that our notions of reality correspond to it; and
who shall assure us of this correspondence? These objec-
tions seem very forcible, and demand consideration.

In a certain sense knowledge is universally subjective.
So long as knowing means anything intelligible, it con-
sists not in being the thing known, but in forming concep-
tions of it; and knowledge consists in the conceptions thus
formed. DBy no possibility can the mind transcend its con-
ceptions; and the object exists for the mind only as it is
conceived. Ience a thing ean never be more for the mind "
than a realized eonception. However real the outer world
may be, the mind can grasp that world only through the
conception it forms of it. But this is no weakness of the
human mind and no limitation of human knowledge. It
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is a necessity of all minds and of all knowledge, so long as
knowledge has any articulate meaning. In this sense, that
no mind can transcend its coneeptions, all knowledge is
universally subjective, and represents reality not apart from
thought, but as it appears in thought. It follows that the
demand to know things in themselves is absurd, if by things
in themselves be meant things out of all relation to thought.
Reality as it appears in thought may be known ; but reality
as it does not appear in thonght is unknowable in the nature
of the case. It is a simple matter of definition that that
which never appears in thought can never be grasped by
thought. It further follows that the only rational aim of
the knowing mind must be to find, not what the real is
apart from thought, but the universal predicates of the real
in thounght; that is, those predicates which all thinkers af-
firm under the same circumstances. The goal is reached
when we have come to what Ferrier calls “the common to
all,” and not merely “the special to me.” But this “com-
mon to all,” though not dependent on my thought or your
thought, as then it would be special to me or to you, can
never be known as independent of all thought, for knowl-
edge can never be of reality except as it appears in thonglt.
This element of universality is prominent in many of our
perceptions and judgments; and spontaneous thought seeks
to express it by declaring that the thing exists as perceived,
or that the judgment is true apart from all thought. Taken
literally, this statement is absurd; it is an attempt to tell
how a thing appears when it does not appear, or how
thoughts are related when there are no thoughts to relate.
It is merely a strong way of saying that the results are
valid for all and are not subjective fictions of the individ-
nal. Finally, it follows that a knowledge of things in them-
selves can only mean a knowledge which shall be univer-
sally valid. In any other sense, the phrase has not the
slightest meaning. Ilence the question, What is reality?
reduces to this other question, How mmnst we think about
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reality? And this, we repeat, is true not only for our in-
telligence, but for all intelligence. The question of meta-
physies, then, finally becomes, ITow must we think of reality ?

But we have not yet disposed of the sceptic. In spite of
the previous exposition, he objects that we can never know
that our conceptions correspond to reality. Since we can
never transcend our conceptions, things in themselves may
be quite unlike our thought of them. But here the sceptic
falls a prey to one of the many prejudices of common-sense.
For him the undoubted reality is not the knowing subject,
but the things in themselves. In truth, however, things are
only hypotheses to explain our experience, and can be ad-
mitted only as they furnish such explanation. The thinking
subject being the starting-point of speculation, and things
being only hypotheses to explain the thinker’s experience,
it is plain that there can never be any reason for positing
realities nnrelated to thought. Such realities arc simply s,
which explain nothing and which cannot be brought into
any articulate relation to our thought-system. As such
they are purely gratuitous. A rational experience can
never be any ground for affirming an irrational reality.
IIence we object to the thing in itself in this sense of some-
thing which elndes all thought-determinations, not that it is
unknowable, but that it is rationally unaffirmable. Reason
will always repudiate the irrational reality and take refuge
in idealism as the more rational doctrine.

In the second place we object to the sceptic that we do
not know what he means by the *“correspondence” of our
conceptions with reality. In daily life we define trnth as
the correspondence of thought with thing; and the defini-
tion is aceurate enough for practical purposes. But taken
in strictness, this definition assumes that we can first know
the thing, and then form a conception of it, and can finally
compare the thing as known with our conception of.it, and
note their agreement or disagreement. Nothing of the
kind is possible. The thing exists for our thought only in
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and through the conception; and hence there can be no
comparison of thought with thing, and hence, again, there
can be no correspondence of thought and thing. What we
call comparing our thought with the thing is always a com-
paring of one thought with another thonght. We change our
relations to the thing with the aim of seeing whether the
present conception will not be displaced by another. When
it holds its ground, we say it corresponds to the thing; and
when another conception displaces it, we say that it did not
correspond to the thing. But the mind ean never transcend
its conceptions so as to grasp things other than through its
conceptions; and hence truth cannot be viewed as the cor-
respondence of thought and thing, but as the universally
valid in our thought of the thing. That is the true con-
ception of reality which grasps the “common to all” and
not the “special to me.” Hence, when the sceptic asks
how we know that our eonceptions eorrespond to things,
he shows that he is a slave to the prejudices of uneritical
thinking. First he assumes that things rather than thought
are certain, and next he assumes the possibility of tran-
scending our conceptions. Both of these assumptions in.
dicate a somewhat unprogressive type of intellect.

It being absurd to demand that the mind shall transcend
its eonceptions and compare them with reality, it follows
that the test of knowledge must be found in the eontent of
knowledge itself. Ultimately this test will consist (1) in
the self-evidence or necessity of the conception, and (2) in
the inner harmony of our conceptions with one another.
‘When a conception is sclf-evident or necessary, and when
no mental discord resunlts from it, we have the only test of
knowledge possible to any intelligence whatever. A scep-
ticism based on the impossibility of transcending our eon-
ceptions is not so much wanton and gratunitous as essentially
absurd. Again, scepticism to be rational must be based on
reasons. In this respect the sceptic is subject to the same
demand for proof as every other theorist. The sceptic’s
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claim is always that some proposition is doubtful. But the
mere fact that he doubts is in itself no argument. To raise
his doubt from a merely subjective value to a rational sig-
nifieance, he must support his doubt by definite arguments.
Yet throughout the history of speculation there has been a
tacit assumption by the seeptic that his doubt itself consti-
tutes an argument. This elaim the eritic must reject, and
foree the sceptie to take his place with other theorists, and
give reasons for the unfaith which is in him. Both faith
and unfaith, as subjective faets, are without rational signifi-
cance ; they acquire this only through the grounds by which
they are justified. The only scepticism, then, of our funda-
mental notions which merits any attention is that which
aims to show that they are discordant among themselves.
But this scepticism can arise only at the end of investiga-
tion, and not at the beginning. TFor before our coneeptions
of reality are declared discordant we must find out what
they are and determine their exact meaning. The presence
of discord in loose, unreflective thinking is no ground for
general scepticism. Correct thinking does not come by
nature. The discord becomes significant only when the re-
flective reason has declared it irreducible. IIence sceptical
doubts of the validity of knowledge cannot be settled in ad-
vanece ; but only after the reflective reason has determined
what the mind really says. If careful analysis and defini-
tion fail to eliminate the discord and econtradiction, then
scepticism may begin. Yet even then the sceptic assumes
some knowledge of reality. IIe assumes (1) the continnity
of reality, and (2) the universal validity of the thought-laws
of identity and contradietion. His argument from discord-
ant conceptions to their parallax with the faet rests entirely
upon the assnmption that reality is and must be consistent.
If it might possibly be inconsistent, inconsistency in our
coneeptions would be no proof of opposition to the fact;
and a pair of contradictions might express the inmost essence
of reality. Again, if we allow that reality need not be con-
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tinuous, then our discordant conceptions might be viewed
as conceptions of different realities, and hence their discord
would lose all significance. Different views of different
things are allowable; only contradictory views of the same
thing are obnoxious to reason. Now if the attempt to
rectify our notions, so as to make them adequate and con-
sistent, should be successful, the rational ground for scepti-
cism would disappear, and the question would need no sep-
arate discussion. Without doubt there is much that is
purely subjective in our conceptions. The world as it exists
for sense is unlike the world as it exists for thought. Since
the time of Demoecritus, the world has been familiar with
the distinction between primary and secondary qualities.
Hence, before the question of the validity of our conceptions
can be discussed to advantage, we must, by analysis and
criticism, separate the special from the universal element in
knowledge. To treat the question before making such
analysis is to open the way to endless paralogism and logical
inconsequence. On all these accounts, therefore, we hold
that the question of scepticism is second, and not first.

So far as the Kantian and relativist doctrines are identical
with those of the sceptic, they are considered in the previ-
ous paragraphs. No specalator is entitled to consideration
by the doubts he expresses, but only by those which he
rationally justifies. The disciples of relativity in thought
have always been haunted by the fancy that the mind must
be able to transcend its conceptions in order to reach abso-
lute knowledge; and as we are shut np within the limits of
our conceptions, our knowledge is only relative, and hence
is valid only for us. But we have already scen that this
conception of absolute knowledge is essentially absurd ; be-
cause to know is never to be the thing, but only to form
conceptions of it which shall be valid for all intelligence.
We have here the same crude assumption which appears in
the sceptic’s arguments. Thonght is assumed to be second
in knowledge, and not first; and then being is allowed to
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challenge thought to know it. But in knowledge, being is
second and thought isfirst. Being appears as an hypothesis,
or as posited by thought to explain our rational experience.
But we should explain nothing if we posited something out
of all relation to intelligence, or which eannot be grasped
by intelligence. 'We should have merely the form of affir-
mation, and perhaps a swelling sound, but both would be
empty of the slightest substance. We objeet, then, to the
absolute which eludes all rational determination as we did
to the thing in itself, not that it is unknowable, but that it
is rationally unaffirmable. In the nature of the case, proof
of its existence can never be forthcoming. Thought, then,
though subjective, may comprehend being, because the latter
must admit of rational determination, if it is to be affirmed
at all.

Again, we have seen that the subjectivity of knowledge
is true for all intelligence, and does not hinder that there
may be a universal element in knowledge so that we may
grasp the common to all as well as the special to us. In-
deed, the relativist’s argnment, if good for anything, would
apply, first of all, to our certainty that knowledge has any
validity beyond the individual. It would limit the knower
strictly to what is special to himself. It is impossible to
stop with the maxim that man is the measure of all things;
we must go on to the affirmation that every one makes his
own truth and error. But if we may transeend our own
individuality in knowing, and discern the common to all
men, there is no reason why we might not discern the ecom-
mon to all intelligence. Whether this detection of the uni-
versal is possible can be deeided only by an appeal to con-
sciousness, or by an inspection of the content of knowledge.
If such inspection reveal the presence of universal elements,
or of elements which elaim to be universal, it will then be
the duty of the relativist to bring reasons for limiting this
universality. He must justify his doubt, if it is to lave any
significances The mere assurance of one speculator is as
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good as that of another, and eounts for nothing in any case.
The general subjectivity of knowledge is no reason, as that
would still be true, even if knowledge were nniversally
valid. But the argument with the relativist cannot begin
until we have first separated the universal from the speeial.
It cannot, then, precede metaphysics, but must follow.

Moreover, if it were true that onr conceptions are valid
only for human thonght, there would still be need of meta-
physical disenssion. One great spring of philosophie study
is the need of bringing the mind into harmony with itself.
Mental diseord and contradiction we eannot endure. It is
not the lack of harmony between our conceptions and real-
ity which disturbs ns, but their discord among themselves.
Hence, until our thought-life eeases, there will always be an
attempt on the part of the mind to bring its coneeptions
into a consistent system. Onr conceptions may be purely
phenomenal ; but none the less will the mind demand that
they be harmonized with one another. The importanee and
the justification of metaphysics are not dependent, there-
fore, on the falsehood of the philosophy of relativity. Meta-
physies finds its warrant in the mental demand for harmony
in thought. Now these fundamental notions of being,
cause, change, space, time, ete., do enter into our thinking,
such as it is; and we are justified in asking what meaning
they have in reflective thought. When we use these terms,
we ought to mean something, and it must be possible to
tell what we mean. But we have scen that these words
are often used without any definite or consistent meaning.
Apart, then, from any question of universal validity, we
must seek to bring the mind into harmony with itself; and
we can do this only by rendering these fundamental no-
tions more precise, and by so determining their content that
they shall be consistent with one another, and equal to the
function they perform in our thonght-system.

But, granting the admissibility of the problem, how shall
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it be solved? TLocke claimed that philosophical study must
begin with an inquiry into the origin of our ideas. If we
would know what our ideas are worth, we must know how
we came by them. Kant also taught that a criticism of the
faculty and process of knowing must precede metaphysies.
At present, when philosophy is identified with empirical
psychology, if not with physiology, any other method seems
entirely hopeless. 'We ought to begin, then, with psycho-
logical investigation, giving due attention to the marvels
of the associational psychology, if we hope to reach any
sound conclusion. In spite of this recommendation, how-
ever, we regard this method as utterly inverted and worth-
less. The origin and history of an idea do not decide its
significance and validity after it has arisen. Its validity
must be determined solely by its content and by the self-
evidence with which that eontent is thought. Thus the
genesis of the space-idea decides nothing as to the truths of
geometry. Thisidea may have a history which the psychol-
ogist can clearly trace, and it may be conditioned by a vari-
ety of physiological factors; but, still, this genesis does not
help us to decide as to the validity of geometrical truth.
This must be determined by the nature of the propositions
and by the self-evidence of their content. The same is true
for the idea of number. This idea may be slowly devel-
oped, and may be developed only under certain conditions
which psychology may discover. DBut the truth of numer-
ical relations is, in every case, independent of the psycholog-
ical processes by which we come to recognize them. The
principles of causation and the continuity of being may also
be long in winning reeognition ; the ideas may be of slow
growth ; but when the ideas come, their validity can be de-
cided only by reflection on their content, and the evidence
with which-they appeal to the mind. After a belief is found
to be groundless, then the psychological account of its ori-
gin is in order, and has a certain interest; but before this
time it is philosophically irrclevant. Misconception on this
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point is as eommon among the intuitionists as among the
empiricists. The former think that a proposition is placed
forever beyond the reach of attack when it is shown to be
innate; as if the innate must certainly be true. Indeed,
the empiricists themselves agree with the intuitionists on
this point. Mill, in his *“ Examination of Hamilton,” admits
the infallibility of primitive beliefs, but raises doubts as to
what beliefs are truly primitive. He thinks that if we could
look into the mind of the baby, as it lies in the nurse’s arms,
we should get the original philosophic revelation. Others,
again, haunted by the notion of heredity and evolution, are
at a loss whether to look for this original element in the
first polyp or in the primal star-dust; but all alike are
agreed that, if we could reach it, we shounld get at indispu-
table truth. But this is plainly a mistake. It is not self-
evident that the innate must be trne. It is not self-evident
that the baby, or the polyp, or the ancient star-dust is a
spring of pure and undefiled knowledge. Hence, after a
proposition has been shown to be innate, the question of its
truth remains open ; and this question can be answered only
by looking away from the psychological question of origin
to the philosophic question of the grounds of the belief.
Indeed, it would be hard to find a doectrine so out of har-
mony with every one of the current tendencies of thought
theffthis one, which seeks for trnth in the raw rudiments
of eonscionsness rather than in its full manifestation. Ev-
ery conception of progress, every form of evolution, every
analogy of nature point rather to the opposite view—namely,
that our faculties are most trustworthy in their developed
form, and not in their crude beginnings. In short, if there
is to be any knowledge and any philosophy, it must be on
the basis of our faculties as they are. Even the empirical
philosophy is not so self-evident as to dispense with proof;
and its truth or falsehood can be determined only by an ap-
peal to the reason that is now in ns, no matter how it got
there. It may be that empiricism, strictly constructed, casts
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doubt on the reason to which appeal is made, but the sys-
tem itself cannot allow this without self-destruetion. If,
then, the empiricist or associationalist is not to play the
part of the utter sceptic, he must admit that the validity
of a doctrine is not to be tested by its genesis, but by its
grounds. But if he should choose to play the sceptie, then
his seepticism must be extended to his own system ; for, as
said, empiricism is not a self-evident system, and, therefore,
it must be proved. DBut this proof can be on the basis only
of those prineiples and faculties which it aims to diseredit.
It would thus be a system which eould not become strietly
trne without beecoming absolutely donbtful. Every system
which discredits first prineiples is in this dilemma. If such
a system were demonstrated to be true, it would at once be-
eome demonstrably doubtful. Henee, while the study of
the genesis and history of our ideas has a psychological
interest, and is also of great value in enabling us to under-
stand the origin of discovered prejudiees, it can never claim
to deeide the validity of first principles without destroying
itself. This must always be a philosophical question, and
not a psychological one. Hence, the first question in phi-
losophy is not the origin of ideas, but the clearness of their
eontent and the eonsisteney of their relations. Theories of
knowledge in general are answers to the question, How is
knowledge possible? They are irrelevant to the more fun-
damental question, Is knowledge possible? Their value
consists in giving a theory of a process already familiar, and
in unfolding the postulates of that process.

Only those familiar with the usurpations of empirical
psychology will understand our prolixity on this point.
But the mischief wrought is so great as to warrant another
paragraph. A belief may be viewed in two ways.* It may
be regarded as an effect produced by eauses, or as a conclu-

* This distinction has been developed at length, and with great force, by Ar-
thur Balfour, in his ¢ Defence of Philosophie Doubt.”
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sion deduced from grounds. Very many of our beliefs are
effects, and not conclusions. They are produced in us, and
not deduced by us. Probably all our beliefs are, to some
extent, products. This is strictly the case with the average
natural man. His beliefs are effects, and not deductions.
But if a belief is to have any value in a rational system,
it must be more than an effect ; it must also have rational
grounds. Ience, after a complete study of beliefs as effects,
or as simple facts, the grounds of belief remain for investi-
gation. The question, then, of the causes of belief is en-
tirely distinct from the question of grounds. The former
belongs to psychology, the latter to philosophy. Only in
one case can the two questions come into contact, and that is
when the theory of causes is such as to exclude all grounds.
It may be that, in strictness, the empirical philosophy does
precisely this; but no empiricist can allow it without cancel-
ling his own system. For this system, as well as others, is a
set of beliefs with a certain genesis and history; and hence,
if the study of antecedents dispenses with any inquiry into
the grounds, we could only conclude that this system, as
well as others, is groundless, and has no more claim, in rea-
son, to acceptance than any other superstition. The em-
piricist, of all speculators, is bonund to admit the distinction
between the causes and the grounds of belief as of the high-
est philosophical importance. The great objection brought
against him by his opponents is, that his theory of causes
leaves 1io room for gronnds; that he analyzes all beliefs into
effects, and thus empties them of all rational significance.
These objections may be well taken ; for the present we de-
cide not. Our aim is to show that the empiricist’s attempt
to test beliefs by their history and antecedents is a contra-
dictory one when applied to first principles, and a mistaken
one in any case. As applied to first prineiples, it results in
throwing doubt upon the principles of all investigation,
while, as such principles, they must be above all suspicion.
As applied to other matters, it gives us history instead of
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philosophic eriticism. DBut, we repeat, a conception is not
to be accepted or rejected because of its history, but because
of the strength or weakness of its grounds. The philoso-
pher cares nothing about what men believe; he seeks,
rather, to know what grounds they have for their belief.
Hence the only propositions which can lay claim to philo-
sophical acceptance are such as are self-evident, or are de-
duced from others which are self-evident. If philosophy be
possible at all, it can be on the basis only of self-evident
and reasoned propositions. But this self-evidence and the
soundness of the deduction ean be tested only by direct ap-
peal to the reason within us. Men may differ as to what is
self-evident, but all must agree that, if philosophy be possi-
ble, there must be self-evident propositions at its founda-
tion. For some empiricists the truth of empiricism will be
a self-evident proposition. To others, the infallibility of
baby-conscionsness, or of the primal star-dust, will be a first
truth. If star-dust takes to thinking, its thoughts will be
above dispute. The materialistic empiricist will view the
parallelism between the motions of matter and the result-
ing thought as unquestionable. There is no start possible
without some proposition which commands assent by virtue
of its own self-evidence. A
It is a matter of history, and not of opinion, that this
distinetion between the causes and the grounds of belief
has been almost entirely ignored, or, rather, undreamed of,
in English philosophy in recent times. On the one hand,
faney has run riot in doctrines of heredity and mental evo-
lution, and, on the other, a plodding misunderstanding has
ground away at the associational mill, and all concerned
have imagined that philosophy was marching on. Indeed,
various “epoch-making” works have been produced, and
still more have been predicted. Meanwhile not a glimmer
of philosophie insight ean be discovered in the dreary prod-
uet. If the philosophic validity of the belief in causation is
in question, the debate switches off forthwith to the ques-
2
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tion of origin. Of course, the law itself is assumed throngh-
out the explanation ; and when, by aid of the law, the be-
lief in it is explained, the impression prevails that philos-
ophy has progressed. When Mill comes to discuss with
Hamilton the existence of an external world, the first and
only thing is to give a psychological explanation of our be-
lief in an external world; as if this were the question in
dispute. The manifold assnmptions of an external world
which occur throughout the argument all serve to give the
“psychological theory” greater plausibility, though at the
same time they deprive it of all philosophical significance.
In ethics, psychology has seized on the entire science. The
origin of conscience and of moral distinctions appears to be
the only possible question ; whereas it is not a question of
ethics at all. Ethies deals with duty, and the question
whether there be any duty can be answered only by an ap-
peal to the reason that is within us. The study of whipped
curs may possibly throw some light on the genesis of moral
ideas, but it can do nothing towards deciding their obliga-
tion.

‘What, then, is our method? It is plain that every philo-
sophical inquiry assumes a certain trust of reason in itself.
This is a universal fact of mind, and hence a fact of the
system of which we form a part. This self-confidence of
reason is not to be groundlessly distrusted, both because
such distrust would be irrational, and because it would fore-
stall all investigation. In discussing our theory of things,
we propose, therefore, to take everything as it seems to be,
and to make only such changes as are necessary to bring
our views into harmony with themselves. The reasons for
doubt and modification are to be sought entirely in the nat-
ure of the object, and not in the possibility of verbal doubt.
Such a method does no violence to the natural sense of prob-
ability, which can never be needlessly violated with impn-
nity. Such a method, too, allows reason its full rights. It
is an act of faith, and not of seepticism; for it makes no
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changes unless reason calls for them. If we distinguish be-
tween appearance and reality, it is becanse reason can be
harmonized with itself in no other way. We take, there-
fore, the theory of things which is formed by spontancous
thought, and make it the text for a critical exegesis, in the
hope of-making it adequate and consistent. We take the
notions of common-sense as they exist, and the functions
ascribed to them, and change them only as reason itself
preseribes. Our only assumption is a provisional trust in
reason ; but we by no means assume that inquiry will leave
our general views unchanged. Nor is our problem any
more speculative than are the theoretical problems of phys-
ical science, while the method is the same in both cases.
Physies, going ont from phenomena, asks how we must
conceive of the unseen agent, or agents, which produce
them. Accordingly, it posits atoms, ethers, etc., of various
kinds and powers. Indeed, theoretical physies is metaphys-
ics, as far as it goes. And the physicist earries himself be-
yond the phenomena by the sole force of reason. He has
no other eriterion of truth in this unseen realm than the
mind itself. He enters it only by thonght, and thought is
the only warrant for its existence. We go to work in the
same way, and appeal to the same standard. We use, there-
fore, no new method, and appeal to no occult anthority.
This thought deserves further emphasis. Oversight of it
is at the bottom both of the popular notion that philosophy
leads to scepticism, and also of the popular scepticism of
philosophical conclusions. Neither science nor philosophy
denies anything which the senses give; though both find
reason for denying that the senses give as much as unerit-
ical thonght assumes. Both make the data of the senses
their starting-point, and on them they build up a rational
system. DBut this system is never a matter of the senses,
but an inferenco from their data. Both physics and meta-
physies carry us at once into a world of realities whose ex-
istence can be assured only by thought. The conclusions
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of physics concerning the true nature of things are most
startling, and at first sight seem to outrage all reason. The
clod at our feet, or the solid rock on which we tread, is the
scene of incessant activity. We are ourselves immersed in
an ocean of throbbing ether; and without there is neither
light nor sound, but only ethereal or aerial vibrations. If
we shut our eyes, and try to realize it, we are almost suffo-
cated. We open our eyes, and feel like rejecting the the-
ory as a mental nightmare. We see the light and hear the
sounds of the world around us. Of course we do; no one
ever dreamed of denying it. These theories, which seem
so monstrous when tested by the senses, are not to be tested
by the senses, but solely by the reason. They deny noth-
ing which the senses give, but are inferred from the data of
the senses.  Our trust in them, therefore, depends only upon
our trust in reason itself, and on the cogency with which
they are inferred from the data. In like manner the as-
tronomer proposes a theory of the earth and heavens which
seems to do violence to the plainest teachings of the senses,
but, upon reflection, it becomes clear that the astronomical
heavens and the visible heavens are not properly contradie-
tory. The astronomer makes the visible heavens his start-
ing-point ; and he finds that the visible heavens force us to
affirm the astronomical heavens. The visible heavens are
the heavens as they appear to the eye; the astronomical
heavens are the heavens as they appear to the reason. Each
view, in its place, is correct, and neither denies the other.
But if the boor shonld attempt to demolish the Copernican
theory by appealing to the senses, no one would pay any
attention to him, for every one now recognizes that the
scnses have no jurisdiction in this matter. Reason only is
competent to a judgment; and if the theory were over-
thrown, it would only be as reason showed that the phe-
nomena are susceptible of another and more rational expla-
nation.

Now, in judging of philosophical doctrines, it is of first
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importance to bear in mind this distinction between phe-
nomena and inferences from phenomena, which we have
illustrated at such length. The senses have the same fune-
tion in philosophy which they have in science—namely, to
furnish the raw material for the mind’s activity. Philo-
sophical theories, like seientific theories, are not to be judged
by the senses, but by reason only. As it is no objection to
physics and astronomy that the atoms and the ether cannot
be seen, or that the heavens seem to contradict Copernicus,
80 it is no objection to philosophy that its theories cannot
be verified by the senses. They are never matters of eye-
sight, but of insight. Philosophy is always ready to con-
sider objections against the justness of its inferences from
phenomena, but objections based only on the senses them-
selves it treats with the same disdain with which an astron-
omer would listen to an attack on the Copernican theory
based on its opposition to appearances. In one sense, phi-
losophy is a war against the senses; and in this sense no
one can be a philosopher until he gets ont of his senses.
Philosophy first attempts to reduce the senses to their trne
place by rooting out the unecritical prejndices whieh make
up the bulk of our spontaneous thinking; and when the
senses are properly limited to appearances, philosophy seeks
to press beyond the sense-system to a rational system, which
shall express the true nature and relations of things. Viewed
in this light, the ernde hypotheses of the early Greek phi-
losophers were epoch-making in the history of thought ; for,
puerile as the theories themselves were, they first gave voice
to the demand for unity and rational explanation in nature.
They were declarations that the senses are limited to ap-
pearance, and that reason only can penetrate to the reality
of things. If, then, in the following discussions, many
things are found which are violent and even monstrous
paradoxes, when measured by the standard of the senses,
the reader is begged to remember that we do not recognize
that standard as a measure of rational truth, any more than
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the physicist recognizes it as a test of his theories. If the
conelusions are soundly inferred from admitted premises,
they must be allowed, no matter what bends or breaks.
There is, then, a distinction between phenomena, or real-
ity as it appears to the senses, and noumena or reality as it
appears to thought; but these two are not properly contra-
dictory. Phenomena are the basis of our knowledge of
noumena; and noumena are inferred from phenomena. It
has been claimed that nonmena are essentially unknowable.
This claim taken literally would mean that we do not know
what we think. It may further mean that we cannot com-
prehend the possibility of existence; and in this sense the
claim is true. DBut we may know many things as facts
which we cannot construct or deduce. Ultimate facts can
never be comprehended, they can only be recognized and ad-
mitted. In this sense the elaim is a truism and irrelevant to
our purpose. Finally, the claim may mean that phenomena
allow so many interpretations that no consistent and neces-
sary thought-system can be deduced from them. But this
claim can be tested only by trial. It is also said that nou-
mena, as well as phenomena, are subjective. Both alike
represent, not the reality, but only its appearance. The
latter give reality as it appears to the senses; and the for-
mer give it as it appears to thought. In this extreme sense
of the word, it is true that we know only appearances; but
the admission is without significanece. It is only another .
form of the nniversal subjectivity of knowledge, or of the
fact that the mind ean never transcend its conceptions and
deal with its objects except as thought. Finally, phenom-
ena have sometimes another meaning than the one here giv-
en. The activities of things are spoken of as their phe-
nomena; and even mind is said to have its phenomena.
Taken in this sense, the claim that we know only phe-
nomena means only that an unmanifested thing could
not be known. DBut the ordinary distinction between
phenomena and noumena is that given in the etymol-
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ogy of the words themselves; and it is in this sense that
we use it.

In accordance with our definition of metaphysies, our
work will be critical, and not creative. We begin with the
given, and ask what changes the reflective reason calls for
in order to reach a consistent interpretation. The philoso-
pher has no recipe for creation, and cheerfully admits that,
if reality did not exist, he wounld be sadly at a loss to pro-
duce it. DBeing is a perpetual miracle and mystery, which
logic can never deduce. It is something to be recognized
and admitted, rather than deduced or comprehended. We
aim not, then, to tell how being is made, or how it is possi-
ble, but how we shall think of it after it is made. Not to
create, but to understand reality, is the highest possibility
of human thought. Neither the attempt nor the problems
are new. It will not escape notice that our conception of
metaphysics is identical with that of Herbart, who defined
it as “the working-over of the notions.”” And since the
time of the Eleatics, 500 B.C., the need of this working
over has been felt. And as our most fundamental thought
of reality is that something exists, we begin with an exposi-
tion and criticism of the notion of being.
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PART IL—ONTOLOGY.

CHAPTER I.
THE NOTION OF BEING.

Berxe, reality, existence, are words of many meanings.
In their common use, they are not limited to the substan-
tial, but are affirmed of thoughts, feclings, laws, relations, as
well as of things. The thought we think is real in distine-
tion from others which we do not think, or from others—
such as contradictions—which cannot be thought. Hence
a real thonght may variously denote either a mental act,
without regard to its object, or a right conception of a real
object, or simply a logical possibility, that is, any conjunc-
tion of ideas which the laws of thought do not forbid. So,
also, we speak of existing laws and relations as real in dis-
tinetion from others which, as imaginary, are unreal. In its
widest sense, being is affirmed of every objeet of thought;
in its metaphysical sense, it applies only to substantive
things. Thus it appears that there are various kinds of
reality. Laws, relations, events, are real, but never in the
same sense in which things are real. It is important to
keep this distinction in mind, and to remember the kind of
reality which is possible to any given 6bject of thought.
Neglect of it has been the fruitful source of logomachy and
frivolous discussion in the history of philosophy. And, ob-
vious as the distinction seems to us, yet the human mind has
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reached it only through great mental tribulation. In the
carly Greek philosophy, especially, a great part of its confn-
sion and apparent sophistry can be traced directly to over-
looking the various meanings of being or reality. All real-
ities, then, are not real in the same sense. The reality of a
feeling is in being felt; that of a thought is in being thought;
that of a law is in its ruling ; that of a truth isin its validity.
The question which metaphysies proposes is, In what does
the reality or being of things consist ?

This question admits of easy misnnderstanding. It m
seem that our aim is to construct being; but this miseon-
ception has been warded off in advance. The aim is, sim-
ply, to find what we mean by being, or to find what condi-
tions a thing must satisfy in order to fill out our notion of
being. How it satisfies them is the fathomless mystery of
existence; but it is competent to thought to ask what they
are. And, first, we point out that the content of this no-
tion cannot be determined by any process of logical abstrac-
tion. The notion of pure being which results from this
process is, like all general notions, incapable of real exist-
ence. Concepts are formed by abstracting the common fac-
tor or factors in a multitude of individuals, to the exclusion
of all unlike clements. Thus they become mere symbols
or frames of thought, or short-hand expressions, like the
algebraic signs. As such they have an important funetion
in our mental life, and thought eould not go on without
them. At the same time, they are incapable of objective
existence; and often, indeed, they contain incompatible de-
terminations when viewed as realities. Thus, the concept
of a triangle is that of a plane figure bounded by three
straight lines. The common factor in all triangles—that of
being bounded by three straight lines—is all that appears in
the concept. It abstracts from the lengths of the sides and
from any particular relations or magnitndes of the angles.
The concept, then, represents neither a large nor a small
triangle as such; it is neither acute, right-angled, nor ob-



= THE NOTION OF BEING. 29

lique, but stands for all alike. This, however, is not pos-
sible in reality, but only in thought. Every real triangle
must have sides and angles of definite magnitude and ratios,
and it must belong to some one of the classes mentioned.
The same is true for all logical concepts. They are contra-
dictory when viewed as real existences. The universal man,
who is neither white nor black, neither tall nor short, nei-
ther young nor old, does not, and cannot, exist. The uni-
versal horse does not run. The universal color cannot be
seen. Motion in general is impossible. The reality is al-
ways a number of individuals, each of which, in addition to
the class characteristics, has specific determinations whereby
alone it has reality. Ilence, in passing from the concept
back to reality, we have always to supply the factors left
out in forming the notion; and until this is done, we have a
form of thought only, and not a fact of objective existence.
It is with concepts as with algebraic formulas. These ab-
stract from any definite quantity, and deal only with the
relations of different quantities. In this way one may ob-
tain results valid for every case of certain class; but always,
in order to apply the formula to any actual case, one must
replace the general quantities by specific values. When
this is done, the formula ceases to be general, and becomes
a real case, which, as such, must be specific and particular.
The nature and function of logical notions are now gen-
erally nnderstood, and there is no longer any danger of fall-
ing back into the old realism. The individual is no longer
an aceident of the universal, but the realization of the uni-
versal. But an exception to this insight must be made in
a single case. In the notion of “pure being,” we have
a relic of realism, or a mistake of a logical concept for a
real existence, which still haunts philosophy. This pure
being is viewed as without distinction or quality of any
kind, but is alike in all things. It is easy to see how spec-
ulators have come to this notion. Logically considered, ev-
ery object is a determination of the notion of being. DBeing
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appears alike in all, and the difference and determination
are found in the attributes. Logically, then, every object
is an accident of being; it is a determination of the general
notion to a particular case by means of some specific mark.
From this point it is easy to imagine that there is some ele-
ment of real being which is common to all objects, and
which, by receiving particular determinations, becomes the
particular and specific thing. As this being exists in itself,
it is pure and universal; and, as such, it is the necessary pre-
supposition of all definite and particular being. The fal-
lacy would be palpable in the case of any other notion than
this of being. No one would say that pure motion first ex-
ists as the element common to all specific motions, and then,
by receiving specific velocity and direction, becomes specifie
motion; and yet pure motion is just as possible as pure be-
ing. If one should claim that pure motion is the necessary
presupposition of all specific motion, the mistake would be
detected at once; but, owing to certain illusions of the
senses, we do not so readily detect the error in the case of
pure being.

We must make this point clear to ourselves, even at the
expense of tedious repetition. In dealing with universals,
the order of thought reverses the order of fact. The thought
of the particular is possible only through the universal; but
the universal is real only in the particular. The first fact
has been expressed in the doctrine that all cognition is clas-
sification, or that nothing can be known until it is recog-
nized as one of a kind. This fact is well adapted to lead uns
to overlook the fact that the universal is realized only in the
particular. DBut whatever exists in reality must always be
something specific, and not logically universal. Just as a
real triangle must always have definite angles and sides, so
every real thing must have definite properties. The indefi-
nite triangle is no triangle. A triangle may be indefinite in
knowledge, and then it is a problem for solution ; but while
our knowledge is indefinite, we still posit the triangle itself
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as completely determined. So, also, a thing may be indefi-
nite in knowledge. All we know may be, merely, that
something exists. In such a case the thing presents a prob-
lem, and we seek to solve it by discovering the unknown
qualities of the thing. But, upon reflection, it becomes
clear that the thing itself is definite all the time. Hegel
was quite right in saying that pure being equals nothing;
for its definition, as without definite power, quality, or rela-
tion, is the exact definition of non-existence. The notion of
pure being, then, mnay be allowed as a logical coneept ; bat,
like all other concepts, it must be restricted to an ideal ex-
istence. Only the definite and specific can exist in reality.
This notion of pure being as an objective fact has received
further support from the general tendency to mistake the
movement of our thought for a movement of objective be-
ing. 'We have already pointed out that every object is, log-
ically, a determination of the notion of being; and it is very
easy to mistake this determination in our thought for a proe-
ess in the thing. DBut a very little reflection serves to show
that many movements of our thonght are without any double
in the world of objective being. They are but the subjec-
tive devices by which the mind seeks to master the indepen-
dent fact. Of course, if thought is to grasp reality, it must
have an essential relation to reality ; but this relation cannot
be an identity of process. DBy means of the syllogism, the
human mind can trace the course of things; but that course
itself is not syllogistic. Thus, in analytics, one can get the
equation of a curve in terms of Cartesian, or polar, or qua-
ternion co-ordinates. The several equations would be to-
tally unlike, and yet one could develop from each the true
properties of the curve. The co-ordinate system is but the
scaffolding by which we climb to the desired knowledge,
and in itself it is not represented by anything in the curve.
Now the movements of thonght by which we seek to grasp
this objective fact have mainly this character of subjective
scaffolding, and they must not be viewed as movements of
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the thing without special proof in each case. Oversight of
this fact has led to a confusion of the development of knowl-
edge with a development of being itself, and thus the no-
tion of pure being has received further support. In know-
ing, we begin by positing a thing as thing, and then we seek
to determine its attributes. The two operations may be
simultaneous, but often we know only that something is.
‘When posited simply as existing, its being is for thought
almost “pure;” and when, at a later period, its qualities
are determined, it becomes for thought definite and deter-
mined. DBut this process describes nothing in the history of
the thing itself. It is not the thing, but our knowledge of
it, which develops from the indefinite to the definite. Her-
bart’s doctrine of being as “absolute position’ 'seems to rest
mainly on the same confusion of our thought of the thing
with the thing itself. It is true that, in knowing, we first
posit a subject, and then pass to fix its attributes; but the
subject is not posited as indefinite, but only as indefinitely
known. It is thus a problem to be solved; but all the un-
known quantities have definite valnes. What Herbart says
of being as “absolute position” is true only of being as con-
cept. The concept is pure affirmation or position, without
restriction or qualification of any sort; but whenever any
real thing is posited, it must be a position of something spe-
cifie. Otherwise the position is empty, and nothing is pos-
ited. The purity cancels the reality of the act. The pre-
tended development of being in the Hegelian philosophy is,
also, only a development of our thonght about being, and
the latter is mistaken for the former. It will help us in
guarding against this delusion of pure being to remember,
(1) that the predication by which we make objects definite
for our thought corresponds to no process in being; and,
(2) that predication itself assumes that the object is already
definite. It aims to tell what the object is, and not to
make it.

The notion of pure being must be rejected as incapable
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of real existence. It must further be rejected as useless, if
it conld exist. The notion of being, when found, must be
adequate to the demands made upon it. DBut being is the
fundamental fact or notion, and, as such, it must contain
the ground and explanation of all manifestation. That
which appears must be explained by that which trnly is.
Hence we must have constant regard to the conditions of
the problem, or a true solution will not be reached. It is
not enough that the notion of being should be logically
consistent ; it must also include in itself the ground of all
manifestation. There is no logical contradiction in suppos-
ing a world of nnrelated and incommensurable things; but
such things would be indifferent, and hence would contain
no explanation of the world of interaction. They would
form no system; for each would be indifferent to all the
rest. There is, also, no contradiction in conceiving being
as changeless and inert; but there is a contradiction in sup-
posing that such being would explain anything. The real
world is one of motions, changes, and interactions; and the
being or beings we plant at the bottom must be capable of
fitting into and explaining these changes and interactions.
Any other conception of being would be gratuitous and use-
less. Iere is where the Eleatics failed. They overlooked
the conditions of the problem, and defined being as some-
thing unitary, motionless, and unehanging. But the actual
world manifests plurality, and a constant entrance and exit;
and the Eleaties, to save their definition, were forced to de-
clare the whole phenomenal world to be an utter delusion.
Thus, alongside of the world of being was posited a world
of non-being, which, after all, had a sort of being. And
even this heroic step was not enough, for the delusion must
be accounted for. Since being is one and changeless, how
could the delusion of plurality and change ever arise? The
existence of the delusion, even as delusion, is incompatible
with the fandamental prineiples of the philosophy. Again,
since being does not explain the delusion, the delusion is no
3
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longer any ground for affirming being. The phenomenal
world, then, must be retained, and the changeless being
must be renounced. Heraclitus, on the other hand, was so
impressed with the fact of change that e denied the exist-
ence of any constant factor in being, and declared that all
things flow. But this doctrine is intelligible only because
it is false; for flow conld never be known as such apart
from a constant factor which abides across it. The Greek
atomists, also, failed to observe the conditions of the prob-
lem, and were equally unsuccessful in finding an adequate
definition. They regarded the atoms as the only realities ;
but they viewed tnem as self-existent and mutually inde-
pendent. This definition is borrowed entirely from the
illusions of sense-experience, and becomes a contradietion
when the atoms are viewed as forming a true system. As
independent, they must be unrelated and indifferent; and
hence they contain no account of the interactions and inter-
dependencies of the actual world. The independent indi-
viduality exclndes the community necessary to a system.
In modern times this crror has been repeated by Ilerbart,
who has united atomism with the Eleatic philosophy. Ie
posits a number of simple, changeless, and essentially unre-
lated beings; and it is only by logical inconsequence and
violence that he even seems to explain the real world. The
same oversight often appears in the modern atomic theory.
The element of relation and interdependence is overlooked,
and the atoms are viewed as self-existent and independent.
Thus the error of the Greek atomists is repeated, and the
atoms are made useless for scientific purposes. Tor not at-
oms in general, but only interacting, interdependent atoms,
are of use in scientific explanations.

This necessity that being shall be so conceived as to explain
all manifestation sets in a still clearer light the emptiness
of the notion of pure being. Being, as indefinite and unde-
termined, contains no gronnd for the definite’and determined
manifestation. As totally indefinite, there is no reason why
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it should act rather than not act; and if it should act, there
is no reason why it should act in one way rather than in an-
other. There is neither motion nor progress nor direction
in it. If the notion of pure being represented a possible
existence, the only formula into which it could enter would
be, One times one is one; and out of this no advance could
be secured. In strictness, pure being, as indefinite, could
not enter even into this formula; for A=A supposes that
A is definitely A, and not X. Hence being cannot be
viewed as first existing as pure being, and then as giving
itself determinations; for if it did exist pure, it ecould never
attain to definite determination. It is a necessity of thought,
that the definite can proceed only from the definite, and that
the indefinite can found nothing. To deduce motion from
rest, being from non-being, or anything whatever from its
opposite, is no more 1mposs1ble than to deduce the definite
from the indefinite.

This truth is self-evident. No argument is needed to
establish it, but only an understanding of the terms. And
yet, owing largely to the delusions of the senses, this notion
of pure being has had a great and pernicious influence in
philosophy. We find it underlying the distinetion of mat-
ter and form in the early Greek speculations. Matter in
itself is formless and powerless, and only one step from
non - existence. Form, on the other hand, is empty and
bodiless. But matter, thongh powerless, has a mystic pow-
er of filling out form and stiffening it into reality; and
thus, by the nnion of the two, definite material existence is
produced. Plato, also, conceived of things as produced by
the union of the idea with indefinite existence. Through
the idea, the bare being became something; and through
this being the idea became more than an idea—a thing, as
well as a thought. In both of these views we have a certain
division of labor. The idea, or the form, provides for qual-
ity and determination, and the being provides the reality.
The idea is the mold ; being is the filling. The idea is the
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plan; being is the raw material which is wrought into the
plan, and thus lifts it into reality. The crude and false
analogy of our daily experience is manifest, and the impos-
sibility of this division of labor is equally so. The idea, the
great source of definite determination, is left unexplained ;
and, if it were accounted for, the formless being could not
perform the function assigned to it. The appeal to experi-
ence is short-sighted. Our own plans, which we impress
npon matter, are, indeed, external to it ; but matter is able
to fall into the molds of our thought only because of cer-
tain definite properties and laws of its own. If it had no
forces of attraction and resistanee, whereby it retains its
form and resists change, it could not be built into our plans.
The matter we employ is not indefinite in itself, but only in
reference to our purposes or to our perceptions. Yet this
indefiniteness relative to us we mistake for an essential
indefiniteness of the thing, until we see that the nse we
make of any, even the most unformed, material, depends
always on certain definite properties of the stuff employed.
This fancy of a formless, but plastic stuff, which barely ex-
ists, haunts, indeed, our sense-bonnd imagination, but reflec-
tion serves to exorcise it.

Nor is the idea confined entirely to ancient speculation ;
it constantly reappears even in modern thought. The infi-
nite substance of Spinoza is an example. At times, indeed,
he speaks of this substance as having infinite positive attri-
butes, but at other times he presents it as the purely indefi-
nite and undetermined. His guiding principle, that all de-
termination is negation, forbids any other conception of the
infinite. It can be everything only on condition of being
nothing. The absolute being of Schelling, and the absolnte
idea of at least some of the Hegelians, are but new forms of
the old thing. The philosophy of the unconditioned is of
the same kind. The unconditioned is supposed to transcend
all likeness and all difference. It is simple absolute reality,
without limitation, and hence without determination of any
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kind. But this is the old abstraction in a new form. That
it is unknowable need not occasion us the least distress; for
it is as unreal as it is unknowable. The current distinetion
of matter and force is another example. Matter, in itself,
is viewed as inert and undifferentiated; and it becomes
active and different only through force. Most of the enr-
rent theories of evolution are built upon the same notion
of pure being. They all alike assume that indefiniteness
was first, and founded definiteness; indeed, the most ambi-
tious exposition of the doetrine assumes that the only func-
tion of philosoply is to trace the genesis of the universe as
a passage from the homogeneous and indefinite to the het-
erogeneous and definite. Pure or indefinite being precedes
and founds all definite existence, and philosophy has only
to trace the process. The physical philosophy of the Spen-
cerians is identical in aim, and almost identical in method,
with the idealism of the Hegelians. The same eonception
of pure being appears often in theology, in distinetions be-
tween the divine being and the divine existeuce, and in at-
tempts to found the living God on something deeper than
his own living reality. The divine being is spoken of as
the abyssmal, undifferentiated absolute, which is at once all
and nothing; while the divine existence is the standing
forth in definiteness of the essentially indefinite being of
God. But in all these cases we meet the same logical diffi-
culty. The definite cannot be deduced from the indefinite.
A definite conclusion can never be deduced from indefinite
premises. The indefinite founds and leads to nothing, and
is itself nothing. »
Nothing but the persistence of this notion could exense
any forther reference to it. DBut not only is it the founda-
tion of the most ambitious of current philosophic theories,
but a great cloud of illustrations are given in support of it.
All progress is declared to be from the like to the unlike,
or from the indefinite to the definite, throngh continuous
differentiations and integrations. It is necessary, therefore,
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to show that none of these illustrations illustrate. When
the apparently unorganized contents of an egg develop into
a chicken, the progress from the indefinite to the definite is
only in appearance. The egg is a perfectly definite com-
pound of perfectly definite chemical elements, with per-
fectly definite forces and laws, and in perfectly definite
relations of interaction with a perfectly definite universe.
And when this perfectly definite complex of definite ele-
ments passes into other forms, it becomes no more definite
for reason, but only for the senses. The entire progress is
from definiteness which only reason can perceive to definite-
ness which the senses can perceive. A similar eriticism ap-
plies to the claim that, on the ncbular theory, we have in
the solar system an advance from the indefinite to the defi-
nite. Here, again, the growing definiteness is purely phe-
nomenal, or for the senses, and has no application to the
elements which conduet the process. No physieist doubts
that, in the nebulons period, the laws and forces of the ele-
ments were as mathematically definite as they are at pres-
ent. In the most vaguely outlined eloud he finds the same
fixity of law and rational relation which exists in the most
sharply cut erystal. The difference is for the senses, and
not for reason. The evolution formula, that all progress is
from the indefinitc to the definite, applies only to appear-
ances, and not to the realities which underlie them. The
irrelevancy of the illustrations drawn from the possibility
of using the same stuff to make various things has already
been referred to. The mistake consists in mistaking the
indefiniteness of matter with reference to our plans for an
indefiniteness in itself; whereas, it is only.by virtue of its
own definite properties that it becomes usable by us. It
must also be noted that none of the attempted evolutions of
pure being have ever succeeded in keeping it pure. Schel-
ling attempts to explain the world of matter and mind by
the absolute, which is the pure identity of subject and ob-
ject. But from pure identity there is no way to difference;



THE NOTION OF BEING. 39

and thus, at last, he is forced to posit in this identity a
“dark nature-ground,” which, in some unexplained way, fell
out of the absolute into being. Spencer’s indefinite and
homogeneous, also, ought to lic beyond all law, difference,
or antithesis; but when we make our first acquaintance
with it, it already presents the antitheses of matter and
force, of attractive and repulsive forces, and, commonly, it
is already atomically discrete, and in all cases the reign of
definite law is assumed as self-evident. Such contradictions
are necessary in the nature of the case. No process of rea-
soning can ever dednce a definite conclusion from indefinite
premises ; and no mind will ever find an explanation of a
definite outcome in positing an indefinite antecedent.

Thus, whichever way we work it, the notion of pure be-
ing appears untenable. When, from the side of the defi-
nite, we attempt to reach the indefinite, we violate the law
of the sufficient reason which demands in the cause some
determining ground for the specific character of the effect.
On the other hand, when, assuming the indefinite, we at-
tempt to reach the definite, we find no passage whatever.
It founds nothing, and leads to nothing. Not only is it
indistinguishable from the void, it is the void, the non-
existent.

But the result of the previous discussion is more negative
than positive. We learn that being must be conceived as
something definite and specifie, but we have no insight into
the specific content of the notion. What, then, is being?
It is often defined as substance or substratum. It is that
which has or supports qualities. But such definitions are
purely formal, and do not tell how this substance must be
conceived, in order to make it adequate to its function.
‘We shall find it well to shift the question a little, and ask
what we mean by predicating being of things. It may be
said that being is a simple idea, and admits of no explana-
tion. But if we allow this, there must always be some

»
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ground for saying that a thing exists. If, then, being and
non-being were perfectly undefinable notions, there must
still be some mark by which we distinguish one from the
other; otherwise, there would be no more ground for say-
ing that a thing exists than for saying that it does not exist.
Common-sense would, at first, be tempted to find this mark
in sense-phenomena. The real is that whieh ean be seen or
touched. But eommon-sense would quickly perceive the
untenability of this view, and the idealism implied in it.
Common-sense holds that things exist when unseen and un-
touched, and that many things exist which ecan never be
seen or touched. Nor would common-sense be content to
put the existence even of sensible objects in their perma-
nent perceptibility by every one under the proper eondi-
tions. A permanent and regular possibility of phenomena is
not what common-sense means by a material objeet. Itholds
that perception recognizes rather than makes things, and,
henee, that their being is more than their being perceived.
But all this only makes it the more important that we should
know what is the distingnishing mark of being. Since this
mark eannot be found in sense-phenomena, it must be songht
elsewhere ; and, after much casting about in thought, it ap-
pears that the distinetive mark of being consists in some
power of action. Things, when not perceived, are still said
to exist, becanse of the belief that, though not perceived,
they are in interaction with one another, mutually deter-
mining and determined. Things are distinguished from
non-existence by this power of action and mutual determi-
nation. When this is omitted from our thought, the affir-
mation of their existence is perfectly meaningless, as well as
groundless. The things said to exist might, in that case,
with equal propriety, be said not to exist. In speaking of
pure being, we said that only the determined ean exist; we
must now supplement this by adding that only the deter-
mining has existence.

. We reach this conclusion as the only means of saving
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ourselves from Berkeley. We reach it equally by observ-
ing the function of the notion. DBeing itself is no fact of
experience, but rather a mental datum. Experience reach-
es only to phenomena, and being is posited for their ex-
planation. But the phenomenal world manifests incessant
change and movement; and if we are not content to rest
in the thought of a groundless show, we have to supple-
ment these changes by the notion of an agent or agents
which cause them. Actor and act are the two basal catego-
ries of thought, and when we have referred a phenomenon
to its cause or causes, we have explained it. Hence those
things which we posit to explain the phenomenal world
must be viewed as its active ground. When we grasp this
fact, it becomes clear that being must be viewed as essen-
tially active; for any other conception makes it inadequate
to the facts. We get no insight into action by positing the
inactive, and we get no insight into the nature and changes
of the phenomenal world by positing a ground of being
which does nothing. Ilowever thick the mental fog may
be, it must always be plain that only the active will explain
action. Ilence causality is the distingnishing mark of be-
ing, and by being we mean canse. Whatever is to be con-
gidered as existing must be capable of action in some form.

But here an objection comes nup from the side of com-
mon-sense, and we mmst consider it before advancing. It
will be urged that we have assumed that all being is active,
or causal, while there is also purely passive being. Our
definition applies only to one realm of being, and ignores
the other. Common-sense, then, moves to amend the defi-
nition so as to read, Being is not only whatever can act, but
also whatever can be acted npon. It is quite willing to
allow that all reality falls into one or the other of these
classes. But the amendment is not accepted. This notion
of purely passive being is a misleading abstraction from our
physical experience. Matter appears to us as inert and re-
ceptive, and we overlook entirely both its force of resistance
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and reaction, by which we become aware of its existence,
and also the physical teaching concerning its dynamic nat-
ure. Thus we come to the notion of passive being, which
serves merely as the object of another’s activity. DBut, in
truth, this notion is a pure contradiction. Action upon
something which does not react is the same as.action upon
nothing. In order that being shall be acted upon, it must
be able to react and condition the actor; and thus it comes
under the general class of agents, or things capable of de-
termining other things. Where this is not the case, action
is not action nupon something, but a pure creation of both
its object and its effect. 1In action between things, the reac-
tion of the thing acted npon is necessarily a factor of the
effect. It is common to hear matter spoken of as the pas-
sive object of force; but an object without any power of its
own would be no object. It is also called a vehicle of foree;
but, overlooking the sense in which matter can be a vehicle,
it is plain that nothing can be a vehicle of force which has
no power in itself. Thus a lever conld not transmit encrgy
if its own forces of cohesion and resistance did not give it a
definite rigidity and coherence. Ience, while the distine-
tion between being which acts and being which is acted
upon is valid in daily practice, it is of no use in metaphys-
ies; but both classes must be viewed as active. If, however,
any one is still favorably disposed towards passive being, let
himn consider in what the notion of such being differs from
that of non-existence.

Allowing, however, that the notion itself is possible, we
have still to ask what help wé get in explaining the uni-
verse from this assumption of passive being. What does it
do, found, or explain? The reply will be that, no matter
whether it explains anything or not, it is given in experi-
ence as a fact, and that we are in eonstant contact with it
through our senses. 'We ask, again, How do we know that?
The bare existence of a thing is never a sufficient ground
for its perception ; if it were, we ought to be percipient of



THE NOTION OF BEING. 43

all existence. Hence, in order to the perception of a thing,
there must be some corresponding action upon us; if not by
the thing itself, then by something else. But, by hypothe-
sis, this passive being does not affect us, and therefore we
can perceive it only as some other being acts upon us. The
passive being, then, not only explains nothing, but its exist-
ence can never be known except through a revelation. Now,
whoever will reflect that this being does and explains noth-
ing, and that all the effects upon him, by which he becomes
aware of its existence, are the activities of something else,
will see that there s, and can be, no warrant for introducing
such a factor into a philosophical systemn.

No argument is needed to make this point clearer. Wheth-
er we consider the differentia or the function of the notion,
it is equally plain that only the causal can have real exist-
ence. Yet so inveterate are the prejudices of the senses,
that nothing short of criticising them 1n detail will free us
from them. Thus, in spite of all that has been said, we are
met by the objection that matter is certainly inert and inac-
tive. Ilere, then,is a most palpable proof that all being is
not causal—a proof which no amount of logical juggling
and sophistical mystification will ever sweep away. We
almost fear to ask, in reply, how we know that matter, as
thus conceived, exists; for common-sense will not endure
chaffing, and, when hard pressed by difficulties, is apt to
stamp on the ground as an end of all discussion. To the
children of the dragon’s teeth, as Plato calls the disciples of
the senses, there is nothing so real as the ground, and a
lamp is the typical conception of reality. Nevertheless
—though with fear and trembling, lest some child of the
dragon’s teeth should overliear us—we will venture to ask,
How do we know that matter, as thus conceived, exists?
By definition it does nothing, and hence it is from no action
of matter itself that we become aware of its existence. And
this existence—which merely is, without doing anything—
in what is it different from the bare idea of existence? But
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we fear lest we exasperate the dragon’s progeny by pressing
these questions, and we take another standpoint from which
to reply to the objection. If we allow matter to be a true
existence, and not merely a manifestation of some basal
power, we have to admit that its nature is altogether differ-
ent from what appears. To begin with, the reality of mat-
ter as it appears is a multitude of non-appearing elements,
and its inaction is only in secming. Apparent matter has
no true being; the elements only truly exist. And these
elements are without the properties of materiality which
belong to the mass, but, by their interactions, they found
materiality. Just as the elements of a chemical compound
have not the properties of the compound, but produce them,
so the elements in general have not the properties of the
mass, but produce them. Nor does the mass result from
the simple juxtaposition of the elements,as a heap of bricks
results from piling single bricks together, but, on the con-
trary, the relation of the elements is purely dynamie. The
solidity of the mass is not the integral of the solidities of
the elements, but depends entirely upon a certain balance
of attraction and repulsion among the elements. Its resist-
ance to fracture and extension, also, depends not on a rigid
continuity of being, but on the attractions which hold the
parts together. Hence we may say that materiality is but
the phenomenal product of a dynamism beneath it. And
in this under-realm, as physics teaches, all is incessant activ-
ity. Everything stands in the most complex relations of
interaction to everything else. When this fact is fairly
grasped, we see that the alleged experience of inactive be-
ing turns out to be only an experience of phenomena. Of
course, no one denies the plienomena of rest and inaction,
but physics shows that they are only the phenomenal re-
sultants of incessant basal activities. Equilibrinm is bal-
anced action. Rest is the resultant of the conspiring ener-
gies of the system. This is the view towards which physics
tends, and any other would result in making matter a pure
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phenomena. Only on the dynamic theory of matter can
the proper existence of matter be affirmed.

But, it will be further urged, surely the law of inertia is
one of the best-established laws of matter. All mechanical
science is built upon it, and results constantly verify it.
This objection, also, is an unfortunate one. It rests upon
the etymology of the word, rather than a knowledge of its
meaning. The doctrine has a double signification. It first
denies, not activity on the part of a material element, but
only spontaneity with regard to its own space-rclations. An
element cannot change its own space-relations without the
aid of some other. If at rest, it must remain at rest; if in
motion, it must remain in motion, unless acted npon from
without. But the law does not deny that a series of ele-
ments may, by their mutual interactions, pass through a
great variety of changes. Advantage is often taken of the
fact that the name, maiter, is one, to forget that the thing
is many ; and thus the conclusion is drawn that the law of
inertia forbids any action on the part of the elements. The
second factor of the doctrine is, that every material thing
opposes a resistance to every change of its space-relations;
hence the phrase, force of inertia, which has so scandalized
the etymologists. In either sense, the doctrine is far enough
from aflirming a mere passivity on the part of matter. There
is nothing, therefore, in our experience of matter which
conflicts with the doctrine that all being is active or causal.
‘We conclude, then, once more, that being i3 cause, and that
the only mark of distinction between being and non-being
is a power of action of some sort.

We have carefully put pure being out at the door, and
now it threatens to come back through the window. It
wiil be said that our definition of being is not a definition,
but only gives a mark which being must have. Bat, back
of the power by which being is distinguished from non-
being, lies being itself, and we seeck to know what this is.
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The notion of cause admits of analysis into the ideas of be-
ing and power, and hence cause is the union of the two.
The being has the power, and the power inheres in the be-
ing. In reply to this objection, we admit the separation of
the ideas in thought, but deny that they can be separated in
reality. The attempt to separate them in fact leads to in-
soluble contradictions, and this shows that the distinetion is
a logical one. We have, then, to discuss the metaphysical
meaning of inherence.

To the question, In what sense does a thing have or pos-
sess power ¢ the common answer is, that the power inheres
in the thing. But this merely shifts the problem, for the
meaning of this inherence is not clear. Uneritical thonght
contents itself with a few sense-images, and does not pursue
the problem further. Spokes in a wheel, or pegs in a beam,
or pins in a cushion, serve to illustrate to careless thinking
the nature of inherence. Matter, which to the dragon’s de-
scendants is ever the type of being, is not in itself foreeful,
but forces inhere in it. Thereby matter becomes active,
and force gains an object or fulerum, ete. These forces do
all that is done; they found all change, quality, and differ-
ence; but the matter is supposed to provide them a resting-
place. This is the current conception, and, in some of its
forms, it rules most of our scientific speculations. In this
view there is a division of labor in reality. There is one
part which simply exists and fnrnishes the being. It does
nothing but be. The activities are next supplied by force
or power, which finds in the being a seat, home, fulerum,
ete. We have, then, a certain core of rigid reality, which
exists unchanged through the changes of the thing, and
supplies the necessary stiffening; and around this we have
a varying atmosphere of activities, which are said to be due
to force. But it is plain that we have fallen back again into
the abandoned notion of pure being, The being does not
account for the power. It is a pure negation,and is utterly
worthless. - The power and the being are in no relation ex-



THE NOTION OF BEING. 47

cept that of mutual contradiction. The only possible reason
which even thoughtlessness can urge for positing such being
would be, that power must have some sapport; bat it is
plain that this passive negation could not support anything.
The force, or power, in such a case would be self-support-
ing, and thus we should come to the doctrine often held,
that reality is nothing but force. The existence of force
would never warrant the affirmation of the forceless, and
the forceless could never be viewed as the origin of force.
These difficulties serve to show that the distinction between
being and force, or power, is only logical.

The truth is, that in this separation between a thing and
its power we are the dupes of langunage. In order to speak
of anything, we must adopt the form of the judgment, and
put the thing as the subject and the attribute as the predi-
cate. In this way language makes an unreal distinction be-
tween the thing and its attributes, and nnreflecting common-
sense mistakes the logical distinction for a real one. Indeed,
langnage often makes a distinction between a thing and it-
self. Thus man is often said to have a mind or a soul.
Here man appears as the possessor of himself ; and it is not
until we ask who this possessor is, and how he possesses the
soul, that we become aware that language is playing a trick
with us,and that man does not have, but is, a soul. Things
as existing do not have the distinction of substance and at-
tribute which they have in our thought. They do not con-
sist of subjects to which predicates are externally attached,
as if they might exist apart from the predicates, but they
exist only in the predicates. Thus we say that a triangle
has sides and angles ; but though we thus posit the triangle
as having the sides, etc., a moment’s reflection convinces us
that the triangle exists only in its specific attributes. If we
should allow that the triangle could be separated, in reality,
from its attributes, we should fall into absurdity. We could
not tell how the triangle exists apart from attributes, nor
how the attributes are joined to it. Now the distinction
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between a thing and its power is of this sort. It is perfectly
valid in thought, but we cannot allow it to represent a real
distinction in the thing without falling back into the notion
of pure being and its attendant difficulties. We come, then,
to the conclusion that being and power are inseparable in
fact, and that they are simply the two factors into which the
indivisible reality falls for our thought. The causal reality
cannot be viewed as containing in itself any distinction of
substance and attribute, or of being and power. It must be
affirmed as a causal unit, and, as such, uncompounded and
indivisible.

In further justification of this view, we next point out
that the notion of power is, in every case, a pure abstrac-
tion, and, as such, is incapable of inherence. What sponta-
neous thought means by this expression is no doubt true,
but the meaning is incorrectly expressed. We speak of the
soul, or of the physical elements, as having various powers,
and thus the thought arises that these powers are true enti-
ties in the thing, which underlie all activity. Accordingly,
it is not the elements which attract, but the force of attrac-
tion. It is not the atoms which act in chemical combina-
tion, but affinity does the work. If a heated or electric body
produces sundry effects, the body itself is not the agent, but
heat or eleetricity is called in. Thus the atom appears as a
bundle of forces, each of which is independent of all the
rest, but all of which, in some strange way, make the atom
their home. Now this will never do. These separate forees
are only abstractions from different classes of atowmic action.
If there be any atom, the actor in each case is the atom it-
self, but the atom is such that its activity is not limited to a
single direction, but falls into several classes. This fact we
seek to express by the notion of separate inherent forces,
but these are never more than descriptions of the fact
mentioned. When we say that an element has a power of
gravity, affinity, etc., we say nothing more than that the
element can act in these several ways. The powers are not
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separate instruments which the thing employs, but only ab-
stractions from the thing’s action. Every act of the atom,
in whatever form, is to be attributed to the atom itself, and
not to forees in it ; and every act of the atom is an act of the
entire atom. Any other conception leads to contradiction
The same is true for the other illustration. Will, intellect,
and sensibility are not independent powers in the soul, but
only names for different forms of the one soul’s action.
The distinction of faculties in the soul is a convenient clas-
sification in psychological study ; but when the faculties are
viewed as separate factors in the sounl, we involve ourselves
in absurdities. In many treatises of the earlier psychology,
this distinction was carried so far as to leave the soul noth-
ing to do but to have faculties. In the doctrine of the will,
especially, this view wrought great mischief. The will was
hypostasized and separated from the intellect, and thus it
was made to appear as a blind arbitrariness, lunging about
in the dark, and without any direction from within or with-
out. In this way freedom was reduced to chance, and de-
terminism was invoked as a relief. But this conception of
the faculties is at last banished from psychology. Every
act is an act, not of the will, but of the entire soul. Every
feeling is an affection, not of the sensibility, but of the en-
tire soul. Every thonght is an act, not of the intellect, but
of the one and indivisible soul. And so we come to the
conclusion that power in general is not a thing or an instru-
ment, but only an abstraction from the activity of some
agent. Hence the question, How can power inlere in be-
ing, disappears, because the phrase, inherent power, repre-
sents no reality, but only an abstraction. The reality is al-
ways an agent. Iow an agent can be made, we do not
claim to know; but it is plain that it is not made by join-
ing the two abstractions of power and pure being. How
an agent can act is also nnknown ; but it is plain that we get
no insight into the possibility by positing a rigid core of
inert reality in the agent.
4
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Inherence, then, has no metaphysical meaning. The fact
is an agent, one and indivisible, and this agent is active
through and throngh. DBat, to explain the agenecy, we are
not content with the agent itself, but form the abstraction
of power, and smuggle it into the thing. When the forms
of agency are many, we form a corresponding number of
these abstractions, and give each a separate existence in the
thing. Then it becomes a tremendous puzzle to know how
these powers inhere in the thing, or how the thing can use
them without an additional power of using them. The puz-
zle is solved by the insight that these inherent powers or
forces are only abstractions from the activity of the one in-
divisible agent. The only case in which power is not such
an abstraction is, where it is used as identical with being, as
when we speak of the malign, or heavenly, or invisible pow-
ers. Such a use of power, instead of being, has the advan-
tage of eseaping the lumpish implications of the latter word;
and it might be of nse in freeing ourselves from the bond-
age of sense-experienee, to think always of a real thing as a
power. In this sense of the word, we should say that all the
realities of the nniverse are powers, and that the phenome-
nal universe is but the manifestation of hidden powers.

N\ We conclude, then, that a thing does not exist by virtue of
a kernel of reality which is in it, but it aequires a claim to
reality through the activity whereby it affirms itself as a de-
termining factor of the system. It exists only in and through
its activity., Deing and action are inseparable. To be is to
act; the inactive is the non-existent.

This view cannot be pictured ; it must be thought. Hence
it will not commend itself to minds which think only in
sense-images.  Although reason shows the inert core of rig-
id reality to be a useless and baseless fietion, they will still
prefer something which can be pictured to something which
can be thought. Sueh minds are joined to their idols, and
must be left alone. DBut less ossified minds, also, will find
some difficulties in the last determinations of being. It
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might be allowed that that which never acts is unreal; but
when we make being inseparable from action, we seem to
have gone too far. It cannot be allowed that the existent
is always active. DBut this seruple, again, is the product of
misread sense-experience. In the preceding paragraphs, we
have seen that experience gives no hint of inactive existence,
and it is plain that the inactive never can be discovered in
external experience. The notion is a contradiction ; for we
know a thing to exist only as it acts upon us. Physies, too,
has conducted us behind the dead rest of appearances, and
introduced us into a world of powers in incessant and un-
wearied action. It is only in the mental life that we may
hope to find being inactive and yet real. It may be said that
consciousness itself may cease, and all the mental activities
with it, while we know that we have existed across the in-
terval of unconscionsness and inaction. Possibly a correct
philosophy of time would leave this objection without any
foundation ; but, without entering into this obscure realm,
we may point out that the conscious activities of the soul
are by no mcans the whole of its activities. It is in con-
stant relations of interaction with the body, which are not
reported in consciousness, and very much takes place in the
mind itself which does not rise into consciousness. Indeed,
the conscious life of the soul is but the outcome, under the
proper circumstances, of its basal spontaneous and ceaseless
activity. The soul is a power among many other powers,
and is in interaction with them, and, when certain condi-
tions are fnlfilled, it rises not into activity, but into con-
scious activity. Experience lends no aid and comfort to
the notion that being can exist in complete inaction. Its
validity can be determined only by reason.

Forthwith the objector urges that, if a thing should be-
come perfectly inactive, it would yet continue to exist.
We ask, in reply, How do we know that? How could we
distinguish this inaction of the thing from its non-existence ?
The sceming support which this view finds in experience is
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the fact that a thing already in interaction with the whole
universe may, upon a change in its relations, pass into new
forms of activity. But this relative inaction is never to be
mistaken for absolute inaction. It may be said that, since
this or that particular form of action is not necessary to be-
ing, therefore no form is necessary. But this confounds
the concept with reality. The concept of motion implies
no specific velocity, but every real motion must have some
specific velocity. The reality of a thing, also, does not im-
ply that it acts in this or that way, but only that it acts in
some way. The thing which does nothing, either within
itself or to others, exactly meets onr conception of non-
existence. Butwe may say that there is still this very great
difference, that the inactive being can, upon ocecasion, pass
into action, while the inactive non-being cannot. Hence
there must be a back-lying core of being which exists, wheth-
er it act or not. We ask, again, Ilow do we know that?
How do we know that a thing can pass out of all relations
of interaction and community with the universe, so that it
no longer exists for the universe, nor the universe for it?
And if it should occur, how would we distinguish such a
fact from the destruction of one thing and the creation of
another? It is plain that we are here dealing with a fig-
ment of the imagination. This something, which has passed
into complete inaction, is merely the shadow of a thought,
like the notion of pure being, and the only thing which
gives it any body whatever is the misread intimations of
the senses. That such a relapse into nothingness is possible
is totally without proof; and the only reason why we affirm
continuity of being in things is, that they never pass into
inaction. Thus we aflirm the indestructibility of matter,
becanse we never find it relapsing into inactivity. More-
over, such a relapse, if it were possible, must have some
ground. Action can no more cease than begin without a
cause. The same feelings of weariness which formerly made
the first law of motion incredible to sense-bound minds lead
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the same class of minds to think that action can cease with-
out a canse. No one ever imagined that motion could begin
without a cause, but every one thought it credible that it
should cease without a cause. But, when thought is steady,
it becomes clear the cessation as well as the beginning of
either motion or action is a change, and, as such, demands a
cause as much as its beginning. DBut the ground for the
cessation of action ecan lie only either in the self-determina-
tion of the agent, or in some failure of energy in the agent,
or in some repressive action of other agents. The first no-
tion is a contradiction. The second would be, strictly, a re-
lapse into non-existence ; and the third would be a destrue-
tion of the thing. If any action of external agents deprived
a thing of all energy, and extinguished all resistance, the
thing would be destroyed. Hence, that a thing should pass
into complete inaction would be equivalent to its passage
out of existence. We return, then, to onr view that being
is essentially active, and that a thing is only as it acts.
Several difficulties remain for mention. Must not being
exist before action? Or, could there be any action, unless
being can exist apart from action? Certainly, a thing must
exist in order to act, but, on this theory, it must act in or-
der to exist, which is absurd. This difficulty is, partly, a
repetition of a previous objection, which confounded some
particular case of action with action in general. A thing
does, indeed, exist before the specific acts which we observe,
but not before all action. For the rest, the difficalty rests
upon a confusion of logical with temporal antecedence. The
postulate of action is an agent, but this agent is not tempo-
rally antecedent to the action. Aection is a dynamic conse-
quence of being, and is coexistent with it. Neither can be
thonght without the other, and neither was before the other.
Being did not first exist, and then act ; neither did it act be-
fore it existed ; but both being and action are given in in-
dissoluble unity. Being has its existence only in its action,
and the action is possible only through the being. The
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common doctrine of inherence makes a kind of spatial dis-
tinction between a thing and its activities; the objection
we are considering seeks to make a corresponding tem-
poral distinction. Both views are alike untenable. Met-
aphysically considered, being is self-centred activity, with-
out distinction of parts or dates. In our thinking, we sep-
arate the agent from the agency, but, in reality, both are
posited together; indeed, each is but the implication of the
other. We would not accept the scholastic doctrine, that
being is pure activity ; for the act cannot be conceived with-
out the agent. But we deny that the agent can, in reality,
be separated from agency ; each exists, and is possible, only
in the other.

Another seruple is as follows. The idea of being admits
of no comparison. The mightiest exists no more than the
fecblest. Nothing can be more real than any other thing;
and, in so far as things are real, they are all on the same
plane. DBut if to be is to act, it follows that the most active
has the most being. This objection rests on confounding
the logical notion with real existence. Whatever falls into
a class docs so by virtue of possessing a certain mark, but
this mark may itself vary in intensity so that, while all the
members are alike in the class, they may yet fulfil the con-
ditions of membership more or less perfectly. Whatever
meets certain conditions falls under the notion of being;
and, in this sense, one thing exists as much as another.
But this does not hinder that these conditions should be
fulfilled more or less extensively and intensively; and, in
this sense, one thing may have more being than another.
‘Whatever moves at all, moves; and yet it is allowable to
say that one thing has more motion than another. What-
ever acts, acts; and yet some things act more intensively
and extensively than others, and, in this sense, they have
more being than others. Indeed, the only measure of be-
ing is the extent and intensity of its action. Being is not
measured by yards or bushels, but solely by its activity.
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All that we mean by saying that the being of God is infi-
nite is, that his activity is unlimited, both in intensity and
range. With this understanding, the notion of the ens real-
<ssimwm, which many philosophers, notably Herbart, have
found so obnoxious, is both admissible and demanded.

In dealing with detailed objections, there is always dan-
ger of losing sight of the nain argument. In the present
case, it has been absolutely necessary to consider at length
many difliculties and scruples arising from our bondage to
the senses, in order to win even a hearing for the views pre-
sented. They are ostensibly false, and only a lengthy eriti-
cism avails to remove the misleading clearness of current
prejudices. DBut, for the sake of clearness, it may now be
allowed to repeat the argument as follows: The notion of
being is, in itself, purely formal, and its content needs to be
determined. The notion of pure being is rejected, (1) as
being only a logical concept, and, as such, incapable of real
existence ; and, (2) as inadequate to the functions it has to
perform. There is no progress from it to definite being,
and there is no regress from definite being to it. The no-
tion of passive or inactive being is also rejected as a whim
of the imagination, which founds nothing, and falls back
into the notion of pure being. Hence, all reality must be
causal. Dut,in the popular thonght, reality itself is divided
into two factors, being and power. This distinction is only
a logical one, and cannot be admitted in reality, without
falling back into the doctrine of pure being. Again, in the
popular thonght, a thing exists by virtue of a certain core
of reality which is in it, and which supports the activities
and attributes of the thing. We reject this core as a prod-
uct of sense-bondage, and as accounting for nothing, if al-
lowed. We reverse this popular view, by rejecting the no-
tion of a stuff which simply exists, and furnishes things
with the necessary reality. For us, things do not exist be-
cause of a certain quantity of this reality which is in them,
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but by virtue of their activity, whereby they appear as
agents in the system. How this ean be is a question which
involves the mystery of ereation, or the mystery of abso-
lute being ; but creation is not the work of the philosopher.
The question we have to answer is, What things shall we
regard as existing? And the answer is, Those things exist
which act, and not those which have a lump of being in
them; for there is no fact corresponding to the latter
phrase. Things do not have being, but are; and from
them the notion of being is formed. These agents, again,
have in them no antithesis of passive being and active ener-
2y, but are active through and through. Sense-associations
and our own feelings of weariness render it diffieult to eon-
ccive of active being without a central core of inert solidity
on which the productive activity may rest. Dut we may
free ourselves from this result of habit by persistently ask-
ing, (1) what reason there is for positing snch a core, and,
(2) what it eould do, if posited.

Before closing, something more must be said about the
unity of being to which reference has been made. This
unity does not mean that there is but one being in the uni-
verse, but only that every true thing is 2 unit to which the
idea of division has no application. We use it only as deny-
ing composition or plurality. If a thing were compounded
or plural, it would not be a true thing, but an aggregate, and
the reality would be the component factors. A erowd or a
sum has no reality, as such; only the composing units are
real. The thought of a compound is impossible without the
assumption of uncompounded units; and these are always
the true realities. Ience, the divisible is never a proper
thing, but an aggregate or sum. Bat this unity of being is
not to be confounded with simplicity, and hence is not in-
compatible with complexity and variety. Herbart identi-
fies the two, and argues that the unity of the subject is in-
compatible with a plurality of attributes. This objection
rests partly upon the false view of inherence which has
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been considered, and partly upon a peeuliar theory of pred-
ication. If attributes were things, and inhered in the snb-
jeet in an external manner, or if each attribute expressed
the essence, the objection would be valid. Incommensura-
ble attributes, on this view, must belong to different things.
Or, if the activities of a thing were activities of only a part
of the thing, again the objection would be valid ; for proper
things have no parts. Plurality of activities is compatible
with the unity of the thing only as each activity is the ac-
tivity of the whole thing. DBut the one ecan be manifold
without being many. Ilow there can be variety in unity
we cannot tell, any more than we can tell how reality is
made, but it is given as a fact in our experience. In truth,
we have direct experience of only one nnity, the conscions
self; and this unity is given as complex or manifold in its
manifestations.

Philosophers have made great, efforts to explain how the
one can be manifold, but without success. Their efforts
have generally resulted in denying either the manifoldness
or the unity. The first result is well illustrated in the Ele-
atic philosophy. This reduced all manifoldness to illusion,
and then failed to explain the illusion. The other extreme
is illustrated by Schelling’s doctrine of the identity of oppo-
sites in the absolute, to which reference has been made.
But as the absolute is expressly put beyond the possibility
of consciousness, it soon turns out that the alleged identity
is only the identity which all objects have for vision in in-
distinguishable darkness. This becomes clear when, from
Schelling’s absolute, we attempt to reach the world again.
Then he is foreed to posit implicit antitheses and “ dark nat-
ure-grounds” to such an extent that the absolute disappears
in a plnrality of oppositions. And the attempt to constrne
how the one can be manifold will always lead to one of
these two results; and either is fatal to thought. The one
coneeived as pure simplicity leads to nothing, and explains
nothing. A world of manifoldness and variety can never
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0 be deduced from its eoutmdlctiou. But the” other view
A fails to reach any unity; it hypostasizes its antitheses,

?2 and smuggles them whole into the one, which thns becomes
not one, but an aggregate. Ience, any conception of being
®**- which does not include both unity in variety and variety in
unity, brings thought to a standstill. Both of the errors
mentioned resnlt from the attempt to deduce variety from
the abstract notion of unity, and unity from the abstract
notion of variety. In truth, though thonght demands the
anion of both in an indivisible synthesis, still, if we had
been left merely to think about the problem, we should
never have known whether it was soluble or not. But ex-
perience comes to our aid in this indecision of the under-
standing, and, in our consciousness of self as manifold, shows
that the problem has been solved in reality, though thought
be unable to construe it. This is only one of many cases
where we are forced to allow that being has mysteries which
human thonght cannot grasp, but which it is foreed to ree-
ognize as facts. DBut this does not mean that thought is
forced to accept contradictions. Unity, as the opposite of
divisibility, does not exclude manifoldness, but only plural-
ity. How unity can be manifold is, indeed, an insoluble
question ; but it is, properly, no more insoluble than how
unity ean be simple. Both questions involve the problem
we declined at the beginning, Iow is being made? or, How
can being be? We cannot be expected to tell, therefore,
how reality has met this or that demand of thought, but
only to show, (1) that it is a demand of thought, and (2)
that reality has met the demand, though we know not how.
As the result of the whole discussion, we conclude that ev-
ery true thing, in distinetion from both compounds and
phenomena, must be regarded as a definite causal unit.
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CHAPTER IL
THE NATURE OF THINGS.

Ix the previous chapter, we have sought to show that be-
ing does not exist, but that certain specific things, or agents,
are the only realities. DBeing is only a class-notion, under
which things fall, not becanse of a piece of existence in
themselves, but by virtue of their activity. The conclusion
reached was, that the universal nature of being is to act.
But this eonclusion determines the nature of things as dis-
tinguished froin non-existence only, and not as distingnished
from one another, or as capable of their peculiar manifesta-
tions. The present chapter is devoted to a discussion of nat-
ure in the latter sense.

This which we call the nature of things has been vari-
ously denominated as the essence, the what, or the what-
ness, of things; and all of these terms refer, not to the exter-
nal properties of things, but to some inner principle, where-
by things arc what they are. DBut, whatever the term, the
idea is entirely familiar to our spontaneous thinking. We
believe that everything is what it is becanse of its nature,
and that things differ because they have different natures.
There is one nature of matter, and another of spirit. There
is one nature of hydrogen, and another of chlorine. But
we are not content with simply affirming the existence of
such a nature ; we also seek to know what itis. The nature
of a thing expresses the thing’s real essence; and we hold
that we have no true knowledge of the thing until we grasp
its nature. 'What is the thing ? and what is its nature ? are
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identical questions. The doubt of scepticism most often
expresses itself by questioning whether the true nature of
things does not lie beyond the possibility of knowledge.
Such is the theory which we all spontaneously form. It
may be that a consideration of the problem of change and
becoming will compel us greatly to modify our doctrine of
things ; bat, for the present, we allow that things exist in
the common meaning of the word, and ask how we are to
think of their nature or true essence. What is the general
form which our thought of a thing’s nature must take on?
An answer results directly from the conclusions of the
previous chapter. We there fonnd that activity is the fun-
damental mark of all being. Whatever truly exists, wheth-
er matter or spirit, must be viewed as essentially active, and
as differing, therefore, only in the form or kind of activity.
The so-called passive properties of things all turn out, npon
analysis, to depend on a dynamism beneath them, and leave
us only an agent in aetion. DBut, in order that being should
be definite, this activity must have a definite form or law.
Activity in general, like being in general, is impossible; it
is merely the logical notion, from which the specific deter-
minations which belong to every real aetivity have been
dropped. Now this rule or law, which determines the form
and sequence of a thing’s activities, represents to our thought
the nature of the thing, or expresses its true essence. It is
in this law that the definiteness of a thing is to be found;
and it is under this general form of a law determining the
form and sequence of activity that we must think of the
natore of the thing. DBut when we say that things differ
only in the form or kind of activity, we are not to conclude
that they all have a common being, for this would be a re-
turn to the notion of pure being. 'We are incessantly tempt-
ed to think of a kind of raw material, which, by receiving
different determinations, becomes different things, and we
must guard ourselves against the seduction. Things exist
only in their activities, and have no being apart from them.
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They are, in brief, concreted formulas of action. But this
conclnsion is so remote from our ordinary modes of think-
ing that we must, by a eriticism of other conceptions, show
that we are shut up to it.

The first thought of common-sense in this matter is, to
find the nature of things in their sense-qualities. Accord-
ingly, when we ask what a thing is in itself, common-sense
enumerates its sense-qualities. Vinegar is sour, aloes are
bitter, sugar is sweet. But a moment’s reflection shows the
invalidity of this erude conception. To begin with, it ap-
plies only to sense-objeets, while the notion of a nature ap-
plics to all being. In the next place, sense-qualities never
reveal what a thing is, but only how it affects us; and now
we know that sense-qualities are purely phenomenal, and
have no likeness to anything in the thing. There is nei-
ther hardness in the hard, nor sweetness in the sweet; but
certain things, by their action on us, produce in us the sen-
sations of hardness or sweetness. Again, things are in
manifold interaction with one another; and this interae-
tion, also, is an expression of their nature. This fact ren-
ders it strietly impossible to find the nature of things in
their sense-qualities, or to tell what things are by enumerat-
ing their sense-qualities. Things have much more to do
than to appear to us. Moreover, even crude common-sense
finds reason in experience for changing its views. The
same thing is found to have different sense-qualities. The
vinegar, which is sour, is also colored, flnid, heavy, ete.
But these qualities are incommensurable among themselves ;
so that, if one is supposed to reveal the nature, the others
do not, unless we suppose that a thing has as many differ-
ent natures as it has sense-qualities. In that case, a thing
with various qualities would not be a unit, but a complex
of things. But this supposition so clearly destroys the unity
of the thing that it has never been held by common-sense.
Thus the attempt to find the nature of a thing in its sense-
qualities shatters on its inner contradiction. If the assump-
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tion of a thing distinet from a complex of phenomena is to
be maintained, the nature of that thing cannot be found in
any or all of its sense-qualities.

This fact led speculators, at a very early date, to adopt
another view, according to which the thing retreats behind
the qualities, as their support, and the qualities appear as
states of the thing. The essence is no longer revealed in
the qualities, but is their hidden and mysterious ground.
The thing is no longer colored, extended, etc., but is the
unreachable and unsearchable essence which appears as
such. Thus we are on the higaway to agnosticism and
scepticism. The thing in itself has retreated from sight,
and reports its existence in manifestations which, after all,
do not manifest. And, since the manifestations are all that
is immediately given, there seems to be no longer any ground
for affirming that dark essence which can never be reached.
This notion of a thing with various and changing states is
the foundation of most of our spontaneous metaphysies, and
of very many of our philosophical puzzles. Like the notion
of inactive being with inherent forces, it is an attempt to
solve some of the most important problems of metaphysies.
The value of the solution will come up for future discnssion.
The notion is of interest, as showing that the human mind
has recognized the problem, and has attempted a solution.

Two views Lave resulted from the need of putting being
back of its apparent qualities, instead of finding it in them.
The first is, that being, in itself, is without quality of any
sort; the second is, that being has qualities, but what they
are is entirely unknown. The first view is our old friend,
pure being, back again. Being is the ground and support
of the definite qualities; but in itself, as the unmanifested
reality, it is without quality altogether. This view we have
sufficiently discnssed in the previous chapter, when speaking
of pure being and of inherence. That which is without
quality of any sort can found and support nothing. The
formless elay, which we mould into form, is itself a perfectly
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definite compound of definite elements, and it is suscep-
tible of being moulded only because of its definite and pe-
euliar properties. The formless nebula, which condenses
into a solar system, is indefinite only in seeming. The re-
ality is a host of definite elements, with definite laws, and
in definite relations of interaction with one another. The
ehemical elements have not, indeed, the qualities of their
compounds; but some qnalities they must have to make
the eompounds possible. Neither oxygen nor hydrogen
have any of the properties of water, but they must have
fixed properties of their own in order to produce water.
The second view has been more definitely formulated by
Herbart than by any other philosopher; but the majority
of agnostics would aceept it in one form or another. Her-
bart held that the nature of being is unknown, but that,
whatever it may be, it falls under the notion of quality.
There is some simple quality, @, whieh, if we could only
reach it, would fully and trnly express the nature of the
thing. In our sense-experience we never press throngh to
the realities of things. Our experienee is of compounds
and their qualities; but we eannot dounbt that the realities
themselves have qualities whieh found those of the com-
pounds. Ierbart escaped the diffieulties involved in the
plurality and incommensurability of sense-qnalities by view-
ing things as they appear, as only coniplexes of phenomena,
and by denying plurality of qualities to the real. These
conclusions he reached by a very ingenious, but highly arti-
fieial and unsatisfactory, theory of knowing, in whieh he
constantly eonfounds the independent something in sensa-
tion with absolute being. In his theory, every real thing
is simple, and its true nature is expressed in some simple
quality. This quality is not an effect, like sense-qualities,
but reveals the essence of the thing. How this can be, we
may understand from the Cartesian doctrine of attributes.
According to Deseartes, the attribute expresses the essence,
and tells what the thing is in itself, and apart from all else.
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So the universal attribute of matter, and hence its univer-
sal essence, is extension. The essenee of mind is thought.
Each of these attributes tells, not what its subject does, but
what it absolutely is. Of course, Herbart did not aecept
these results, but he held to the notion that some unknown
quality exists, which expresses the nature of its subjeet as
completely as Descartes thought that extension expresses
the essence of matter.

But, to make this doctrine clear, the meaning of quality
must be explained. If, by quality, only kind be meant, the
statement that the nature of everything falls under the no-
tion of quality is a pure tautology, for guality is taken to
mean nature. The word is often used in this sense. When
we say that all being must have some quality, we mean only
that all being must have some definite nature, or be of some
definite kind. If this were all Herbart meant by quality, it
was not necessary to insist upon it, and he might have con-
fined himself to affirming the simplicity of being. [ But qual-
ities fall into two classes, those which are discerned in intu-
ition, and those which are reached by reasoning and com-
parison. The former class comprise adjectives and the ab-
stract nouns founded npon them; and it is this class from
which the notion of quality is originally obtained. There
is, too, a sense of reality in an intuition which no amount
of reasoning can ever produce; and there is, also, an appa-
rent entrance into reality when it is revealed in our senses
which we never enjoy in thinking. Hence, when we allow
that our senses cannot attain to the true nature of reality,
we still cherish the hope that there may be a supersensible
intuition possible to other beings, and perhaps to ourselves
in some other life, which shall reveal things as they are. In
our experience of color, fragranee, and harmony, we enter
into their inmost nature, and are conscious that there is no
baek-lying color or tone “in itself ” which refuses to come
into knowledge. It never occurs to us to think of the color
we pereeive as the hiding of another color which remains
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forever invisible. Such spectres haunt thought, but not in-
tuition. And so, whenever we conceive of a state in whieh
we shall know things as they are, we always retain this feat-
ure of intuition in opposition to reflection. Qualities, then,
may express some possible intuition, or they may express a
complex of relations. Ierbart seems to have understood
them in the former sense, for in the latter they are incom-
patible with the basal conceptions of his system. Ie views
his elemental beings as simple and unrelated. Each one
has a simple and self-centred existence, and henee cannot
have qualities implying relation and complexity. Our senses
do not reveal the true nature of things, but only the effect
upon us. We say the thing is hot or cold, sweet or bitter,,
black or white, ete., but none of these things express more
than subjective effects, which are referred to some objective
cause. DBut there is some nnknown sense which, if we had
it, would reveal the thing as it is in itself. In that case,the
nature would be revealed in intuition, and not in reflection.

But, however this may be, neither adjectives nor abstract
nouns are capable of expressing the true nature of things.
‘We have already pointed out that changeless things will not
aceount for phenomena; and qualities, in this sense, are es-
sentially changeless. They may come and go, but their
content is invariable. Red may give place to black, but
red cannot change to black. We say that things change
their color, but never that one color becomes another.
Common-sense, therefore, has always put change in things,
and never in qualities. The latter never change, but are
exchanged. As Plato taught, things may glide from the
realm of one idea to that of another, but the ideas them-
selves are fixed in their contents and mutunal relations.
Thus they constitute a realm apart from all change, and in
this realm alone could Plato find the fixedness which is de-
manded by knowledge. It was this constancy of the ideas
with which he refuted the Sophists, who songht to draw all
things and truths into perpetual flow. If, now, we are to

5
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view the nature of things as expressed by a quality of the
kind in question, we must bring the thing under this notion
of simplicity and unchangeability, and thereby we should
make it incapable of explaining change, and hence inade-
quate to the demands upon it. 'We should fall back into
the Eleatic doctrine, which excludes all change from being,
or we should have to affirm a doctrine of absolute and
groundless becoming, and deny the existence of things alto-
gether. Both of these views will be dwelt upon in the next
chapter. Iere we point out that ne theory which admits
the reality both of things and of change can view any sim-
ple quality as expressing the nature of a thing.

This fact deserves further consideration. In a perfectly
changeless universe, we might think that in some change-
less quality we discern the true natnre of things. Even
now, when some quality is always present, as the so-called
primary qualities of matter, we are apt to view that quality
as expressing the essence. Dut in a changing world things
have a past and a fature, as well as a present; and these,
also, must be expressions of the nature. Yet a present qual-
ity, at best, only expresses what a thing now is, and not
what it has been or will be. Again, in a dynamic systein,
the essential thing is activity, and the law of this activity,
also, must be taken into account. Even the uneritical think-
ing of daily life recognizes that the same thing may mani-
fest the most different properties at different times, yet with-
out losing its identity; and that very different things may,
at times, be indistingunishable by the senses, yet without any
approach to identity of nature. It may be that no two
things in the universe are alike in all respects, and that the
apparent likeness, even of the chemical elements of the
same class, is but a parallelism within the limits of obser-
vation of essentially different things. The attempt to tell
what a thing is by its present qualities would confound such
cases. It may be that common-sense is mistaken in assum-
ing identity under different forms, but the same ecommon-
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sense which affirns the notion of quality also affirms the
identity. We must, therefore, try to reconcile common-
sense with itself, before declaring it mistaken. But if this
identity through change is to be maintained, we must, in
determining the nature of a thing, take into account what
it has been and what it will be; just as, in an equation of
a enrve, we must know the relations of the co-ordinates
not merely for one point, but for all points. Any formula
which fails to give this universal relation is not the true
equation.

If, then, some quality were present throughout the thing’s
history, it could not be identified with the nature of the
thing, for the nature must account for the changing, as well
as the changeless, qualities. Ience, if we shounld view ex-
tension as an essential quality of matter, we could not re-
gard it as expressing the nature of the material elements;
for they, if real, have many other qualities, which must also
be founded in the nature; and, besides, extension is an
effect, and not a passive quality. In fact, the view we are
combating belongs to the pre-speculative period of think-
ing, when being was viewed as inactive and changeless.
Althongh it was recognized that sense-gnalities cannot re-
veal the essential nature of the thing, still it was conceiva-
ble that some occult quality might do so. But, as soon as
being was secen to be essentially active and changing, this
view became untenable. On these two accounts, therefore
—(1) the unchangeability of qualities, and (2) the necessary
changeability of things—we deny that any simple quality or
combination of qualities can ever represent the nature of a
thing. As long as we remain in the realm of qualities, we
can only define the thing ae that which has certain qualities
under certain cirenmstances, and certain other qualities un-
der certain other circumstances. -

The outcome of the previous argument is, that no intui-
tion or action of the receptivity can reveal the nature of a
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thing. This nature must forever remain snpersensible, and
its determination must always be a problem of reason, not
of sense. Hence we must give up all attempts to grasp the
nature of reality by asking how it looks. The nature can
never be expressed by a quality, but only by a rule or law
according to which the thing acts and changes. And this
conception, in some of its aspects, is entirely familiar to our
daily thinking. When water appears now as ice and now
as vapor, common-sense never doubts that there is some
prineiple which determines the kind and sequence of these
states. Or, when an egg, under the appropriate circum-
stances, develops through various stages into the typieal
form, we say that there is a law which determines the form
and sequence of this development; and we should unhesi-
tatingly view the nature of the bird, not as the external
produet, but as the law by which the development was or-
dered so as to reach the produet. Or, when two or nore
chemical elements enter into various chemical combinations,
and manifest particular properties in each, we say that the
nature of the elements determines the result. Again, when
the sonl runs through various stages, and manifests variouns
forms of action, we say that the nature of the soul deter-
mines the form and sequence of these stages. Thoughts,
feelings, and volitions are not lawless and unrelated, but
their existence and their inter-relations are determined by
‘some one prineiple, which we call the nature of the sounl.
We utter, then, no strange thought, but one in perfeet ac-
cord with daily thinking, when we define the nature of a
thing as that law or punmp]e which determines the form
{ .and character of its actunty The objection which com-
mon-sense has to making this definition universal is based
upon the false notion that being may be inactive and change-
less as well as active and changing. DBat when it is seen
that all being is essentially active, the objection disappears.
But it will be asked, What better off are we than before?
If, then, we had to define a thing as that which has eertain



THE NATURE OF THINGS. 69

properties, now we have to define it as that which has a cer-
tain law, and thought is in no way advanced. So far as in-
sight into creation is concerned, this is trune; but it is not
true for thought. The theory which finds the essence of a
thing in some simple quality makes no provision for activity
and change; or, if it provides for change, it makes no pro-
vision for identity. That thing whose nature is expressed
now by one quality, and now by another and incommensn-
rable one, has no identity with itself. The theory which
finds the essence of a thing in a law which governs both its
coexistent and its sequent manifestations does make provi-
sion for activity, and, in some sense, for identity.

But how, it will be further asked, ean a law be the nature
of a thing? A law is only a formula in thought, while a
thing is a reality. A quality does, at least, represent the
way in which a thing appears, or the way in which it affects
us. It stands, therefore, closer to the true nature of the
thing than a law, whieh is purely a mental product. If,
then, we cannot regard a quality as expressing the nature of
a thing, still less can we find in a law the essenee which we
seek. A law is not, and cannot be, a thing. This objec-
tion would have validity against the absolute idealists of the
later German philosophy, who identified thought with thing.
If it were possible for us to get a perfeet formula for the
nature of anything, that formula would not be the nature
as real, but the nature as conceived. The ineffable differ-
ence between a thought and a thing would remain an im-
passable gnlf for human thought. But this is only our an-
cient admission that we cannot make reality, nor tell how it
is made. Ience, whatever the nature of reality may be,
whether quality or law, it can appear in our minds only as
coneeived, and never as the reality itself. And since we
can only think about things, not make them, the only possi-
ble question is, Must we think of this nature under the form
of a quality, or as a law or rule of action? The attempt to
think of it as a quality fails, and we decide that the form of

Y
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our thought must be that of a law of activity. This is the
only conception which provides for change and action. The
further question, how a law can be set in reality so that,
from being a thought, it becomes a thing, involves the mys-
tery of ereation, or of absolute being. We do not pretend
to know how being is made. We only know that it is not
made by taking an idea and stuffing it with a formless real-
ity. DBut when being is made, it is simply a eoncrete for-
mula of action. Care, however, must be taken not to over-
look the significance of the term concrete, for it contains
that mystery of reality which no thought can ever define.
A single misunderstanding must be warded off. The
word natnre is often used as the universal in a class. Thus
we speak of human nature, and mean those forms of activ-
ity which are eommon to all men. In this sense, we speak
of all men as having a common nature, and we view the
individual as an illustration, or specimen, of the universal.
Again, we may take the equation of the ellipse, and by giv-
ing the arbitrary eonstants different values, we may reach a
series of ellipses, all of which have the common nature of
the ellipse. DBut, in this sense, no actual ellipse is explained
by its nature, for in every case there is an arbitrary factor
introduced. The nature merely serves to mark the ellipse
as a member of a elass, and not to explain its individual pe-
culiarities, whereby it is marked off not only from other
classes of figures, but also from all other figures of the same
class. Dut,in the metaphysical sense, the nature of a thing'\
is that law of activity whereby it is not merely a member
of a elass, but also, and primarily, itself in distinetion from
all other things. That, in addition to being what it is, it is
also a member of a class, is a secondary fact. Everything
has, primarily, the duty of being itself. When, then, we
speak of the nature of a thing under the form of a law, we
regard this law as entirely specifie and individual, and not as
universal. The nature has the form of a law, but applies
only to the single case. In this respect it is like a mathe-

\id
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matical formula, in which the general values have been re-
placed by specific ones. Thereby the formula becomes real,
and loses its universality. It applies only to a single and
specific case.

Sinee the earliest times, approximations to this view have
appeared in speculation. Aecording to Plato, the essenee,
or true nature, of a thing, is the idea realized in it. The
formless matter has no essence, but acquires it by union
with the idea. This view is inadequate as implying the no-
tion of pure being. - It does not make the thing all idea,
but allows it to consist of matter and idea. These mutually
exelusive elements are brought together only by an act of
philosophical violence. Again, with Plato, the idea was
ehangeless, and, as snch, eould not form the nature of a
changing thing. If, then, we should adopt Plato’s view of
the kingdom of changeless ideas, the nature of the thing
would not be the idea, but that law of change which brings
it into the realm now of one idea, and now of another. In
the ease of motion variable in veloeity and direction, the
nature of the motion does not consist in any of the definite
velocities and directions which it has at given moments,
but in the law which determines the velocity and direetion
which it shall have at any moment whatever. In the Pla-
tonic sense, therefore, the idea cannot be viewed as express-
ing the nature of a thing. A similar eritieism applies to
the theory that thought is the essence of being when thought
is identified with the notion. First, thought is not the es-
senee of being, but, at best, only expresses it. Thus, if we
should hold, with Descartes, that extension is the essence
of matter, it would not be extension as thought, but as
real. Our thought might grasp the nature perfectly, but
it could never transcend the indefinable difference between
thonght and thing. Again, the notion eannot express the
nature of a thing. Like the idea, it is too rigid to admit of
movement. It would set things apart in a fixed self-iden-
tity, and bring the universe to a stand-still.
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C  Aristotle advanced upon Plato. He admits development
in things, and defines their nature or essence to be their
purpose or end. The nature of a thing is the © what-was-
to-be.” This conception, also, is quite familiar to daily life.
The common mode of expressing what any invention is, is
to tell what it is for. Inventions take their names from the
end they serve. So, also, works of art and literature are
classified according to their purpose. We estimate the exe-
cution, in each case, by the skill with which the purpose has
been reached, but we find the essential nature of the work
in the purpose itself. From adopting this conception of
nature in general, many philosophers have been led to say
that the real thing is always false, because it never ade-
quately represents the idea. The idea only is the truth of
the thing, and the reality is a more or less indifferent attempt.
to reach it. This thought finds frequent expression in
speaking of human nature. We often hear it said that
man’s true nature is not what he is, but the moral ideal
which he is to realize. Sometimes a verbal squabble re-
sults from this use of the word, and it is debated with
great warmth and vehemence whether sin or righteousness
be natural to man. The many meanings of the word allow
each side to win. The scholastics, also, sought to define the
nature of a thing by enumerating its possibilities or poten-
tialitics. The natnre of a thing is the sum of its potentiali-
ties. There is something attractive in these views, espe-
cially in that of Aristotle. The theist cannot but be at-
tracted by the doctrine that the purpose, or ideal concep-
tion, of a thing, is its trne nature. But, while such views
have a rhetorical and practical value, they are metaphysi-
cally insufficient. The difficulty with them all is that, in or-
der to realize any of these future ends or possibilities, the
thing must be definite, and have a definite law in advance.
The indefinite is potential of nothing, and has no possibili-
ties. Hence, the resnlts express only ontcomes of the nat-
ure, and not the nature itself. If, then, we regard the com-
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plete outcome as expressing the nature of a thing, it is not
because it is the outcome, but because it is now in the thing
as its essential law. The only sense in which a purpose can
express the nature of a thing is, that a purpose may, as in
inventions, be the norm according to which the thing is
formed, and thus it becomes the determining law of the
thing and of its activity. But this would, in any case, ap-
ply only to the finite, and, even there, it would apply only
on the assumption that the finite was created for a purpose.
The doetrine which finds the nature in the potentialities is
especially questionable, because potentiality is only a notion,
and has nothing corresponding to it in fact. Apart from
thonght, the real is all, and neither the possible nor the nec-
essary has any existence. In the world of reality, the pos-
sible and the actnal are identical ; and when the possible is
not actnal, it is not possible. We are able to conceive of
various events and combinations of things which, becanse
they contain no contradiction, we call possible; but this
conception is entirely in our own minds. Again, of some
process, whose conditions are not fully known, we say that
it may turn out this way or that. But the fact itself is not
in the potential mood. It can tarn out in only one way.
The potentiality is only an expression of our ignorance.
Facts themselves are only in the indicative mood. If we
should conceive of the primal atoms as whirled into space
by some primal impulse, we should likely say that the pos-
sible combinations were infinite ; but a moment’s reflection
shows that there was only one possibility, and that was the
actuality. We can think of many combinations; but all
these, though possible in thought, were impossible in fact.
Again, when the conditions of an event are all fulfilled ex-
" cept some trifling one, which lics in our power, we are apt
to call that event very possible. But, in truth, as long as
the conditions are nnfulfilled, the event is impossible; and,
when they are fulfilled, the event is not possible, but actual.
The fact in all such cases is that, if some condition were



74 METAPHYSICS.

fulfilled, the event ealled possible would become real; but,
until then, the event is strietly impossible. Metaphysical-
ly, therefore, possibility and potentiality are empty words;
and, at est, they are only figures of speech to express what
would happen if certain eonditions were fulfilled. They
are never to be thought of as coiled up in the thing, wait-
ing for an unfolding, because they are nothing until real-
ized.

But if we are not to learn the nature of a thing from its
outcome, how shall we know it? If the nature of a thing
be the law of its activity, we must learn what it is by ob-
serving what it does. This is, no doubt, true, but there is
a differenee between learning what a thing is from its ont-
come and identifying it with the outcome. Although the
law of the activity be learned from the activity, yet it is, in
thought, separate from the activity. It is just that prinei-
ple which demands that the activity shall have its aetual
form, and, thus, that the thing shall be what it is. Observa-
tion gives us form and sequence only ; the nature is viewed
as the prineiple which determines both. The form of our
thought is that of a law; the content of this law inust al-
ways be learned from the outcome. Ience, while we al-
ways think of a nature under the form of a law, we can de-
scribe the nature only by detailing its manifestations. In
this sense, the scholastic doctrine is true. The content of
any given nature is given in its outcome; and we ean tell
what a thing is only by observing what it does.

It follows, from the preceding paragraph, that our defini-
tion of nature is purely formal. It tells how we shall think,
but never what we shall think. To determine what the
nature of any given thing may be, we must fall back upon
observation ; and, as this ean never be exhaustive, we can
never be sure that we have an exhaustive knowledge of
anything. The manifestations of finite things depend, also,
npon their relations to other things, and it is not possible to
tell what new properties they might manifest in new rela-
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tions. It is a common suggestion, that the nature of the
soul is only faintly revealed in conseiousness as yet, and
that, therefore, we are the profoundest inystery to ourselves.
It is often suggested, likewise, that even the physical ele-
ments may have many possibilities which are unsnspected.
To overcome this uncertainty, it wounld be necessary to know
the purpose for which the thing exists. If this were possi-
ble, we should have an exhaustive knowledge of the thing,
and we should know that it would never pass beyond the
implications of the purpose. DBut we have no sueh knowl-
edge. In onr experience, everything seems confined to a
limited round of manifestation. Things move in closed
eurves, and not in open ones. DBut this may be due to the
relative constancy and equilibrium of the conditions in whieh
they exist. All things may be framed for some fixed alti-
tude, and they may be comprised in an upward movement.
Leibnitz coneeived of all finite reality as called to endless
progressive development. Of course, this applies to the
physical elements only on the supposition of their reality.
But we have not yet sufficiently determined the notion of
being to say whether the physical elements fill out the no-
tion of being. If they do, we must allow the possibility
mentioned.

Without doubt the reader remains unsatisfied, and urges
that the being itself is deeper than the law; that it has the
law, follows the law, realizes the law, ete. The inventions
to which we have referred are more than their law, and
houses are more than their plan. In each case there is
needed a stuff, a raw material, whieh is to receive the law,
and realize it. But this is only the old error, and it can
be answered only by repeating what we have said again
and again. This notion has a certain warrant in our own
experience with the outer world. We are not creators, but
only nsers of given material. The notion has a further ap-
plieation to all eompounds. These, also, presuppose an an-
tecedent existence, from which they are compounded. DBut
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when we apply the theory to a proper reality or agent, we
only fall back into the nothingness of pure being. Being
could neither have, nor follow, nor realize a law, if the law
were not essential to the being, or if the being were other
than the realized law. A double temptation besets us here.
On the one hand, we are tempted to make the being deeper
than the law, and, on the other hand, we are tempted to
make the law deeper than the being. In both cases, we
mistake the separations of thonght and langnage for separa-
tions in the thing. The nature is not in the thing, and the
thing does not have the nature. The thing itself is all;
and, as it is not compounded of being and power, no more
is it compounded of being and nature. The fact is the uni-
tary thing, and this thing aets in certain definite ways.
From the fact of activity we form the notion of power.
From the form and sequence of the activity we form a rule,
whieh we call the law of its action. But, in strictness, this
law does not found the definiteness; it only expresses it for
our thought. It does not even rule the thing; but the thing
acts aceording to it. 'We have hitherto spoken of the nature
as the prineiple which determines the form and sequence of
a thing’s activities; but even this expression is inexact.
This form and sequence are first facts, and not second. They
found law, and are not founded in it. The definite thing
is the only reality ; and the distinetion of thing and law is
only in our thought. Being without law is nothing; and
law without being is, also, nothing. Thus we come around

again to our early position, that being is a coucrete order

of action. To know this order is to know the thing in itself,
or in its inmost essence. The only insoluble question in
such a case is, how the formula can be set in reality; but
the question how being is made does not belong to philoso-
phy. This contents itself with the humbler question, how
we shall think about being after it is made. Our conelu-
sion thus far is, that a thing must be viewed as a concrete
and definite principle of action.”

\
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CHAPTER IIL
CIIANGE AND BECOMING.

Tue notion of being has already undergone manifold
transformations at onr hand, and the end is not yet. The
most prominent factor in the current notion of a thing has
not yet been mentioned. This is the element of perma-
nence. We think of a thing as active, but still more as
abiding. It has different states, but is always eqnal to, and
identical with, itself. We have next to inquire whether
this element of permanence can be retained; and, if so,
how. It may tonrn out that permanence must be denied,
and being reduced to process; or, rather, that the process
alone is permanent. This result, indeed, is foreshadowed
in the conclusions of the previous chapters, and flows di-
rectly from them.

The source of difficulty on this point is, the fact of change.
Change is the most prominent fact of experience; and, since
we view being as the source of all ontgo and manifestation,
we must provide for change in being. Otherwise, we fall
back into the Eleatic conception, and the notion appears as
inadequate. Now the admission that we cannot positively
describe how a thing is made does not allow us to form a
notion of things which shall contain an inner contradiction.
The assertion of a mystery in things can never warrant ns
in contradieting ourselves. Our gniding principle through-
out the entire discussion is, that a contradiction in a notion
proves its untenability. Yet a manifest contradiction seems
to exist in the common notion of a changing thing, This
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assnmes not merely a change, as that A should vanish, and
B take its place, but that A itself changes, and yet remains
the same. The former conception may be illustrated by a
change of color. In this case, one color does not become
another, but is replaced by another. The blue does not
change to black, but is displaced by black. So with every
change of qualities: they are exchanged, but do not them-
selves change. And no one would think of saying that
black can change to white, and still less would one think of
saying that, if black did change to white, it wonld still re-
main the same black. If one guality should become anoth-
er, it would change through and through; and we should
all regard it as absurd to speak of it as remaining the same
quality after the change as before. But why is it any less
absurd to speak of a thing as changing, and yet remaining
the same, than it is to speak thus of qualities? The latter
we never do, but the former we all do. Common-sense has
never been content to accept the doctrine of an absolute ex-
change. This view would deny all continuity between an-
tecedent and consequent, and would shut us up to pure phe-
nominalism; in whieh, moreover, the phenomena would be
phenomena of nothing. But the common notion of a chang-
ing, yet identical, thing is so hostile to the law of contradic-
tion that we must make an attempt at its rectification. Can
change and identity be reconciled ; and, if so, how? This
is the problem.

But, before attacking the problem, we must define more
carefully the meaning of change. The very notion is said
to involve a eontradiction ; and, if this be so, then, before
reconciling it to other notions, we must reconcile it to itself.
Change, in the abstract, may denote any and cvery change,
including the most lawless and chaotic sequences, continn-
ous and discontinuous. In this sense, change wonld be sim-
ply a departure from the present order in any direction
whatever. But neither science nor philosophy understands
by change a lawless and groundless sequence; for such a
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conception would make both impossible. Both assume a
causal continuity between the successive statcs of reality
whereby each is founded in its predecessor, and, in turn,
founds its successor. Both alike exclude the positivistic
notion of antecedence and sequence as the only relation be-
tween past and future; for this view would reduce every-
thing to an absolute and groundless becoming. In that case,
the present would not be founded in the past, and would
not found the future. All continnity would be dissolved,
and every phenomenon would be a groundless and opaque
fact. DBut even Heraelitus, who first tanght that all things
flow, and who made becoming the principle of existenee,
held that the preceding moments in the flow condition the
sueeeeding, and that the course of the flow is subjeet to in-
exorable necessity ; something as we might say that the laws
of mechanies rnle the ongoings of the physical universe.
Fixity in the flow, marking ont its channel and determin-
ing its bounds, was to him as prominent a principle as the
flow itself. No more does the scientist or philosopher re-
gard change as groundless; it must have both law and
ground. Henee it is not a change of anything into every-
thing, but the direction of change for everything is fixed.
For physies we might formulate the doetrine of change as
follows: A given element, A, may, under the proper con-
ditions, pass into A, A,, A,, etc.; and, by reversing the
conditions, we may pass from A, back to A again. Like-
wise another element, B, may, under the proper eonditions,
run through the series B,, B,, B, ete. C may pass through
the series C,, C,, C,, etc. From any member of the series,
as a base, we can pass to any other, by properly arranging
the conditions. But, throughout this process, there is noth-
ing lawless and groundless. A can pass into A, only under
some definite condition, and eannot pass into anything else
under that condition. Hence change, in its scientific and
philosophie sense, implies causal continunity of being, and is
identical with becoming. The past founded the present,
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and the present founds the future, but everywhere there
are ground and law. We have now to inquire whether the
notion of becoming involves contradictions. Our first aim
will be to develop the doctrine of becoming; at a later pe-
riod we shall inquire how far it is tenable. L]

The standing objection to the notion of change is, that it
violates the logical law of identity, because change assumes
that a thing can both be and not be at the same time. The
Eleatic Zeno labored to show this by his celebrated para-
doxes against the possibility of motion, and all later attempts
have been but repetitions in prineiple of what he said. A
first objection to this elaim is, that it swells out the logical
law of identity beyond its proper meaning. As a logical
law, it demands nothing more than consistency in thinking ;
and, except in a derived sense, it has no ontological signifi-
cance whatever. In its primitive meaning, it merely says
that every object of thought shall have a definite meaning,
and shall not be confounded with anything else. In itself,
it does not decide whether change and motion are possible
thoughts, but only that, if possible, they shall be kept sep-
arate from all other possible thoughts. If motion be con-
ceived, it must be as motion, and not as rest. If change be
thought of, it must be as change. If the absurd and contra-
dictory are dealt with, it must be as absurd and contradic-
tory, and not as rational and counsistent. When the law is
given any broader meaning than this, it brings thought to a
standstill. In itself it is only the negative condition of
thinking, and leads to nothing, without some positive prin-
ciple, as the Megarians abundantly showed. But if we al-
low that the law of ideuntity really contradicts the notion of
change, it is plain that we cannot restrict its application to
change in being, but must extend it to thoughts and rela-
tions also. A changing relation is no less a violation of the
law of identity than a changing thing. If, then, we allow
this law to forbid change in being, it must forbid all change
whatsoever, and reduce the universe to a rigid, stony stare.
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This was the position of the Eleaties, and it is the only log-
ical one from their standpoint. Strangely enough, none of
the other deniers of change in being have ventured to be
equally logieal, but, while denying change in being, have
allowed change in relations without the least suspicion of
the inconsisteney. In trnth, the law of identity can be
played off against change only by showing that it eontains
distinet and irreducible contradictions. The attempt to
show this we have next to consider.

The alleged contradictions in the notion of change all re-
duce to the charge that it implies that a thing ean both be
and not be at the same time, or, that it implies the union of
being and non-being in the same subjeet. This claim rests
upon a curious play on the word being. DBeing may mean
the active, although the agent in acting may change itself,
or pass into new states. This is the sense in which we have
nsed it. DBut it may also mean an enduring and changeless
substanee, which is the common thought. Now if we should
make becoming the absolnte prineiple of existence, we should
allow the reality of being only in the former sense. The
members of the series A, A}, A,, A, etc., are all capable of
acting and of being acted npon while they last, and hLence
they fill out the notion of being while they last. Now the
objection to the doetrine of beeoming, on the ground that
the notion is contradietory, rests on overlooking this fact.
The objector assumes that being can only signify an endur-
ing and changeless substratum, while the disciple of be-
coming rejects this view entirely. We have a fine illustra-
tion of this oversight in Zeno’s pretended disproof of mo-
tion. He assumed that at every instant the flying arrow
must be in a definite point, and hence must be resting in
that point. DBut, if resting, it is not moving, and cannot
move. The fallacy here is palpable. It eonfounds being
in a point, in the sense of resting in i, with being in a point
in the sense of passing through it. But only that rests in a
point which remains in it for some consecutive instants.

6
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That which is passing through a point is not resting in it.
Hence, to rest in a point and not to rest in it do not form a
complete disjunction. The third possibility remains of mo-
tion through the point. A similar oversight oceurs in the
objection to change in general. When it is said that a thing
must be either A or non-A, it does not exclude the third
possibility, that A is becoming non-A. If we make becom-
ing the absolute principle, nothing ever is, in the sense of a
fixed existence, but is constantly becoming. The process
alone abides; its phases are forever coming and going. The
outcome of these logical objections is, simply, that neither
motion nor change can be defined in terms of anything ex-
cept itself, or deduced from anything more ultimate. Zeno
sought to construct motion from a series of successive rest-
ing positions, and, of course, failed in the attempt. Every
definition of motion and change either eontains the thing to
be defined, or constructs them from resting and change-
less elements. In the former case, we have a tantology ; in
the latter, a contradietion.

The Heraclitic conception of being as a flowing process
may be illustrated by the case of variable motion. In this
case, the moving body never has a fixed velocity for any
two consccutive instants, but is constantly acquiring one;
and we measure its velocity at any instant by the space it
would pass over in the next instant, if its veloecity should
instantly become uniform. Now at any indivisible instant
the body has a fixed velocity, but this fixed velocity is in-
cessantly changing to another. We might say, therefore,
that the velocity never is, but perpetually becomes. Again,
a point moving in a eurve has a fixed direction for only one
indivisible instant—that is, for no time; but we define its
direction to be that of the tangent-line to the curve at the
point, and instant, of measurement. For purposes of caleu-
lation, we say that the point moves in a straight line for an
infinitesimal distance, but, in truth, the point never moves
in a straight line. Now, in this case, we must say that the
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point has a fixed direction only for an indivisible instant.
Any direction which it may have at any instant is inces-
santly giving place to another. We may say here, again,
that the direction of the point never is in the sense’of en-
during, but is forever becoming. This illustrates the con-
ception of being which rules in the system of becoming.
Nothing is in the sense of enduring, but is always becom-
ing. There is perpetual coming and going; and as soon
as a thing is, it passes, and gives place to its consequent.
All being is comprised in an order of antecedence and se-
quence; and the antecedent must yield to its consequent,
which, in turn, becomes antecedent, and likewise passes.
There is nothing fixed but law, which determines the order
and character of the flow. Even when there is seeming fix-
edness, as when A remains A, instead of passing into A,
A,, A, ete., thus prodneing the appearance of change;—even
this is not to be viewed as an exception to the universal
flow of being; but is to be regarded as a continuous re-
production of A, so that the series is as real as in the other
cases ; only being of the form A, A, A, there is no appear-
ance of change. The A, in this case, is like a wave where
two currents meet, or like a musical note. Doth appear con-
stant only becanse they are incessantly reproduced. Or it
is like the flame of a lamp when undisturbed. It seems to
be a resting thing; but it is only the phenomenon of a con-
tinnous process of combustion. We call it a thing, while it
is really a process. In the case of the changing velocities,
no one of them abides; that which is permanent is the or-
der of change itself. So, in the doctrine of becoming, the
process alone is permanent. The forms of the process,
which we call things, are forever coming and going.
Now the objector who finds contradictions in the notion
of change fails to notice the continuity and universality of
the process. He seeks to find a permanent and changeless
substratum in being, and, of course, has no difficulty in
showing that change cannot be combined with such a factor.
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But the disciple of Heraclitus denies the existence of any
such factor. For him, all is changing, except the change-
less laws of change. If A becomes A,, the objector con-
ceives"A as first ceasing to be A, and then, after a void pe-
riod, becoming A,. Such a notion of change would, in-
deed, be absurd; but the Heraclitic holds no such view.
He holds that A does not first cease to be A, and then be-
come A, but it ceases to be A in becoming A,; and it be-
comes A, in ceasing to be A; just as a body with variable
motion does not first lose one velocity, and then acquire an-
other, but it loses one in acquiring another. The losing and
the acquiring are the same fact seen from opposite sides.
So, also, the ceasing of A and the becoming of A, are the
same fact seen from opposite sides. Seen from behind, it is
the ceasing of A; seen from before, it is the becoming of
A,. Now it is only in this sense that change implies that
A is both A and A, at the same time. There is no indivis-
ible instant in which A rests as both A and A, but one in
which A ceases to be A and becomes A,; precisely as a
moving point never moves with two velocities in the same
direction at the same moment; but, in an indivisible in-
stant, it ceases to move with one velocity and begins to
move with another. Dut the fact that the one indivisible
flow divides itself for our thought into two factors—a ceas-
ing and a becoming—involves no more contradiction than
the fact that the same curve is both concave and convex
when seen from opposite sides. Of course, it is impossible
to construe this process in thought, and tell how the one on-
going may present these two factors; but it is no more mys-
terious than being itself, upon any theory whatever. And,
just as we do not insist that the Eleatic shall tell ns how his
resting, staring being is made, or is possible, so we have no
more right to insist that the Heraclitic shall tell how his be-
coming is made, or is possible. All that can be demanded in
either ease is, that the conception shall be consistent, thongh
mysterious, and shall be forced upon us by the faets.
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The other form of the objection, that change implies the
union of being and non-being in the same subject, needs
only a word. So far as this is not identical with the preced-
ing objections, it is a mere play on words. The being and the
non-being, which are united, are not being and absolute non-
being, but only relative non-being. Thus, in the series A,
A, A, ete., the being of A is the non-being of the rest of
the series; and we might say that A unites in itself its own
being and the non-being of A, etc. DBut such a statement
would be only a barren truism. The being of anything
whatever is also the non-being of everything incompatible
with it. So far as the objection has any significance, it af-
firms that A, in changing, must be both A and A, ; that is,
A and non-A at the same moment; but in this form it is
identical with the objections of the preceding paragraph.

Thus far we have not aimed to establish the doctrine of
becoming as a metaphysical principle, but only to develop
it, and to defend it against some patent misunderstandings.
The tenability of the doctrine, and also some other objee-
tions, will come up hereafter. We return now to the prob-
lem with which we started, Can change and identity be rec-
onciled ; and if so, how?

The Eleatics denied the possibility of reconciliation. Ei-
ther, they held, excludes the other; and as being was the
exclusive category of their system, they denied the reality
of change. This view has been partially reproduced in mod-
ern times by Herbart. The Hegelians, also, have held to the
necessary contradiction between change and identity, but only
with the aim of illustrating their principle, that all reality
consists in the union of contradictions. All definite existence,
in their view, is formed by the union of being and non-be-
ing. The solntion of the diffienlty furnished by spontaneons
and uncritical thinking consists in the notion of a changeless
thing with changing states or changing qualities. These
change, but the thing remains constant. We have in this
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popular view a division of labor similar to that in the popu-
lar conception of being. There we had a rigid core of du-
ration, which simply existed and snpplied the being. In ad-
dition to this, there was a certain set of forees, in somewhat
obscure relations to the being, which furnished the activity.
Here we have the same core of dnration, which provides for
the identity, and a swarm of conditions, states, and quali-
ties, which look after the change. The identity is located
in the core of being, and the change is attribnted to the
states and qualities. Without donbt, the ehildren of the
dragon’s teeth will find in this view the final utteranee of
reason and an end of all discussion ; but, still, we must in-
sist that this conception of the ehangeless thing with chang-
ing states is only a spontaneous hypothesis of the mind,
whose adequacy to the work assigned it must be inguired
into.

A moment’s reflection serves to show the untenability of
this popular view. A state of a thing is not something ex-
ternally attached to the thing, but is really a state of the
thing, and expresses what the thing is at the time. Any
other concepticn throws us baek into the external concep-
tion of inherence, which we have rejected, and makes the
thing useless as an explanation of its states. For, if the
thing itself does not change in the ehanges of its states,
there is no reason why the states should change, or why
their changes should follow one direction rather than anoth-
er. The thing itself must found and determine its changes,
or they remain nnfounded and groundless. Baut, to do this,
the thing itself must undergo an essential change; for if A
remain A, instead of becoming A, there is no ground why
any of the manifestations of A should ehange. The exter-
nal change must be viewed as the external manifestation of
an internal change. A change between things must depend
upon a change in things. Now when we remember that the
only reason for positing things is to provide some ground
for activity and change, it is plain that the changeless core
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is of no use, and must be dropped as both useless and un-
provable. It will, indeed, go very hard with the dragon’s
children to give up this core of rigid reality, but even they
may free themselves from the delusion by persistently ask-
ing themselves what proof there is of such a core, and of
what use it would be, if it were there. There is no help
for it; if being is to explain change, change must be put
into being, and being .must be brought into the circle of
change. In what sense a thing remains the same we shall
see hereafter; liere we point out that it is impossible to re-
serve any eentral core of being from change, but being must
be viewed as changing through and through.

Another attempt to solve the problem differs in word
rather than in meaning. This theory assumes that things, in
themselves, are changeless, but their relations ehange, and
thus there arises for ns a changing appearance, which, how-
ever, does not affect the underlying realities. This is the
common view of physicists. It resolves the phenomenal
world into an appearance, and places a mass of changeless
and invisible atoms beneath it. This, like the previons
view, is sufficient for practical purposes, but it is equally
untenable, for that change of relations must be accounted
for. If we conceive these changeless elements in a given
relation, A, there is no reason why they should ever pass
into a new relation, B. Conversely, if they do pass into
the new relation, B, this is thinkable only on the supposi-
tion of a ehange in the activity of some or all of the ele-
ments; and this, as we have seen, implies a change in the
things themselves. Without this admission, the relations
remain independent of the things, and unexplained by them.
It is impossible to find relief in this coneeption.

The same eriticism applies to Herbart’s notion of “acei-
dental views” (zufillige Ansichten). According to him,
the changes of things are only in appearance, and are due
entirely to the changing position of the observer. Thus
the same line might be a side, a chord, a tangent, a sine, a
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cosine, or a diameter, aceording to its relation to other lines,
and yet it would be the same line in all these relations.
The relations would be accidental. According to the po-
sition of the observer, therefore, the same thing may appear
in widely different relations, yet without any change in it-
self. The change, then, is phenomenal and accidental, rather
than essential. DBut this view, when applied to the external
world, is utterly ineredible. It denies all change in the
substantial universe, and reduces the manifold changes of
the system to occurrences in us. DBut, even if this view
were credible, the difficulty would not be eseaped, but trans-
ferred. Change would be removed from the outer world to
the inner; but, as the knowing mind also belongs to the
realm of being, and is, indeed, the only being of which we
have immediate experience, the difficulty remains the same.
Apart, then, from the inherent incredibility of Herbart’s
view, it fails to meet the purpose of its invention. The
same considerations apply to the proposition to view change
simply as a succession of plienomena, as when qualities suc-
ceed one another, or when images succeed one another on a
screen. It may be that the physical world is only a succes-
sion of phenomena in our minds; but that succession must be
caused by something, and perceived by something ; and thus
the change, which is eliminated from the phenomena, must
be found in the producing agent and in the percipient mind.
‘We may, then, locate the change variously, but it is strictly
impossible to eliminate echange from being, or to reserve any
core in being from the cycle of change. We are forced to
bring the substances of the universe into the stream of
change, and resign them, in some sense, to the eternal flow.
Being is process. Things are forever proceeding from them-
selves, and, in proceeding, they become something else.

We cannot eliminate change from being, but may we not
find it possible to eliminate identity from change? If we
lold the irreducible hostility of change and permanence, we
may, with the Eleatics, deny the change; or, we may, with
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Ieraclitus, deny the permanence. The former view proves
untenable; it remains to examine the latter.

Since_the time of Heraclitus, some philosophers have in-
clined to this view, and have denied all elements of perma-
nence and identity of any sort. All things flow and pass.
But, in this extreme form, the theory is intelligible and pos-
sible only because it is false. In speaking of the Eleatic
theory, we pointed out that, if being were strictly change- -
less, even the illusion of change could not arise. Here we
point out that, if all things flowed, even the illusion of iden-
tity would be impossible. There must be some permanent
factor somewhere, to make the notion possible. A flow can-
not exist for itself, but only for the abiding. The knowl-
edge of change depends on some fixed factor, which, by its
permanence, reveals the change as change. If, then, all
things flowed—the thinking subject as well as the object—
the doctrine itself would be psychologically impossible. It
is commonly overlooked by speculators, that suceession and
change can exist, as such, only for the abiding. Something
must stand apart from the flow, or endure through it, before
change can be conceived. Ience, as a matter of theory, we
must have, at least, an abiding or permanent knower, to
make the theory intelligible; and, as a matter of conscions-
ness, we have immediate experience of such a knowing sub-
ject—the conscious self. In what this permanence consists
we shall see hereafter. Our previous criticisms show that it
cannot consist in any rigid core of being.

But, before going further, some objections mnst be con-
sidered, which have long been struggling for utterance. It
will be said that, in the series A, A, A,, ete., A, A, ete,,
are all states of A, and that A is the same throughout. The
answer is, that A, is no more a state of A than A is a state
of A, or of A, ete. Which of these forms shall be taken
as the base depends npon experience. When a given form
is familiar to us, we regard it as the thing, and other possi-
ble forms as its states; but, in truth, any one form is as
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much the thing as any other. Thus we view water as the
thing, and speak of ice and vapor as states of water; but,in
faet, ice and vapor are no more states of water than water is
a state of them. DBut here it will be further urged that,
through all these states, the substance remains the same. It
is the same essence of being which appears now as A, and
now as A, ete. But we have seen, in the previous chapter,
that the essence itself is nothing but the conerete law of ac-
tion, and that there is no rigid core of being in the thing.
Hence the identity of a thing does not consist in a change-
lessness of substance, but in the continuity and constaney of
this law. In further criticism of the objection, we must ask
what is meant by sameness; and, for the sake of progress,
we venture the following exposition: A, under the appro-
priate cirecumstances, can run throngh the series A}, A, A,
ete. B runs through the series B, B,, B,, ete. C runs
throngh the series C), C,, C,, ete. Now, as long as we re-
main in the physical realin, these series can be reversed by
reversing the conditions, so that from A, we can recover A.
Bnt, in thus reversing the series, provided all the other eon-
ditions remain the same, there is a complete quantitative and
qualitative equivalence between the members restored in
the regress and the corresponding members lost in the prog-
ress; that is, A, will be in all respeets the same, whether
reached by a progress from A,,_, or by a regress from A,,,.
The indestructibility of matter means nothing more than
the possibility of working these series back and forth with-
out quantitative loss. When it is made to mean more, it is
always on the strength, not of facts, but of some alleged in-
tuition into the nature of substance. Now the only sense in
which A, is the same as A, or in which the substance of A, is
the same as that of A is, that A, can be developed from A,
and, conversely, A can be developed from A,. There is a
continuity between A, A, A, ete., which does not exist be-
tween A, B, and C, and that continuity is the fact that A,
A,, etc., can be developed from A, and not from B or C.
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These, in turn, can only produce B, B,, etc., or C,, C,, ete.
Without doubt, the disciple of the senses will fancy that
there is a core of being which holds A, A,, ete., together,
and differentiates them from B and C; but this fancy has
been sufficiently considered. Such a core explains nothing
to the reason, and is only an embarrassment. We repeat,
then, that in ontology a thing in different states is the same
only in the sense of a continuity of law and relation. Ab-
solute sameness or changelyssness is impossible in reality.
This conception of sameness is incompatible with change of
any kind, and must be repudiated.

Iere some verbal objections appear. It will be said that
our very langnage condetnns our theory. We are constantly
recogunizing the existence of something which changes, and
thus, in spite of ourselves, we do homage to the truth of be-
ing. DBut this objection does not dismay us. The thing
which changes is the changing thing. When, in the series
A, A, A, ctc., the change is from A to A,, A is the thing
which ehanges. When the change is from A, to A, or to
A, A, is the thing which changes. IIercupon, in complete
forgetfulness of what was said in the last paragraph, the ob-
jector will break out that it is the same thing which changes
thronghout. We reply, that it is the same only in the sense
explained. It may be farther urged that our theory does
away with being altogether. A exists only for an instant,
and gives place to A, and hence the element of permanence,
which is an essential clement of being, is not provided for.
Nothing really exists, but is about to exist. This objection,
also, is only a repetition of an error already considered. It
defines being as a permanent substratum, and fails to notice
that this definition is only a spontaneous hypothesis of unerit-
ical thinking, and one which will not stand the test of eriti-
cism. Permanence of some kind there must be somewhere
in being, but the nature of this permanence, and the place
of its location, do not yet appear. We have defined being
as whatever can act in any way, even for the shortest time;
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and, in this sense, the members of the series A, A, A,, ete.,
have being so long as they act. When one member passes
into another, its being becomes the being of the other. A
acts as long as it exists, and A, acts as long as it exists.
Again, it will be said that this view implies that being ean
become non-being, which is unthinkable. This is a mere
quibble. The view does not imply that something becomes
nothing, or that nothing becomes something, but that some-
thing becomes something else. A does not become noth-
ing, but A,; and A, is not developed from nothing, but
from A. How this can be we do not pretend to know,
but the conception is forced upon us by the plainest facts
and the simplest kind of reasoning. Without doubt the
disciple of the senses thinks he knows how being can be;
his great puzzle is to know how being ean become. But
his knowledge is imaginary, and his puzzle is no greater
than obtains with referenee to every ultimate fact. Incon-
ceivability is no argument against anything, provided the
facts call for it and the conception be consistent. This is
especially true when the alleged inconceivability is only the
product of mental paralysis or ossification.

But our view of change suggests another difficulty, as fol-
lows: If A really becomes A, and ceases to exist as A, the
unity of the thing seems to disappear, and A, A, A,, ete.,
appear as different things. This difficulty we have now to
consider. The charge that our view cancels the unity of
the thing rests upon the assumption that A is composed of
A, plus A, ete. In this case, A would not be a unit, but
the sum of A, plus A, etc. But this view is an error.
‘When A exists, it is simply and solely A, and A}, A, ete.,
have no existenee whatever. A is strictly a unit, but such
a unit that, nunder the proper circumstances, it becomes A .
A, again, when it has become, is the only member of the
series which is real. It does not contain A concealed with-
in itself; it is purely itself. Misled by the Aristotelian no-
tions of potentiality and actuality, speculators have largely
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assumed that A, A,, etc., exist preformed and potentially
in Aj but this means only that A is sueh, not that it will
develop A, A,, ete., but that it will develop into them;
and when developed into them, it is A no longer. In any
other sense, potential existence is no existence. We may
say, rhetorically, that the oak exists in the acorn; but, in
truth, the oak does not exist at all, but an acorn exists.
This acorn, however, is such that, under the proper condi-
tions, an oak will be developed. The phrase potential ex-
istence is due to an effort of the imagination to comprehend
how one thing can develop into another; and the fancy is
entertained that the problem is solved if we conceive the
future development to be already coneealed in the present
reality. DBut, in fact, this view denies development; for, in
the case assumed, there is no development, but only a let-
ting loose of potentialities, which are also, and always, reali-
ties. Where there is a true development, the thing devel-
oped absolutely becomes. This notion of potentiality in no
way enables the mind to comprehend the proecess, which,
like being itself, is utterly inconstruable. It is something
to be recognized and admitted rather than comprehended.
The phrase potential existence may be allowed in rhetorie,
but it is utterly misleading in metaphysics. Our doctrine
of change, therefore, does not conflict with the unity of the
thing, for the thing is never A and A, and A, at the same
time, but only some one member of the series, and, as such,
is one and indivisible.

But this makes the other part of the objection still more
prominent. How can A, A, A, ete., be distinguished from
a series of different things? They do, indeed, follow one
another according to a certain law, but each ceases to be
when its consequent begins. A, is not A, although it is
produced from A, no more than ice is water because it can
be produced from water. It is not meant that these differ-
ent things are externally produced, for they really proceed
from one another; but when they are produced, they are
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different things. The members of the series A, A, A, ete.,
are related as cause and effect, although, by reversing the
conditions, any one may be cause and any one may be effect.
But there is no reason for affirming any further unity in the
series than this; and there is no reason for declaring that
they are only different states of one and the same thing.
One member is as much the thing as any other, and one
member is as much a state as any other. And, since the
notion of the same thing in different states is well calculated
to mislead us, we point out that, in a system of absolute be-
coming, this notion of a state is inapplicable. To warrant
its use, there must be some permanent factor, which can
abide through the changes, and distinguish itself from them.
But in this system there is no such factor. Indeed, the con-
scious self is the only thing we know of which is capable of
having states. It distinguishes itself from its affections, and
affirms itself as abiding through them. But, where all is
flow, the thing and the state vanish together; and we can-
not speak of the next member as a state of the preceding,
for the preceding member has disappeared. A permanent
factor of some sort is necessary, to justify the conception of
one thing with various states; and thus it becomes still
clearer that A, A}, A,, etc., must be regarded as different
things, having no other connection than a mutual inter-
convertibility according to a certain law, like the varions
forms of energy.

And here we must say that the conception is sufficient
for ail purposes of science and daily life. The possibility
of working the series back and forth, under definite condi-
tions, without quantitative loss, is all that the physicist needs
to know. Whether it be the same substance throughout
the series, or substance incessantly reproducing itself accord-
ing to a fixed law, is quite indifferent to physical science.
Doubtless it would not be difficnlt to find some one with an
“intuition” of the absurdity of the latter view; but intui-
tions arc seldom resorted to, unless argament fails. Cer-
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tainly no one whose opinion deserves attention will claim
any intuition on this point. Thus we fall back again into
the doctrine that all things flow. Reality is incessantly re-
producing itself, either in the form A, A, A, thus produc-
ing the appearanee of permanence, or in the form A, A,
A,, ete., thus producing the appearance of change; but the
flow is as real in one case as in the other. Now in the se-
ries A, A}, A,, A,, ete., which is the thing? We cannot
make the thing the sum of the series, for that would de-
stroy the unity of the thing, and would imply that all the
members of the series co-exist. The truth is, that each mem-
ber is the thing, whenever that member acts, and the several
members are the same thing only in the sense that each may
be developed from the other. In any other sense they
are different things. Conceived ontologically, everything
changes to its centre, and, by changing, becomes something
else, similar or dissimilar.

The current notion of a thing, we have said, is that of a
changeless thing with changing states. The changelessness
we have been forced to give up; we have now to abandon
the conception of states. The same thing, ontologically,
cannot exist in different states, for,in taking on a new state,
it becomes a new thing. It may be that we shall somewhere
find something which is capable of existing unchanged
through its ehanges, and of distingnishing itself from those
changes as its states; but we cannot find it in the realn of
ontology. As long as we confine ourselves to reasoning on
the notion of being, and view it as the subject of activity
and change, we are forced to identify it with its phases, as
long as each one lasts. We may illustrate this by the con-
servation of energy as rhetorically nnderstood. In the cor-
relations of energy, there is nothing which glides unchanged
from one phase to another, but each phase expresses the en-
tire energy as long as it lasts; and when it produces a new
phase, it vanishes into its effect. Nothing is constant but
law and numerical relation. So a thing, viewed ontolog-
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ically, is identical with its phases while they last, and when
it passes from onc to another the cause disappears in the
effect. 'We have next to add that this separation of phases
is largely arbitrary. In the series A, A, A, A, etc., any
one member is as much the thing as any other; but these
members are only arbitrary units in a continuous process,
like the moments into which we divide time. Time is not
composed of moments, but is strictly continuous. So the
process which we eall a thing is also continuous, and the
sections into whieh we divide it are only products of our
thought. A, A, A,, A, etc., are only segnents of a proc-
ess which appears now as one member of the series, and now
as another. It eannot be detained as any one, and it no
sooner comes than it goes. Being in incessant progress, it
forces itself from form to form, nor tarries in one stay.
This is the conception of being which rules in all systems
of philosophieal evolution. Being is perpetual process, and
exists only in its incessant procession. DMotion and change
are omnipresent. Things as they appear arc only stages of

the eternal flow, or transient eddies in the flood. The in- |

cessant weaving is attended by incessant unweaving, and
sooner or later all things pass, except the procession of be-
ing itself. Purely ontological thinking can come to no oth-
cr conelusion.

But how can there be any fixed system of law in such a
flow? If everything passes, law itself should pass; for no
one would imagine that law has an independent existence
apart from reality, and rules it as an external sovereign.
We reply that law itself is only an abstraction from the
form of a thing’s activity. The law is not first, and the
obedient activity second, but the active, changing reality is
first and all, and, by the definite form and sequence of its
activity, it founds the abstraction which we call law. We
conceive reality, therefore, to be perfectly definite at each
instant, and as shut up to a perfectly definite line of move-
ment. This definitencss is the source of all that we call law.

sremmsmeat
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But it is high time to inquire after the permanent and
identical. We have gone so far with Ieraclitus that we
seem to have left no place for permanence and identity;
and, in truth, if we had been left merely to think upon the
question, we should probably never have found any escape
from the eternal flow. TFortunately, as in the case of unity
and diversity, experience comes to our aid, and shows that
reality has solved the problem which speculation has failed
to master. In personality, or in the self-conscious spirit,
we find the only union of change and permanence, or of
identity and diversity. The soul knows itself to be the
same, and distinguishes itself from its states as their perma-
nent subject. This permanence, however, does not consist
in any rigid sameness of being, but in memory and self-
consciousness, whereby alone we constitute ourselves abid-
ing persons. How this is possible there is no telling; but
we get no insight into its possibility by affirming a rigid
duration of some substance in the soul. The soul, as sub-
stance, forever changes; and, unlike what we assume of the
physical elements, its series of changes can be reversed only
to a slight extent. The soul develops, but it never undevel-
ops into its former state. Each new experience leaves the
soul other than it was; but, as it advances from stage to
stage, it is able to gathcr np its past and ecarry it with it, so
that, at any point, it possesses all that it has been. Itis this
fact only which constitutes the permanence and identity of
self. ~

Here it will be urged that this view is only another form
of Locle’s theory, which made identity to consist in memo-
ry; and as Locke’s view was exploded, even in his own gen-
eration, our view may be regarded as demolished in advance.
The objection to Locke’s view is, that memory does not
male, but reveals, identity ; and, if Locke denied the conti-
nuity of being in the sense in which we have explained it,
the objection is fatal. Memory does not make, but reveals,
the fact, that our being is continuous. If our being were

7
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discontinuous, or if we were numerically distinet from our-
selves at an earlier date, memory would be impossible. Bnt
we have seen that continuity is not identity. It is itself a
flow, and means only that the being which now is has been
developed from the being which was. This is all that is
commonly meant by identity. But the question we raise
is, how to bring a fixed factor into this flow, and thus raise
continnity to proper identity or sameness. And this can
be done only as the agent himself does it; and the agent
does it only by memory and self-consciousness, whereby a
fixed point of personality is secured, and the past and pres-
ent are bound together in the unity of one conscionsness.
The perinanence and identity, therefore, are produets of the
agent’s own activity. 'We become the same by making our-
selves such. Numerical identity is possible on the ontolog-
ical plane; but proper identity is impossible, except in con-
sciousness.

At first view, this position is an extravagant, and even
absurd, paradox ; but we must remember that the soul, as
substance, comes under the perpetual flow. We are not
conscious of a permanent substance, but of a permanent
self; and this permanence is not revealed, but constituted
by memory and sclf-consciousness; for, if we abolish them,
and allow the soul to sink to the level of an impersonal
thing, identity is degraded into continnity, and permanence
passes into flow. Consciousness, then, does not simply re-
veal permanence in change; it is the only basis of perma-
nence in change. Of course, we do not pretend to tell how
personality is made ; we leave that for the disciple of the
senses. Ie finds no difficulty in manufacturing a person
by simply providing a lump of rigid substance, and then
stocking it with divers faculties. But, while nothing can
exceed the cheerfulness with which we admit that we can-
not construe the possibility of personality, nothing, also, can
exceed the stubbornness with which we deny that the rigid
substance furnishes the least insight into the possibility.
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If, then, the idea of being must include permanence as well
as activity, we must say that only the personal trulyis. All
else is flow and process.

These results are so paradoxical, and so easily misunder-
stood, that a final caution must be added. In general, com-
mon-sense understands by identity merely numerical identity,
or continuity of being. In this sense we, also, affirm iden-
tity, and agree entirely with spontaneous thought. But the
question we raise lies inside of this numerical identity. The
thing which is thus numerically identical and continuous is
itself discovered to be a flowing principle of action; and
here our break with the current view begins. Common-
sense aims to sccure identity in diversity by the doctrine of
a permanent or changeless thing with changing states; and
this view we have been forced to reject. Change penetrates
to the centre of the thing, and the only thing which is per-
manent is the law of change. Reality, then, is process, and
yet not a process in which nothing proceeds; for being it-
self proceeds, and, by proceeding, incessantly passes into
new forms, and changes through and through. If, by be-
ing, we mean something which unites identity and diversi-
ty, we must say that the personal only is able to fill ont
the notion of a thing. And the conception of a permanent
thing with changing states is founded as conception, as well
as realized in being, by the fact of the personal self. In-
deed, the ontological categories are themselves nothing but
shadows of the living realities of personal experience; at
least, they have a representable meaning nowhere else.
Only in our own activity does the category of action ac-
quire any concrete significance. Only in the unity of con-
sciousness can the category of unity be realized. In the
consciousness of self as identical throughout change we have
the only example of identity in change. Apart from their
realization in experience, none of these categories have more
than a formal meaning; and they defy all attempts to con-
ceive them in their abstract significance. The Kantian
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schemata, which were invented to make this possible, dis-
tort the categories rather than represent them. Instead,
then, of interpreting personality from the side of ontology,
we must rather interpret ontology from the side of person-
ality. Only personality is able to give concrete meaning to
those ontological categories by which we seek to interpret
being. Only personality is able to reconcile the Eleatic and
Heraclitic philosophies, for only the personal can combine
change and identity, or flow and permanence. The imper-
sonal abides in perpetual process. It may hereafter appear
that the impersonal is only a flowing form of activity, to
which, because of its constancy, we attribute thinghood, but
which is, in reality, only a form of the activity of something
deeper than itself. If this should be the case, thie conclu-
sion would be that the absolute person, not the absolute be-
ing, is the basal fact of existence.
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CHAPTER IV.
ACTION AND INTERACTION.

TrE common theory of the system is,that a plurality of
independent things exists, and that each of these has its own
hard and fast self-identity and individuality. The conclu-
sions of the previous chapter leave these elements untounched.
Being is indeed process; but this process is individual, and
it may be independent. But such beings cannot form a uni-
verse. Each thing, being one and independent, must be in-
different to all the rest. The result wounld be a sum, not a
system ; an aggregate, not a whole ; and even these characters
would be due to the observing mind. Bat popular think-
ing, especially in its scientific form, is equally possessed of the
conviction that things form a true system, and that the place
and functions of the individyal are determined by its relations
to the whole. In order to overcome the mutual indifference
implied in the absolute self-dependence and individuality of
things, things are supplied with various forces whereby they
interact and determmine one another, and thus constitute a
system. This conception of independent things in mutual
interaction is the device whereby spontaneous thought secks
to reconcile the opposition of individuality and community ;
it is the answer of common-sense to a great speculative
problem. Absolute individuality sets everything apart in a
self-sufficiency of being, while existence in a system implies
some community of being. The nnderlying aim of this
chapter is to inquire whether individuality and community
of being can be reconciled, and, if so,how. But to do this
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we must inquire into our notions of action and interac-
tion.

Action may be either immanent or transcendent. In the
former case, the agent acts upon itself ; in the latter, it acts
upon something else. Thinking is a case of the former;
attraction or repulsion is a case of the latter. To this tran-
scendent action we give the name of interaction. In imma-
nent action, the agent determines its own state; in interac-
tion, one thing is determined by another. The idea of
action, or causation in general, is more extensive than that
of interaction ; so that the latter is only a special case of the
former. Causation includes all action, whether creative, or
immanent, or transcendent; while by interaction we mean
only the determination of one thing by another. This con-
ception of mutual determination exhausts the notion of
causation so far as it is of nse in science. The scientist, as
such, has nothing to do with creation. He views nature as
given, and seeks to find the order of its changes and the in-
teraction of its parts. DBut this interaction creates no sub-
stance, but causes new states. The physicists are fond of
saying that the indestructibility of matter is the corner-stone
of their faith. The presence of elements in the state we call
heated determines a repulsion among the elements of water
or gunpowder. The presence of a magnet under proper
conditions will determine a bar of iron to assume the mag-
netic state. In such cases we speak of the determining
body as the agent or canse of the effect; and this determi-
nation is the whole of cansation in its scientific sense. We
propose in the present chapter to confine our attention chiefly
to the problem of interaction. The inquiry is, How isinterac-
tion, or transcendent action, possible? Of course we do not
hope to construe the process, but only to find its necessary im-
plications. Possibly we may find that all apparently transcen-
dental action is but a special case of immanent action. The
discussion of this question will enable us to solve the other
problem of the reconciliation of individuality and community.
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But before advancing to the problem itself we must ren-
der our terms more precise. The notion of determining has
a cansal and a logical significance, which should be distin-
guished. Causation implies determination, but not converse-
ly. Thus the premises determine the conclusion; and the
sides and angles of a figure mutually determine each other.
Again, we might say that the fundamental equations of
dynamics determine all the possibilities of physical force
and motion ; or that the axioms and intuitions of space and
number determine the whole science of mathematics. Yet
in none of these cases is there any action. The determina-
tion is the logical determination of ideas ; and their relations
arc ag fixed as truth itself. Hence philosophers have made
a distinction between cause and effect, and ground and con-
sequence. The former denotes a dynamic sequence; the
latter denotes a logical one. By this, however, is not meant
that the dynamic sequence is illogical or irrational. On the
contrary, we must hold that if the nature of the interacting
causes could be fully grasped in thought, we could logically
deduce their necessary resultant. We have such a case in
the mechanies of the solar system. There we know with
sufficient accuracy the nature of the forces at work; and
we are able to tell what they will do. The principle that
only the definite can produce the definite, or that like ante-
cedents must have like consequents, compels this admission.
By this principle, given causes are shut up to given effects;
and hence a complete knowledge of the causes enable us to
deduce the effects. But this prineiple leaves us as far as
ever from knowing how interaction is possible. It merely
tells us what the outcome will be if the members interact.
Thus, the mechanics of the solar system do not tell us how
the planets can attract one another, but what will happen
if they do attract. The possibility of the attraction is as-
sumed and left totally nnexplained. The dynamic sequence,
therefore, is logical ; but it is also something more. Itisa
movement in reality and not merely in thought. The logical



104 METAPHYSICS.

sequence, on the other hand, is only a logical sequence. It
is only a movement in the thought of the reflecting subject;
and as snch depends entirely upon the thinking mind. If
we conceive the present order simply as a thought-system,
we could trace its entire ontcome in logical sequence as far
as we chose to follow it. A mind which could fully grasp
reality in thought wonld be able to deduce all its implica-
tions. Such a mind would be independent of observation,
and would need only logic. But the advance in such a case
would be due entirely to the nature and unity of the think-
ing subject, which by its unity brings the several members
together, and by its rational nature is able to develop their
logical implications. DBut if the outer world be real, and the
course of nature be a fact, this thonght-movement must be set
in reality, so that the thought is replaced by the thing, and
the logical connection replaced by a dynamic one. The
primary distinction, then, between canse and ground is that
between a thing and a thought ; and the basal distinction be-
tween effect and consequence is that between a dynamie
result and a logical conclusion. The thing is able to exist
and maintain relations apart from our thinking ; the thought
exists only as it is thought. The dynamic process goes on
without ns; the logical conclusion exists only as it is drawn.
Logic rules in both realms with absolute supremacy ; but in
one case it is logic set in reality, in the other it is logic
controlling the movement of our thought.

In addition to this primary meaning, ground and conse-
quence have a secondary one. By cause we always mean
an agent of some sort; bnt there must be some ground why
the agent acts as it does. Logic is not content with reach-
ing the agent, but asks for the ground of the peculiar form
of agency. It analyzes the agent, and finds the ground of
its peculiar action in the agent’s nature and relations. But
this nature, though deternining, is never causal. The nature
of the mind does not cause it to unfold and act as it does,
but the mind is determined in itself to its peculiar manifes-
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tations. The subtlest form of moral determinism avails itself
of this eonception. The mind is viewed not as coerced into
this or that, but as essentially determined to it ; so that with-
out compulsion there is still absolute necessity. Spinoza
carried this notion so far as to identify freedom and neces-
sity. Everything is free when not externally coerced; but
where there is no coercion, there is still complete determina-
tion. As the intellect, when the premises are clearly grasp-
ed, moves fate-like to the conclusion, so the will is at once
fated and free. Thus logic penetrates beyond the cause and
asks for the ground as well.

‘We may say, then, that the cause of an effect is the agent
which produces it. The ground is that factor in the cause
and its relations whereby it is able to be the cause of this
particular effect. Thus oxygen and hydrogen are the agents
which produce water; but if we ask for the ground of this
production, we shall find it in neither, but only in both—in
their peculiar natures and in their peculiar relations to each
other. This thought has been pushed so far by Leibnitz as
to lead to the conclusion that the complete ground of any
event can be found only in the entire system. Xor in a sys-
tem of interacting things, where every thing determines
every other thing and is determined by every other thing,
every thing is what it is, and does what it does, only as a
member of the system. It does not have its properties in
itself, but only as a part of the whole. IHence, though the
agent in any case is some particular thing, the ground of its
ageney, or that-factor which makes the particular form of
agency possible, is to be found only in the system as a
whole. The tendency of one form of pantheistic specula-
tion is to destroy this distinetion between cause and ground,
or rather to reduce cause to ground; so that the universe is
not viewed as a plan and act of God, but as a logical impli-
cation of the world-substance. And since logical sequences
coexist with the premises, the eternal world-substance im-
plies its logical consequences in eternal coexistence. This
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tendency finds its classical expression in Spinoza’s system.
In treating of time we shall see more clearly the difficulty
of keeping canse distinct from ground.

This relation of cause and ground explains the distinction
made by popular thought between the canse and the condi-
tions of an effect. We have seen that in the system the
complete ground of an event never lies in any one thing,
but only in a complex of things. If asingle thing were the
sufficient ground of an effect, the effect would coexist with
the thing, and all effects would be instantancously given.
* Hence all effects in the system must be viewed as the result
of the interaction of two or more things. This doctrine,
first made prominent by Herbart, has been rendered familiar
to English thought by Mill; and may be viewed as general-
ly accepted among thinkers. But popular thought prefers
to explain the fact in another way. The caunse of an effect
is supposed to be single; but it is conditioned in its work-
ing. There are, then, canses and conditions of effects. The
most prominent factor is commonly singled out as the cause,
and the others are degraded into conditions. In practice,
this distinction is not without value; but in theory it is un-
tenable. All conditions are co-operating causes, and nothing
is a cause which cannot produce its effect. Under the influ-
ence of the law of identity, we carelessly call that which
may cause an effect under certain conditions a cause at all
times; and then we shift the hinderance to the conditions.
But the inner discord of this notion is palpable. It is
quite absurd to call that the cause of an effect which, when
left to itself, is unable to produce it. Of course, the thing
must always be such that when all the conditions are ful-
filled, the effect will follow ; but it does not follow that the
thing is the sufficient caunse of the cffect at other times. To
become this, it needs the co-operation of other agents. It
does mot help to call these other things conditions; for if
they are to contribute anything to the result, they must
themselves be canses. They must be able to determine the
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interacting things to an efficiency whieh they would not
otherwise have ; and this is just what is meant by causation.

We next inquire what is meant by an effeet. Remaining
still in the realm of interaction, we point out that an effect
in this realm is not creation, but some form of change.
Things are not ereated and destroyed in their interaetions,
but they pass into new conditions. The change is the effect.
This change may be both phenomenal and noumenal, or a
change in appearance and a change in being. The change
in being is the primal effect; and the phenomenal change is
but the translation of this first effect into the forms of sense.
All changes which appear among things are the result of
changes in things. For being itself the reflective reason
never asks a cause, unless the being show marks of depend-
ence. It is change which first gives rise to the demand for
cause. If this be so, the untenability of Iamilton’s view of
causation becomes palpable. According to him the law of
causation depends upon our inability to conceive creation;
and means, therefore, the eternal self-equality of being.
This notion of cansation at best applies only to creation and
not to interaction. And if the effect be change, it gives us
no 1nsight to tell us that there has been no loss or gain of
being ; for the question is to know why being should take
on new forms. That it is the same being in the new form
does not explain the change; and yet this is the thing to be
accounted for.

Bat, thus far, we have dealt only with the use and mean-
ing of the words; the nature and possibility of the thing
remain as dark as ever. We next pass to the problem it-
self, by asking, (1) Ilow is immanent action possible? and,
(2) How is interaction possible? The first question admits
of no answer. Action, in every form, is as great a mystery
as being itself, and admits of no dednction or comprehen-
sion. Like being and becoming, it cannot be compounded
from simpler ideas, or in any way construed. The empiri-
cists have sought to dispense with the notion, but, to do so,
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have used the notion itself. Their scheme consists entirely
in showing how beliefs might be caused, or produced, or de-
termined, by expericnce. If there were no such thing as
causation, their argument would be empty. Action, then,
must be recognized, but cannot be understood. How a
thing can act, how we ourselves can act, how a given state
of any thing can be the ground of change in other things, or
even in itself—all these are insoluble questions. Iow is it
possible that, when certain conditions are fulfilled, oxygen
and hydrogen unite to form water? There is no answer.
A pretended answer wonld be, that they always have a ten-
dency to unite, but that they are hindered by circumstances.
‘When the hinderances are removed, they flow together as a
matter of course. DBut this is imaginary. How do we know
that they have any tendency, except when it is fulfilled?
How do we know that the tendency and the act do not ap-
pear together ? And, supposing they have a tendency, how
does it pass from potentiality into act? The question re-
mains the same; the answer is no answer. We have to
content ourselves with the fact that action is possible with-
out knowing how. At the same time, its possibility is no
more mysteriouns than its impossibility. Iow can a thing
act? How can a thing be? DBoth questions stand on the
same plane; and both facts—that of action and that of be-
ing—have to be admitted as ultimate facts, which we can
never rationally hope to comprehend. Mere, again, experi-
ence solves for us the problem which reflection cannot mas-
ter. Every one knows himself as active. 'We control and
direct our own mental states, to a certain extent, at least,
and, in so doing, we are conscious of ourselves as control-
ling. And this is our only experience of action. In the ont-
cr world we see sequence in phenomena, or mutnal change,
but no agency. That therc is an agent producing these
changes is no fact of experience, but a necessary assumption
of the mind. Even in the case of our neighbors, we sce
only a succession of changes. That there is a controlling
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self is not a perception, but an inference. Only in the case
of our own mental action can we get behind the appearance
to the source of action; and how we ourselves can act we
do not know. But all external action must be assimilated
to our own, or remain utterly mysterions. Coneeption, vo-
lition, and a sense of effort condition the only action of
which we have any knowledge ; but it is not clear that we
are justified in viewing them as conditions of all action.
At the same time, it i3 not clear that we are justified in ex-
cluding them from any action. Many philosophers have
insisted that there can be no action without conscious voli-
tion. DBerkeley urged this view as one reason for denying
agency to matter. And it must be allowed that, when we
try to conceive impersonal activity, it vanishes into sequence,
and the notion of action perishes. Kant made antecedence
and sequence the schema of cause and effect, as the only
form under which causation can be represented to the mind,
and the empiricists declare that causation is nothing more.
Conscious action is the only action of which we can form
any conception. If A is to react on B, in certain condi-
tions, it must in some way become aware of those condi-
tions, and if not consciously, how then? All is darkness in
this direction. Action is a fact, and hence is possible. We
know nothing more. We may add, however, that, though
we hold that all activity is personal, we are not content to
get the conclusion from the simple fact that we cannot pict-
ure impersonal activity. The argument from impotence
warrants no positive conclusion.

Of interaction we have no proper experience whatever.
That it is possible is no fact of experience, but a necessary
mental affirmation. It may be thought that, in the case of
volition producing physical motion, we have immediate ex-
perience of interaction between the soul and body; but this
is a mistake. All we experience is that, upon occasion of a
specific volition, certain physical changes occur, but of the
nature of the connection we know strictly nothing. To be
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sure, the physical state does not enter, except as a sequence
npon the mental state; but why the one should be followed
by the other, or what the nature of the bond may be, is as
unknown as in the case of gravitation. We are often mis-
led, at this point, by onr sense-experience. We imagine
that we feel our own power flowing over upon the body
and controlling it. A certain sense of effort manifests itself,
and we seem so to permeate the body that our own spiritual
force comes in contact with the reality. DBut the sense of
tension and effort in the musecles, in such cases, is but the
reaction of the organism against the volition, and has mere-
ly the function of teaching us how to measure our activity.
In itself, the will is as boundless and as passionless as the
conception, and when the limits of physical possibility are
reaclied, it is not the will which has failed, but the machine.
‘We must say, then, that we have no proper experience of
interaction, but only of antecedence and sequence. It re-
mains a thought-problem rather than a datum of experi-
ence.

This brings us to our second question, How is interaction
possible? At first, it would seem that this question is as
insoluble as the other question, How is immanent action
possible? And, since we allowed that no answer can be
given to this question, is there any reason for attempting
more in the case of interaction? We think there is a differ-
ence between the problems, which makes a different treat-
ment neeessary. The notion of interaction involves, in par-
ticular, one difficulty, which does not exist for immanent ac-
tion. Every thing which is to act on some other thing must
transcend itself. But how can a thing transcend itself and
act where it is not? Again, the common notion of a thing
implies that it is self~centred and has the ground of its ex-
istence in itself. But if a thmg is to be acted npon by an-
other thing, it must be determined from without as well as
from within. The ground of its being, then, is not in itself
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alone, but in other thiugs as well. We have shown at length,
in the previous chapter, that every definite manifestation im-
plies a definite form of being, and, as in an interacting sys-
tem, everything does what it does because of its relation to
others, it follows that, in such a system, every thing is what
it is only in relation to others. Here the individuality which
spontaneous thought posits conflicts with the commnunity
which interaction posits. These difliculties do not exist in
the case of immanent action, and they make the question of
interaction a separate and peculiar problem.

The answers given to this question by popular thought
are such only in appearance. For example, it is said that a
thing transfers its state or condition to the thing acted upon,
and this transference is the act. But this notion is due to
hopeless bondage to the senses. It is simply one of the
spontaneous liypotheses of common-sense, and gives a little
comfort to the imagination. Action is conceived as a thing
which may be passed along from one to another. But,
when this view is taken in earnest, it meets at once the fa-
tal objection that states, conditions, and attributes are noth-
ing apart from a subject. As such, they admit of no trans-
ference. The adjective is meaningless and impossible with-
out the noun. But the human mind has a persistent ten-
dency to personify its abstractions; in particular, abstract
nouns, which are much used, are sure to be mistaken for
things. Thus the empiricist takes sensations which are nev-
er known except as states of a mental subject, breaks them
from the only connection in which they have any meaning,
and then parades them as the source of the mind itself.
The facts which have led to this notion of transference of
conditions are chiefly those of transmitted heat and motion.
Here we see effects which may well enough be described as
the transference of a condition. The moving body puts an-
other body in motion, and loses its own. The heated body
warms another, and cools itself in the same proportion.
The magnet brings another body into the magnetic state,
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and seems to have forced its own condition upon it. These
are facts for interpretation. Spontaneous thought says that
the agent, in such a case, transfers its condition; but this is
only a description, not an explanation. Indeed, it is inex-
act, even as a description; for what we really see is propa-
gation, not transmission or transference. A condition can-
not be transmitted or transferred, becanse the notion of a
state or condition withont a subject is impossible in thought.
The fact is, that the moving, or heated, or magnetic body,
in some totally mysterious way, propagates its state. Of the
inner nature of the process we know nothing, and the pre-
tended explanation is only an indifferent description. Even
in cases of impact the process is equally mysterious. We.
see the result, and faney we understand the method; but
there is nothing whatever in spatial contact to explain the
results of impact, unless there be a deeper metaphysical re-
lation between the bodies, which generates repulsion be-
tween them. Added to these considerations is the further
faet that interaction does not imply that the effect shall be
like the canse; and, in the mass of interaction, the effect is
totally unlike the canse. A new condition is produced in
the thing acted npon, but one quite nnlike that of the agent
itself.

Empty as this view of the transference of conditions
scems, when looked at closely, it has still had a great influ-
ence in speculation. The famous phrase, ¢ Only like can
affect like,” is the same view in another form. This pre-
tended principle has found its chief application in discuss-
ing the interaction of soul and body, and both idealistic and
materialistic conclusions have been based upon it. If one
started with the reality of the body, the soul was degraded
to material existence. If the soul was made the starting-
point, of course it was impossible to reach a real body ex-
cept by an act of faith. Hence, also, the occasionalism of
the Cartesians and Malebranche’s theory of the vision of all
things in God. Now this maxim, that like affects only like,
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is mainly based upon the notion that in interaction some-
thing leaves the agent and passes into the patient. On this
assumption, we see the necessity of the maxim; for how
could a material state pass into a spiritual being ? and how
could a spiritual state pass into a material thing? The spir-
itual state must partake of the nature of spirit, and the ma-
terial state must partake of the nature of matter. The two,
then, must be incongruous. Hence, it was concluded that
body and soul could not affect each other. No more conld
any two things affect each other, so far as they were nnlike.
The only truth in this doctrine is, that things totally and
essentially unrelated can never pass into relations of inter-
action, and, hence, that all true being must constitute a se- )
ries, without any absolute oppositions. The real difficulty
is, not to know how like ean affect unlike, but how any two
things can affect each other. 'Why should the state of one
thing determine the state of another?

Another verbal explanation of the problem is found in
the notion of a passing influence, which, by passing, affects
the object. But the same objection lies against this view
as-against the preceding. If, by influence, we mean only
an effect, we have merely renamed the problem ; but, if we
mean anything more, we make the influence a thing; and
then we must be told, (1) what the thing is which passes;
(2) in what this passing thing differs from the things be-
tween which it passes; (3) what the relation of the passing
thing is to the thing from whieh it passes; (4) where the
acting thing gets the store of things which it emits; and,
(5) how the passing thing could do any more than the orig-
inal thing from which it proceeds. An attempt to answer
these questions will convinee one of the purely verbal char-
acter of this explanation by passing influences. The great
difficulty with many speeulators is, to conceive how a thing
can act across empty space; and hence they think, if some-
thing would go across the void, and lie alongside of the
thing to be acted upon, all difficulty would vanish. They
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make action at a distance the real puzzle in interaction.
But, to reason, the difficulty is, not to act across empty
space, but to act across individunality. If we conceive two
things, viewed as independent and self-centred, occupying
even the same point of space, we have not advanced a step
towards comprehending why they should not remain as in-
different as ever. Contignity in space helps the imagina-
tion, but not the understanding. It is plain that this notion
of a passing influence is a mere makeshift of the imagina-
tion, which gives no light when taken in earnest.

Akin to this view is that current among physicists, ac-
cording to which forces play between things, and produce
effects. But this view is, also, a device of the imagination,
and solves nothing. The fact to be explained, when re-
duced to its lowest terms, is this: When A changes, B, C,
D, ete., all change, in definite order and degree. To ex-
plain this fact, it is said that forces play between A, B, C,
ete. Dut here, as in the case of the influence-theory, the
force must be either a mere name for a form of activity, or
it must be a thing, and either alternative is inadmissible.
If force be a mere name, it explains nothing ; and, if it be
a thing, it leaves the question worse than before. All the
questions asked about the inflnence would arise about the
force. Thus our difficulties are increased, and no insight is
gained. DBesides, we have seen that force is only an ab-
straction from the forms of a thing’s activity. Things do
not act becanse they have forces; but they act, and from
this activity the mind forms the abstraction of force. To
say that things are held together by their attractions is only
to describe the fact. The attractions are nothing between
the things, like subtle cords, which bind them together.
They are merely abstractions from the fact that coexistent
material things, in certain conditions, tend towards one an-
other. They do not give the slightest insight into the fact
or its possibility. Again, things are often said to have
spheres of force about them; but this, too, is only a de-
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seription of facts. The sole reality is things, and between
and beyond them is nothing ; but these things are not mutu-
ally indifferent, but are implicated in one another’s changes.
This relation may be illustrated as follows: If we conceive
a perfeetly elastic system in equilibrium, any permanent
displacement of any part would demand a readjustment of
all the other parts, in order to restore equilibrium. Thus, a
change in any part would involve a change in all parts.
The actual system implies a like community of being. The
position and condition of each has a significance for the
whole, and for any change in any one part there is a cor-
responding change in all the rest. But how can indepen-
dent things stand in such relations of community and inter-
action? The scientific doctrine of forces which play be-
tween things merely describes the fact itself; taken as an
explanation, it is grotesquely untenable. Indeed, the ad-
mission that these go-between forces are only abstractions
from the fact to be explained reduces the physical theory to
the harmony of Leibnitz. Each thing is supposed to be in-
dividunal, and it gives and receives nothing. Things move
in parallel lines, and that is all. DBut this is essentially
Leibnitz’s theory.

The notion of interaction being thus obscure and difficult,
it has occurred to many specnlators to eliminate it entirely
from the system. These attempts are varions. Mechanical
physicists have largely sought to reduce all interaction to
mechanical impact, in the hope of removing the difficulty.
In particular, it has been imagined that the question of
gravitation would be much simplified if attraction could be
deduced from impact. But this attempt is a failure in phys-
ies, and a worse failure in metaphysics. We have already
pointed out that impact, except in an interacting system,
would be without result. The speculative attempts to dis-
card the notion of interaction are, (1) occasionalism ; (2) pos-
itivism ; (8) nihilistic sensationalism ; and, (4) the pre-estab-
lished harmony of Leibnitz. We consider them in order.
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The theory of occasionalism sprang especially from the
diffienlty of comprehending the interaction of soul and body.
Descartes made the opposition between mind and matter so
absolute that there was no longer any possibility of bringing
them together. DBat, as they do seem to interact, his disci-
ples invented the theory of occasional caunses to explain it.
According to this view, a change in A is in no way the cause
of a change in B, but only its occasion. The excited nerve
does not cause the sensation, but, upon occasion of an ex-
cited sensory nerve, a sensation arises. Conversely, volition
does not eause any physical movements, but, npon occasion
of a volition, the corresponding motion takes place. This
view, if taken as a full and final acecount of the matter, is
hopelessly insufficient. It leads at onee to idealism. The
outer world is posited by us only as the explanation of our
inner experience; and as, by hypothesis, the outer world
does not affect us, there is no longer any rational ground
for affirming it. 'We can reach the world only by an act of
groundless faith, or else, with Malebranche, by taking ref-
nge in revelation. But, even if we stop short of this ex-
treme, it is still untenable ; for a change in A eannot prop-
erly be the oceasion of a ehange in B without an interaction
between them. If the change in B is not determined by A,
then it has no ground whatever in A, and the two changes
are not mutually occasioned, but their coming together is a
groundless coincidence. In that case, the world presents a
hopeless pluralism. A, B, C, D, ete., are all mutually inde-
pendent, and their changes are all independent. Whatever
of system there may be in the universe would be merely a
coincidence, without ground, and without surety of any
kind. The Cartesians themselves did not carry the notion
to this extent. They had a real agent in the case, but
viewed God as that agent. And even this view leads di-
rectly to idealism. The activities of matter are commonly
conceived as purely external ; and, by hypothesis, these ex-
ternal activities are not the activities of matter, but of God.
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If, now, we view matter as without subjectivity, it has no
aetivity whatever, and becomes nonexistent. It does noth-
ing, and is nothing. Oceasionalism is possible as a consist-
ent system only between finite minds; and, even then, it
would not do away with the general problem of interaction,
for it would neeessarily posit an interaction between the
finite and the infinite.

The second view, that of positivism, regards all inquiry
into causes as both fruitless and hopeless. This view would
restrict us entirely to a study of phenomena. When we
have the orders of coexistence and sequence among phe-
.nomena, we have all that is praetically valuable in seientifie
study. We can then read the past,and previse and prepare
for the future. All other knowledge is hidden; and it is
a wicked waste of time to search for it. We can observe
that A+ B is followed by C; and this observation exhausts
all that is valuable in the case.

As a rule for practical science, this conception is invalu-
able. It is practically indifferent whether we view foul air
as the occasion, canse, or invariable antecedent of ill-health.
The great point is to know that it is such, and to act aceord-
ingly. It is equally indifferent whether we view a given
drug as the occasion, antecedent, or cause of returning health ;
the important thing is to know that it is followed by cure,
even if we do not know how or why. The same considera-
tions apply to all questions of practical science. Scientists
have been so often led away from practical pursnits by vain
inquiries into metaphysical causes, that one can fully sym-
pathize with Comte’s prohibition of noumecnal research, and
can also comprehend the enthusiasm with which the new
philosophical evangel was heard and preached. DBut the
positivists were not content with proclaiming the inaccessi-
bility of metaphysical causes: they inconsistently proceeded
to deny them, and thus became metaphysicians themselves.
Now while we allow the highest place to positivism as a
method of practical research, we must still insist that meta-
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physically it is quite untenable. For in order that A4+B
shall be followed by C and not by X, A+DB must deter-
mine C and exclude X. Without this assumption every-
thing might be followed by anything or by nothing. Each
phenomenon would be independent; it would be undeter-
mined either by its antecedents or by its coexistences. All
continuity of being would disappear, and a magical and
groundless series of phenomena would alone remain. To-
day would be independent of yesterday, and without effect
on to-morrow. Positivism becomes possible as an ultimate
theory only through the uneritical favor of common-sense,
which, caring little for speeulation, and understanding less,
is always willing to shield a hard-pressed speculator from
the consequences of his own opinions.

A similar judgment must be pronounced upon the theory
of nihilistic sensationalism. This school, starting with the
assumption that sensation is the sole source of knowledge,
points out that sense can never reach causation, and then
claims that there is no such thing. If we grant the premise,
of course the conclusion follows; for it is perfectly plain
that causation can never be observed. All we can see is a
series of changes; the determining agency is a mental addi-
tion; and if the mind be allowed to econtribute nothing to
knowledge, we must reject the causal judgment with all that
it implies. But after we have gone to this point, the reaction
sets in; and empiricism devours itself by attempting to ex-
plain our belief in causation. If the doctrine were true, all
accounting for anything, beliefs as well as external phenom-
ena, should cease. DBut from IIume down, empiricists have
busily cancelled their own system by applying the causal no-
tion to justify its own destruction. Their explanation in-
variably consists in hypostasizing sensations and attributing
to them attractions and repulsions among themselves; and
these hypostasized sensations are affirmed by their interac-
tions to determine and explain the belief in causation. Thus
it is plain that empiricism undermines causation only by
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causation itself. Unspeakable advantage cannot fail to re-
sult to philosophy from such unspeakable insight.

This inconsistency of empiricism is patent in all its theo-
ries of mind. It is one of the wonders of philosophy that
no speculators have been such thorough determinists in
mind as the empiricists, while their own theory expressly
excludes all determination. They account for and explain
everything in the mind by its circumstances, and are will-
ing to leave nothing unexplained. When it comes to free-
dom they are, as a rule, the most pronounced determinists.
The law of causation is constantly invoked to crush out the
belief, and the law itself is exaggerated into pure fatalism.
It is one of the mysteries of speculation that a school whicl
in the physical realm denies all necessity, all universal truth,
and all determination, should, when the question of freedom
comes up, become the strictest necessitarians. Upon their
principles freedom is antecedently no more improbable than
necessity ; uniformity is no more probable than non-uni-
formity. Which is true, or whether both may be true in
different realms, is a question which the empiricist, of all
men, shounld leave to experience; whereas he, of all men,
is the first to settle the question by ‘an apriori intnition.
But empiricism is the chameleon of philosophy, and lives
only on condition of being allowed to change its color to
suit the emergency. Finally, we may say that, apart from
any question of the reality of interaction, it is still an inter-
esting speculative problem to determine its conditions when
assumed as possible. The reality may safely be allowed to
secure its own recognition. Inconsistent empiricism deserves
no attention; and consistent empiricism, which denies all de-
termination of any sort, may be left to itself.

The last view mentioned was the pre-established harmony
of Leibnitz. In a previous paragraph it has been pointed out
that interaction must reconcile individuality with communi-
ty of being. Things which are to act upon one another
cannot have the ground of their being entirely in themselves,
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but only in the system as a whole. It will not avail to say
that they have their being in themselves, and the ground of
their activity in the system; for we have seen that being is
implieated in activity. The being is the agent which acts
in this or that definite way; and to be this agent, that is to
be itself, it needs the co-operation of other things. Leibnitz’s
view is based upon the extremest assertion of individuality.
Whereas the oceasionalists found a difficulty only in conceiv-
ing the interaction of soul and body, Leibnitz denied the
possibility of interaction between any two individnals, no
matter how much alike in kind. The gulf of individuality
cannot be erossed at all. Ior, he says, the monads have no
windows through which they can receive or emit anything.
Each one exists, therefore, in absolute self-sufficiency, receiv-
ing nothing and giving nothing, neither acting nor acted
upon. Each monad has the ground of all its unfolding in
itself ; and it unfolds by its own inner law. Of course, the
first question i, Ilow can there be any system with such a
lot of independent and mutually indifferent elements?
Leibnitz replies, that all the monads were created, and the
properties of each were determined with reference to those
of all the rest; and the properties of all were determined
with reference to the end of the system. The plan of the
architect contains the ground of the form<and position of
every part of a building; so also the plan of the universe
contains the reason why anything is, what and where and
when it is. Each thing, then, logically determines every
other in the thought or plan of the system; but in the real
system there is no dynamic connection of any sort. Each
thing exists Ly itself. But this logical determination of
each for each and for the whole is not merely momentary,
but reaches throughout the entire history of the monads.
They agree perfectly at the beginning; and the rate of de-
velopment is so determined that they agree perfeetly forever.
The state of each at any moment is just what the state of
the whole demands. They keep absolute time. Leibnitz
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calls this the pre-established harmony ; and illustrates it by
two clocks which are so adjusted that they run togeth-
er, though mutually independent. Hence, interaction is
only in appearance. That which seems such is, in fact, only
the spontaneous unfolding of the monads. Again, the sys-
tem, as such, exists only in thought. The reality is a multi-
tnde of independent things, each existing in a hard self-
identity, and unaffected by all the world beside. There is
properly no system. But we confine ourselves to the one
point of interaction.

This view is commonly regarded as antiquated, and even
obsolete ; nevertheless, in principle, it underlies much of our
speculation, especially our theories of perception. We have
already pointed out that the physicist’s theory of interaction
reduces to this view, with the exception of the pre-estab-
lishment, as soon as we admit that transient forces are only
abstractions. The atoms are viewed as sown in space, each
shut off from all the rest by a void, across which nothing
passes, and yet each incessantly adjusts itself to all the rest
by virtue of an opaque harmony between them. So, all
those theories which explain interaction as the result of a
law or a world-order reduce to this view, as soon as they are
made intelligible. In fact, every theory which makes finite
individnality absolute, or which views the finite as having
its ground of being in itself, is shut up to this view. In all
such systems there can be only correspondence, not interac-
tion. Nevertheless, Leibnitz’s view, when taken absolutely,
is beset with the gravest difficulties. Like occasionalism, it
leads at once to the extremest idealism, or, rather, to solitary
egoism; for, on this theory, the perceiving monad is deter-
mined entirely from within, and, hence, the cause of our
perceptions is never anything external. Thus, the onter
world appears as needless to account for our perceptions, and
even for our sensations. It is, then, plainly gratuitous to
affirm any outer world, or any persons other than ourselves.
Leibnitz appears never to have seen that his extreme indi-
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vidualism makes both God and the world superfluous. e
obtained his problem only by trusting the common-sense of
mankind, and he retained it only by reserving it from the
logical consequences of his own theory. If we take his the-
ory in earnest, it leads immediately to the extremest ideal-
istic egoism, and cancels itself. One cannot be a Leibnitz-
ian without trust in perception; and one cannot remain &
Leibnitzian and trust in perception.

Leibnitz, however, never meant his view to be pushed to
such an extreme. Ie even claimed to find in it a demon-
stration of God’s existence. Moreover, he himself was far
from faithful to his own theory when he came to treat of
body, and especially of organisms. As the monads are the
sole realities, we must view all combination as phenomenal,
and as existing only for the perceiving mind. Ilence, bod-
ies and organisms do not properly exist; they are only modes
of appearance; or, rather, they are thoughts generated by
our own minds, without anything corresponding to them in
the outer world. Still, the appearance of unity in such cases
is so marked that Leibnitz did not venture to make it only
phenomenal, but posited in organisms, and even in erystals,
a governing monad, which is the unity of the whole; but,
in so doing, he relaxes the integrity of his principle, and
admits an interaction among the monads. But the great
difficnlty of the system is its fatalism, and the consequent
overthrow of knowledge. To maintain the harmony, ev-
erything must be fixed. To be sure, it is hard to see how
such a system could fall into disharmony in any case. As
each monad is self-centred, and contains the ground of its
unfolding entirely in itself, collision between the monads
would be strictly impossible. If discord appeared at all, it
would be only to the divine mind, which would see the
monads departing from the demnands of the system. DBat it
is plain that the theory, such as it is, is purely deterministic.
Possibly some believer in freedom may think to exclnde this
element by bringing in the divine foreknowledge, which
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should adapt the universe to human thought and volition.
But when we remember the conflicting thoughts and voli-
tions, this would lead to contradiction and impossibility.
Leibnitz himself held determinism to be a necessary factor
“of the system, and excluded all proper freedom. It is a
striking illustration of the blinding influence of speculation,
that one who had moral and religious interests so much at
heart as Leibnitz should have failed to see the bearings of
his theory on both.

From a speculative standpoint, it is stranger still that he
should have failed to see the bearings of his view on the
problem of knowledge. In such a system, we should ex-
pect the most exact and consistent knowledge. Since
each monad is expressly harmonized with all the rest,
and has the duty of mirroring the entire universe, one
would look for absolute and harmonious knowledge. DBut
we have no such knowledge. Error is a fact. TFor ev-
ery sound opinion, the monads have produced a myriad
unsound and grotesque ones. Our theories and views of
reality are not harmonious with one another, and are rarely
self-consistent. 'What arc we to make of this fact on this
theory? Objective error is a misconception of reality, and
this, by hypothesis, is excluded. Nor can we trace it to a
careless use of our faculties, for all self-determination is ex-
cluded. If we were free persons, with faculties which we
might carelessly use or wilfully misuse, the fact might be
explained ; but the pre-established harmony excludes this
supposition. And since our faculties lead us into error,
when shall we trust them? Which of the many opinions
they have produced is really true? By hypothesis, they all
ought to be true, but, as they contradict one another, all
cannot be true. Iow, then, distinguish between the true
and the false? By taking a vote? That cannot be, for, as
determined, we have not the power to take a vote. Shall
we reach the truth by reasoning? This we might do, if
reasoning were a self-poised, self-verifying process; but this
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it cannot be in a deterministic system. Reasoning implies
the power to control one’s thonghts, to resist the processes
of association, to suspend judgment until the transparent
order of reason has been reached. It implies freedom,
therefore. In a mind which is controlled by its states, in-
stead of controlling them, there is no.reasoning, but only a
succession of one state upon another. There is no deduc-
tion from grounds, but only production by causes. No be-
lief has any logical advantage over any other, for logic is no
longer possible. And this is the case in Leibnitz’s system.
There is a succession of mental states with which we cannot
interfere. We are determined to one belief as absolutely as
to another. Truth and error are alike necessary, and there
is no standard for distingnishing between them, and no pow-
er to use such a standard, if we had it. Thus knowledge is
overturned, and science and philosophy are made impossi-
ble. No theory can be allowed which leads to such results.
Philosophy must not commit suicide, unless forced to it.
We rejeet, therefore, the theory of pre-established harmony,
as Leibnitz held it, as incompatible with both science and
philosophy. Finally, it fails to exclude the problem with
which we are dealing, for it is forced to assume, at least, an
interaction between the finite and the infinite. At best, it
only removes it from one to the other. Leibnitz was great-
ly influenced by the deistic speculation of his time ; still, he
would never have dreamed of making the finite independent
of the infinite.

But while the doctrine of a pre-established harmony, as
Leibnitz held it, must be rejected, certain features of the
doctrine must be retained in every theory of interaction.
We have seen that the action of a thing is never something
imparted to it from without, but is always and only a man-
ifestation of the thing’s own nature. All that the action of
other things does is to supply the conditions of this mani-
festation, or to determine which of many possible manifes-
tations shall take place. DBut, if there is to be any law and
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order in such a system, so that definite antecedents shall al-
ways have the same definite consequents, there must be an
exact adjustment or correspondence of each of the interact-
ing members to all the rest. Otherwise, anything might be
followed by everything, or by nothing. The whole system
of law upon which science builds is but the expression of
this metaphysical adjustment or correspondence. How this
correspondence is to be secured is the problem which con-
cerns us; but, at all events, it must be affirmed as a posta-
late of all objective science. Every scientific conception of
interaction assumes that similar canses must have similar
effeets, and that there is some fixed quantitative relation be-
tween the action and the effect. Under given conditions,
there can be only one result. To any given action, ev-
ery other element must correspond with a given reaction.
But if this is to be the case, then everything must be ad-
justed to every other in an absolute and all-embracing har-
mony. We object, then, to Leibnitz, not that he teaches a
pre-established harmony, but that he conceives it as he does.
By making the elements mutually independent, he falls into
the diflicultiés mentioned. When this error is avoided, and
the doctrine is understood to mean only universal adjust-
ment and correspondence, then it is a necessity of every
system.

All attempts to escape the notion of interaction fail. The
question recurs, How is interaction between two or more
things, conceived as independent, possible? The explana-
tions given thus far are failures. The interaction must be
declared impossible so long as the things are viewed as in-
dependent. DBy definition, the independent must contain
the ground of all its determinations in itself, and, by anal-
ysis, that which is subject to the necessity of interaction
must have the grounds of its determinations in others as
well as in itself. The two eonceptions will not combine.
Every attempt to bridge the chasm between independent
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things by some passage of forces, influences, ete., results in

a purely verbal explanation, which it is impossible to think

through. Neither coexistence nor contiguity in space throws

any light npon interaction; and, since interaction must be
affirmed, the only way ont is to deny the independence of
the plurality, and reduee it to a constant dependence, in
some way, upon one all-embracing being, which is the unity
of the many, and in whose unity an interacting plurality
first becomes possible. An interacting many cannot exist
withont a co-ordinating one. The interaction of our
\ thoughts, and other mental states, is possible only through
| the unity of the mental subjeet which brings all its states
together in the unity of one consciousness. So the interac-
tions of the universe are possible only through the nnity of
\ a basal reality, which brings them together in its one imma-
{nent omnipresence. And this we affirm, not at all because
of the mystery of interaction between independent things,
bunt because of its contradiction. The simple analysis of the
notions of interaction and independence shows them to be
incompatible. Whichever we retain, the other must be giv-
en up. And, as the notion of interaction is essential to the
notion of a system, we give up the independence of the in-
teracting members.

But, if we deny their independence, what need is there
for going ontside of them for something else on which they
depend? Why not make them mutually dependent, so that
the series of things, A, B, C, ete., shall not depend on Alpha,
but on one another? In this way, each member of the sys-
tem would exist only in connection with the other members,
but the system itself might be independent. The several
things wonld constitute an arch, or, rather, a self-supporting
circle, and thus A, B, C, etc., would be the only realities, al-
thongh they would mintually condition and imply one an-
other. This objection is a very old one. It was enrrent in
Aristotle’s time, and is considered at length by him. One
manifest objection is, that it seeks to make an independent
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out of a sum of dependents. A, B, C, etc., are severally de-
pendent, but A+ B+ C+ete., is independent. DBut if A,
B, C, etc., are distinct ontological units, this is absurd.
There is nothing in the sign of addition which is able to
transform a dependent thing into an independent. There
must be some bond underlying that sign, and that bond is
interaction. When two mathematical quantities are found
to vary together, one must be made a function of the other,
or both must be made a function of a third quantity, com-
mon to each. When a series of things vary together, it is
equally impossible to regard them as absolute units. Some
oue thing must be independent, and all the rest must be, in
some sense, functions of that one. As interacting, a state
of each must imply a certain state of all; and this is impos-
sible, so long as there is not some being common to all. We
conclude, then, that the whole can never be reached by sum-
ming the parts, but that the parts must be viewed as phases
of the whole. This view may be illustrated by the rheto-
rician’s conception of the doctrine of force or energy. Aec-
cording to this, there is one force, but various in mode and
manifestation. These various modes, however, are nothing
independent and individual, but are only phases of the one
energy which underlies them and exists in them. The one
force is not to be understood by summing up the various
conditioned manifestations, but these are to be understood
as outcomes of the one force. The self-centred fact—the
true existence—is the one force, and not its passing phases.
This misconception of a physical doctrine illustrates our
view. The impossibility of producing an independent be-
ing by summing up dependent parts forces us to deny that
A, B, C, ete., are the only realities, and that the indepen-
dent reality is but their sum. The community of bLeing
which their interaction posits compels us to deny that they
are ultimate ontological units. If, then, we are not content
to place behind A, B, C, ete., a being distinet from them,
which co-ordinates and controls them, we must, at all events,
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posit in A, B, C, ete., a being common to all, which consti-
tutes their reality, and of which they are but special modes
or manifestations. And thus we come back to the view of
the previous paragraph. Interaction is possible in a mani-
fold only as the members of the manifold are dependent
upon some unitary being, which either co-ordinates and me-
diates their interaetions, or of which they are but phases or
\ modifieations.

Two conceptions, then, of this dependence, are possible.
‘We may regard the members as ontologieally distinet, and
as brought into interaction only through the mediation of
the basal one, which posits and co-ordinates them. In this
view, the members of the system have the same relation as
the pieces on a chess-board. In themselves they can do
nothing, but must be moved by the player. Their interae-
tion is only apparent, and is, in fact, the direet action of the
one in adjusting them to the demands of the system. This
view reduces to a universal occasionalism, so far as the in-
teraction of the finite is concerned. The one is incessantly
adjusting the relations of the many. Most writers on the-
ism, who have transeended deism, hold this view in essence,
althongh they would hesitate to accept the name of oceca-
sionalists. A simple inspection, however, shows that it is
only the Cartesian occasionalism made universal. Baut, as
pointed out in speaking of the latter theory, this view can-
cels all material reality, and reduces it to a form of ener-
gizing on the part of the basal one; for, as long as matter
is conceived as matter, and not as spirit, it has no subjective
activity, but all its action is objective and external. DBut if
this objective activity be the act of something not matter,
then matter has no longer any reason for existenee, for that
which it is posited to perform is done by something else.
The theistic writers in question ecommonly speak of the ob-
jeetive activity as really the activity of the thing, but as
“mediated” by the infinite; but this mediated activity turns
out to be the activity of the infinite, and not of the thing.
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The phrase is useful only in eoncealing the fact. Thus this
universal oceasionalism leads at once to the conclusion that
all finite reality, as distinet from the fundamental reality, is
of a spiritual nature, for impersonal dependent being does
not fill out the notion of existence. Owing to the supersti-
tion of the lump, the theistic writers in question would be
slow to admit this conelusion. They would still insist that
there may be being which does nothing but be. Bat, for
us, this is an “ overcome standpoint.”

The other possible conception of the relation of the one
to the many is, that finite being has no existence or individ-
nality in itself, but is only a mode or phenomenon of some
one being which alone truly is. In our thought, these modes
assume the appearance of individual things in interaction;
but, in fact, there is nothing but the one true being and its
modes. In the nature of this being, these modes are mntu-
ally determinative, becanse they are all modes of the one,
and becanse the same being is present in all, as their ground
and reality. The decision between these two views can be
reached only as we find in the realm of the finite some be-
ing endowed with the wonderful power of selfhood, where-
by it is enabled to become an individual, and to know itself
as such. Thus we come back to the claim of the last ehap-
ter, that there is no certain test of finite individuality ex-
eept personality. Apart from this, all finite being must be
viewed as simply a mode of the basal one, and without any
proper existence. As dependent, all its external aetivities
are really activities of the one; and, as impersonal, it is
without subjeetivity. There is nothing left but to regard
it as a form of energizing on the part of the one. 'We have
abundantly insisted, elsewhere, on the fact that there is no
such thing as being which simply exists, but that a thing
acquires a title to existence only as, by its activity, it is able
to assert itself as a determining factor in reality.

We began this ehapter with the eommon notion of a pla-
rality of independent things. These seemed to ns then to be

9
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capable of independent existence. But this view changed,
under eriticism, until, at last, we were forced to abandon it.
No pluralistic theory of ultimate being is tenable, but plu-
ralism must be displaced by monism. Of course, we do
not fancy that this view settles all difficulties. On the con-
trary, it leaves the mystery of being and action as dark and
impenetrable as ever. The only claim is, that this view is
a necessity of clear thought. The analysis of the notion of
interaction leads directly to it, and, without admitting it,
the notion vanishes into contradiction. If the interaction
of independent things were simply mysterious, there would
be no reason for rejecting it; but, since it involves contra-
diction, we must declare that all interaction between the
many is really an immanent action in the one. How this
action takes place, whether with free intelligence or with
blind necessity, we do not decide at present. Itis enough
to have shown that the ultimate pluralism of spontaneous
thonght must be exchanged for a basal monism. And the
unity thus reached is not the unity of a logieal universal,
nor of any ideal classification of any kind, but the essential
substantial unity of a being which alone is self-existent, and
in which all things have their being.

Possibly it may oceur to us that the same argument
which we have used is equally valid to disprove any inter-
action of the finite and the infinite. We have all along
assumed the possibility of an interaction between the two;
and yet the infinite is certainly individual, and the finite
is certainly distinet from the infinite. Here, then, we seem
to need a new bond to connect these new members, and so
on in infinite series. The reply is simple. Our argument
has been based on the assumed independence of both mem-
bers of the interaetion, and applies only to that assumption.
‘When two things are mutunally independent, interaction can
take place only through a mediating third, which embraces
them both. But the independent may freely posit the de-
pendent, and may also posit a continuous interaction between
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itself and the dependent; but such interaction is through-
out a self-determination, and is not forced upon it from
without.

This point seems too obscure for any influence; and yet
confusion here is at the bottom of the philosophy of the
unconditioned. In particular, Mansel sought to show that
God could not be thought of as cause, because as cause it
must be related to its effect. Ile cannot, then, be creator,
because as such there must be a relation between God and
the world. DBut this objection overlooks the fact that re-
lation in the abstract does mot imply dependence. The
criticism would be just if the relation were necessary and
had an external origin. But as the relation is properly
posited and maintained by himself, there is nothing in it
incompatible with his independence and absoluteness.

How can individuality and community of being be rec-
onciled; or how can individuals unite to form a system?
This is the guestion with which we started out. The an-
swer is, that they are irreconcilable; or that they cannot
form a system, so long as the individuality is regarded as
absolute or independent. Our next question was, How is
transcendent action possible? The answer is, that it is pos-
sible only through the immanent action of one fundamental
being. This being, as fundamental, we call the infinite, the
absolute, and the independent. In ealling it the infinite, we
do not mean that it excludes the coexistence of the finite,
but only that it is the self-sufficient source of the finite.
In calling it the absolute, we do not exclude it from all re-
lation, but deny only external restriction and determination.
Everything else has its cause and reason in this being.
‘Whatever is true, or rational, or real in the universe, must
be traced to this being as its source and determining origin.
But this point we reserve for future discussion.
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CHAPTER V.
THE FINITE AND THE INFINITE.

In the previous chapter we have reached the conclusion
that all things depend in some way upon one basal being
which alone is self-existent. DBut this conclusion raises
many questions and not a few difficulties. In particular,
the relation of the finite to the infinite demands further
consideration. Thus far we have determined it only as a
relation of dependence, without secking further to specify
the nature or form of this dependence. To reach a more
definite thought of this relation is one aim of this chapter.
Again, the conclusion that all plurality is founded and
grounded in a basal unity contains some highly important
speculative consequences, which need to be unfolded. The
nature of the absolute being we reserve for future discus-
sion, and seek to determine its significance for the system
by virtue of its position as basal and infinite. We may
think of this being as an intelligent agent determining its
course according to plan and purpose; and we may think
of it as a blind substance, unfolding by an inner neccssity.
In the former case, the system would be a free act of the
infinite; in the latter, it would be a necessary consequence
of the nature of the infinite. The former view would be
theism; the latter would be pantheism. In the next chap-
ter we shall scek to decide between the two conceptions.
Baut, in either case, the infinite must be viewed as the sole
and determining ground of the system of things. It is the
source of all law, of all manifestation, and of all movement
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in the system. The consequences of this principle can be
discussed without in any way taking sides on the theistic
question. 'We have, then, two problems for discussion: (1)
the relation of the finite to the infinite, and (2) the relation
of the infinite to the finite. And here, as usual, we start
from the common assumption that finite things are real. If
we modify this view, it will be only as criticism compels it.

The diseussions of the first ehapter have freed us from
the superstition of passive substance or pure being. We
there found that the notion of substance is entirely ex-
hausted in the notion of eause, and that agents only can lay
any claim to existence. The infinite, then, is not to be
viewed as a passive substance, but as a unitary and indivis-
ible agent. Indeed, the misleading conmnotations of the no-
tion of substance are sueh that we shall do better to drop
it altogether, and replace it by cause, or agent. We are
compelled to do this by eritieal refleetion; and the advan-
tages are great. The notion of substance carries with it
many implieations of the imagination ; and these are peren-
nial sources of error. It is largely conceived as a plastic
something, or as a kind of stuff which can be fashioned into
many things. These implieations, rude and erude as they
are, have modified disastrously most pantheistic speculation.
The infinite has been viewed almost as a kind of raw ma-
terial out of which the finite is made, and hence is at least
partly exhausted in the finite. Sometimes the represen-
tation is less coarse; and the infinite appears as a kind of
background of the finite, something as space appears as the
infinite background and possibility of all finite figures in it.
The infinite is further said to produce, or emit, the finite
from itself ; or by a process of self-diremption, to pass from
its own unity into the plurality of finite things. It is the
pure being which appears in all things as the reality of
their existence.

The finite, on the other hand, is spoken of as parts or
modifieations of the infinite, or as emanations from the in-
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finite, or as partaking of the infinite substance. Many pan-
theistic speculators have spoken of God as making the world
out of himself. Others, again, have found the world in God
prior to creation; and creation they view as the escape of
these hidden potentialities into realization. Both alike have
applied the notion of quantity to the problem, and have
greatly exercised themselves with the inquiry whether God
before creation be not equal to God plus the world after
creation. This entire class of views rests mainly upon a
false and uneritical notion of substance which identifies it
with pure being or stuff; and they appear at once in their
crudity and untenability when the stuff-idea is exploded.
There is no stuff in being. The infinite substance means \
the infinite agent, one and indivisible. To explain the uni-
verse we need not a substance but an agent, not substantial-
ity but causality. The latter notion expresses the meaning
of the former, and is, besides, free from sense-implications.
This necessity of viewing all true existence as caunsal and
unitary cancels at once a host of doctrines which have
swarmed in pantheistic speculation. When we speak of
the infinite as substance, the misleading analogies of sense-
experience at once present it as admitting of division, ag-
gregation, ete. ; but when we think of it as an agent, these
fancies disappear of themselves. As an agent, it is a unit,
and not a sum or an aggregate. It is, then, without parts;
and the notions of divisibility and aggregation do not ap-
ply. Hence we cannot view the finite as a part of the in-
finite, or as an emanation from the infinite, or as partaking
of the infinite substance; for all these expressions imply
the divisibility of the infinite, and also its stuffy nature.
No more can the finite be viewed as produced by any self-
diremption of the infinite; for this too would be incompat-
ible with its necessary unity. All of these views really
deny the infinite and replace it by an aggregate. The one
divides itself into the many, and thereafter is only the sum
of the many. But thereby the one disappears, and the many
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alone exist. The difficulty is double. TFirst, the notion of
division has no application to true being, but only to aggre-
gates; and second, if it had application, the result of divid-
ing the infinite would be to cancel it, and replace it by the
sum of the finite. But this would be to return to the im-
possible pluralism of uncritical speculation. The attempt
to divide and retain the unity at the same time, is as if one
should speak of the mathematical unit as producing num-
ber by self-diremption, and as remaining a unit after divis-
ion. The necessary unity of the infinite forbids all attempts
to identify it with the finite, either totally or partially. If
the finite be anything real, it must be viewed as substantially
distinet from the infinite, not as produced from it, but as
created by it. Only creation can reconcile the reality of
the finite with the unity of the infinite. TFor the finite, if
real, is an agent; and as such cannot be made out of any-
thing, but is posited by the infinite. How this can be, we
do not pretend to know; but any other view is wreeked by
its own contradictions.

Similar objections lie against all views which speak of
the finite as a mode of the infinite. We have ourselves
used this expression; and it is all the more necessary to
define its meaning. In its ordinary use, it is based on the
notion of passive substance, or pure being. DBeing is said
to be one in essence, but various in mode; as the same raw
material may be built into many forms. Accordingly all
finite things are called modes, or modifications of the infi-
nite. But it is hard to interpret this langunage so as to es-
cape the absurdity of pure being and remain in harmony
with the necessary unity of the infinite. The notion gen-
erally joined with such langnage is, that each thing is a par-
ticular and separate part of the infinite; just as each wave
of the sca is not a phase or mode of the entire sea, but only
of that part comprised in the wave itself. DBut in speaking
of the unity of being, it was pointed out that this unity is
compatible with & plurality of attributes only as each attri-
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bute is an attribute of the entire thing. Any conception
of diverse states which are states of only a part of the be-
ing would destroy its unity. The entire being must be
present in each state; and this cannot be so long as the
notion of guantity is applied to the problem. Hence in
speaking of finite things as modes of the infinite, we must
not figure the relation as that of the sea to its waves, or as
that of material to the form impressed upon it. If, then,
finite things are modes of the infinite, each thing must be a
mode of the entire infinite ; and the infinite must be present
in its unity and completeness in every finite thing, just as
the entire soul is present in all its acts. Any other view of
the modes would cancel the unity of the infinite, and leave
the modes as things in interaction. The infinite, then, can-
not be viewed as a sum of modes, nor as partly in one mode
and partly in another; but it must be present alike in each
and every mode. Neither can the modes be viewed as
forms or moulds into which the infinite substance is poured.
Even this gross conception has not been without influence
in the history of speculation; but it needs no criticism. In
general, the phrase, modes of being, is misleading. It is
allied with the imagination; and the mind always seeks to
picture it. Just as we tend to conceive substance as a kind
of raw material out of which things are made, so we tend
to think of a mode as a mould into which the raw material
is cast. Of course, the attempt to picture instead of to
think results in absurdity. The view that being is cause
cancels these misconceptions. Indeed, no other view can
meet the demands made on the modes. The only way in
which a being can be conceived as entire in every mode
is by dropping all quantitative conceptions, and viewing the
being as an agent, and the modes as forms of its activity.
Hence the doctrine that things are modes of the infinite can
only mean that things are but constant forms of activity on
the part of the infinite; and that their thinghood is purely
phenomenal. Of course, it is impossible to tell how the
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one can act in various ways so as to produce the appear-
ance of a world of diffcrent and interacting things; but
this is only the impossibility of telling how there can be
unity in variety, and, conversely, how there can be variety
in unity.

We reach, then, the following conclusion: The infinite is
not a passive snbstance, but the basal cause of the universe.
As such, it is one and indivisible, and is forever equal to it-
self. Of the finite, two conceptions are logically possible.
We may view it merely as a form of energizing on the part of
the infinite, so that it has a purely phenomenal existence;
or we may view it as a substantial creation by the infinite.
Bat in no case is it possible to identify the infinite with the
finite, either totally or partially. The decision between
these two views, as before pointed out, can be reached only
by studying the nature of the finite. If any finite thing
can be £&##8d which is capable of acting from itself, it has
in that fact the only possible test of reality as distinguished
from phenomenality. DBut this possibility can be found
only in conscious agents. Only in selfhood do we find any
proper activity and individuality in the finite. It avails
nothing against this conclusion to say that the infinite may
posit impersonal agents as well as personal ones; for the
notion of an impersonal finite agent vanishes upon analysis.
As impersonal, it would have no subjective activity; and as
dependent, it has no objective activity. Thus the notion
vanishes into zero. We must say, then, that only selfhood
snffices to mark off the finite from the infinite; and that
only the finite spirit attains to substantial otherness to the
infinite. Apart from this, there is nothing but the infinite
and its manifold activities. The impersonal finite attains
only to such otherness as an act or thought has to its subject.
Finally, the spirit must be viewed as created. It is not
made, for making implies pre-existent stuff. DBut creation
means to posit something in existence which before was not,
and to do it so that the creator is no less after the act than
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before. This is all that creation means; and to this we are
foreed by the contradiction of any other view.

Such is the relation of the finite to the infinite; it re-
mains to eonsider the relation of the infinite to the finite.
By virtne of its position, the infinite must be viewed as the
source of all ontgo and manifestation. Since the finite has
no ground of being in itself, its nature and relations must
be determined by the infinite; and hence the finite can be
properly understood or comprehended only from the side of
the infinite. The finite may be viewed as the outcome or
cxpression of a plan or purpose on the part of the infinite;
and it may be viewed as a consequence of the infinite. In
the former case, the basal purpose will contain the ground
or reason for all the determinations of the system; and a
knowledge of the system will depend npon a knowledge of
the purpose for whose expression and realization the system
exists. No member of the system will have any ontologi-
cal or other rights, except such as its position and significance
in the system secure for it. Every finite thing is what it
is, and where it is, and when it is, solely and only because
of the requirements of the fundamental plan. If we view
the infinite as unintelligent, we must view the finite as an
expression of the nature of the infinite. In this case, the
finite is just as dependent as in the former; and the nature
of the infinite becomes the determining principle of all ex-
istence. The system and its members will be in every
respeet what this nature may demand; and a knowledge of
what can be or cannot be will depend upon a knowledge of
this nature. The meaning or significance of the infinite at
any particular moment will be the sole conditioning ground
of all things and events in the system. If movement takes
place, it will be because the nature of the infinite calls for it.
If it take place in one direction rather than another, it will
be because the nature of the infinite would not be satisfied
by motion in any other direction. Of course, it is impossi-
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ble to get any exhaustive formula for this conditioning nat-
ure; but the conelusion follows not from any insight into
the nature, but solely from the formal position of the infinite
in the system. All speculators alike must pass behind the
finite and find the conditioning prineiple of the finite in the
infinite. If, for example, we allow the physical elements to
be as real as the physicist assumes, we have still to allow
that their number and nature and the order of their appear-
anee are not determined by any ontological necessity in the
elements themselves, but only by the demands which the in-
finite makes upon them. If the system exist for the realiza-
tion of a plan, the elements will be in all respects what the
plan of the system demands. If there be no plan, and the
infinite be only a blind energizing, still this energizing will
be sueh as the nature of the infinite demands for its realiza-
tion. From this point, also, the elements will be produced
in just such number, order, and kind as the significance of
the infinite demands. Apart from a knowledge of this nat-
ure, we cannot know anything about the system. We can-
not say that the present order has always existed; no more
can we deny it. We cannot say that the members of the
system were all produced at onee, nor that they were suc-
cessively originated. No more ean we know anything about
the future. Whether the members of the system will
always continue, or whether they will instantaneously or
successively disappear, are questions which lie beyond all
knowledge. We do not know what direction the future
will take in any respect whatever. The facts in all of these
cases depend upon the plan or nature of the infinite; and
unless we can get an insight into this plan and nature, our
knowledge of both past and future must be purely hypo-
thetieal. No natural law, in and of itself, ean give any hint
of the time and ecircumstances of its origin. If the arch of
being were sprung at a word, the laws of the system would
still have a virtual foeus in the past, just as the rays of light
from a convex mirror seem to meet behind the mirror, but
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do not. Or if any new order should arise at any point of
cosmic history, this new order would also have a virtunal
focus in an imaginary history. Of course, ¢ demonstrations”
abound concerning what has been and what will be; but
the fact which they really demonstrate is quite other than
the demonstrators think. If we assume the uniformity of
nature, we may indeed reach a certain insight; but the re-
sult is purely hypothetical. This uniformity is contingent;
and, so far as we know, a complete reversal of all observed
methods may occur at any moment. The reason is, that the
determining principle of the course of nature lies beyond
all observation in the hidden plan or nature of the infinite.
Every system which denies the independence of the finite
must allow these conclusions. The system will be at all
times and in all respects what this plan or nature demands.
The finite will come and go, change and become, in accord-
ance with the same rule. The result is that an apriori knowl-
edge of the system must be declared impossible; for such a
knowledge demands an insight which no finite being pos-
sesses. In addition, even deductions from experience are
only hypothetically valid.

Objections to these conclusions will come from opposite
sides. The crude speculator of popular science will proba-
bly take umbrage at the suggestion that the physical ele-
ments are no neecessarily fixed quantities. Having heard
frequently of the indestructibility of matter, the two ideas
have stuck together in what he is pleased to call his mind ;
and now he professes himself unable to separate them. But
this mental impotence need not delay us. The indestructi-
bility of matter, in the only sense in which it is proved, is
compatible with the complete phenomenality of matter.
And how long it shall remain true, even in this sense, de-
pends entirely upon the infinite. A weightier objection
comes from the side of the intellectualist, who urges that our
view is a relapse into vulgar empiricism. If this objection
were well founded, it would be a serious one; and as it is, it
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makes it necessary more clearly to define our meaning. In
the first place, intellectunalism, if universally valid, is purely
formal. Suppose we allow that all phenomena must appear
in space and be subject to the laws of space; there is noth-
ing in this fact to determine which of many possible phe-
nomena shall appear in space. The most diverse phenomena
are compatible with the laws of space ; and hence these laws
do not determine what phenomena shall be realized. This
must be determined by something beyond space; and to
know the outcome we must know more than the formal
laws of space. Again, allow that the law of causation is
universal, there is nothing in this formal law to decide what
shall be cansed. Here, again, we must go outside of the
law to find the reason for any specific event. The same is
trne for all other intellectnal first principles. They are
purely formal and determine no specific content. The sys-
tem of logical categories merely outlines a knowledge of
possibility and does not give any insight into the specific nat-
ure of reality. A multitude of real systems would be com-
patible with these categories; and hence these categories
do not explain why one of these possible systems should be
real rather than another. The specific nature of reality
must always be learned from experience. To one who
could fnlly grasp the nature of the infinite, or the purpose
which underlies the system, it wonld be possible to deduce
it as Hegel sought to do; but it is doubtful if any one
could be found nowadays who would claim such insight.
If, then, we were jugtified in viewing first principles as uni-
versally valid, we should still have only a formal knowledge,
and not a knowledge of reality. We shonld still be far
from knowing what the reality is which exists within these
formal limits. And for us there is no way of reaching this
knowledge but by experience.

Again, those first principles themselves must be founded
in the nature of the infinite. Just as what is real is founded
in the infinite, so also what is true is founded in it. In our
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finite experience we find ourselves working under a system
of laws and principles which condition us, and which all our
acts must obey. And these laws are not of our making, but
rule us even against our will. Under this experience there
grows up the notion of a realm of impalpable and invisible
laws, to which all reality is subjeet. We think of them as
ruling over being, and not as founded in being. And thus
first prineiples particularly are conceived as a kind of bot-
tomless necessity, which depend on nothing for their valid-
ity, and which would exist if all reality were away. Dut the
untenability of this view is palpable. Laws of every sort,
thought-laws among the rest, are never anything but expres-
sions of the nature of Leing. Reality, by being what it is
and not something else, founds all activity and all law. If
a realm of law, apart from being, were anything but a mere
abstraction, it could not rule being except as it came into
interaetion with being. To rule rightly, the law must be
affected by the changing states of being, otherwise it might
command one thing as well as another. Nor would the
command itself be enongh; it must enforce the eommand
by its action upon its subjects. But this would make the
law a thing. It would act and be aeted upon; and this is
precisely the definition of a thing. It is, then, a mere de-
lusion when we fancy that there can be anything deeper
than being, or anything outside of being. If outside of
being, being must remain indifferent to it, unless this out-
sider be able to act upon and influence being. DBut this
brings it at once under the definition of being. Hence, all
laws, principles, phenomena, and all finite reality mnst be
viewed as consequences or manifestations of the basal reality.
First truths also, even as formal truths ean be viewed only
as expressions or cousequenees of this reality, and never as
its antecedent, or as independent. It may be possible for us
to perceive traths which shall be universally valid in the
system, true alike for the finite and the infinite; but it is
quite absurd to ask what would be true apart from the sys-
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tem. When we ask such a question, we are always present
with our thought-laws, derived from the real system; and
our imaginary system is always constructed on the basis of
the present system, and this we mistake for an insight into
the nature of systems quite distinet from ours. But the
answer to such questions always consists in telling what is
now true for us as determined by the actual system of reali-
ty. The infinite is, and being what it is, the system of law
and truth is what it is; and the thought of other and unre-
lated systems is a pure abstraction from onr imaginary con-
structions. The question whether the system may not
change its character, so that what is now true in mind may
hereafter become false, will be answered differently accord-
ing to the philosophical standpoint. The empiricist who
would derive all truth from sense-experience cannot deny
the possibility. The intellectualist, on the other hand, who
claims in his intellectnal intuitions to have an insight into
the essential nature of reality, will deny the possibility. Ie
will hold that there are certain prineiples which are necessary
and universal, and which, therefore, will always be valid. It
may be further objected that our view that the laws of
thought are only expressions of the nature of being, implies
that if being were different, truth would be different; and
that this is only Mill’s doctrine that two and two may make
five in another world. The reply is, that Mill founded truth
on the individual experience, whereas we found it on the
nature of the basal reality. The claim that if this were dif-
ferent, truth would be different, amounts only to saying that
if everything were otherwise, nothing would be as it is. It
is equally true and barren.

Some speculators have affected to find a limitation of the
infinite in the claim that it is subject to law of any kind;
but this is only an overstraining of the notion of indepen-
dence or absoluteness which defeats itself. It is necessary to
the thought of any agent that it have some definite way of
working. Without this the thought vanishes and the agent
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is nothing. This mode, or law, of action, however, is not
imposed from without; but is simply an expression of what
the being is. As such it is no limitation. The mind is not
limited by the laws of thought; but realizes itself in and
through those laws. Apart from them it is nothing; and
they apart from it are also nothing. The laws are simply
expressions of the essential nature of mind. In the same
way the laws of the infinite, instead of limiting, but express
what the infinite is. They are not antecedent to it, nor sepa-
rate from it, nor distinet in it. The only reality is the being
in a definite mode of activity; and from this fact we form
the notion of law, nature, cte. Dut the fact is always the
being in action.

The conclusion, then, is that there is one basal being in
action as the source of the system and of all its laws, princi-
ples, and realities. And this monism extends not only to
things, but to principles also. It has been very common in
English speculation to assume any number of prineiples,
alike independent of one another and of reality. Space and
time, especially, have been posited in mutunal independence,
and also as independent of all reality, finite and infinite
alike. A common way of putting it is, that space and time
would continue to exist if God and the world were both away.
A few years ago an English philosopher of note proposed to
increase this number of independent principles by adding
matter as an “original datum objective to God.” He pro-
posed to regard space, time, and matter as original existences
mutually independent, and existing as conditioning * data,”
with which God must get along as best he could. This
return to the paleontological period of thought needs no
additional eriticism. The view violates the necessary unity
of fundamental being. If space, time, and matter were in-
dependent of God, they could never come into interaction ;
and to bring them into interaction, some one wonld have to
be made independent, or all would be degraded into depend-
ence on something truly fundamental. Views like those
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presented are the scandal of philosophy, and are possible
only to the utmost superficiality. Whatever space and time
may be, they cannot be independent and original existences;
but all alike must be viewed as consequences in some way
of fundamental being. This results necessarily from the
nnity of the basal reality, and from the fact that the nature
of this reality must be the determining principle of all sec-
ondary existence and of all law and manifestation.
10
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CHAPTER VI
THE NATURE OF TIE INFINITE.

Ix the previous chapter we have discussed the signifi-
cance of the infinite for the system, whatever view we may
take of its nature; but it is of both interest and importance,
for our further study, to know whether this power be blind
and necessitated, or intelligent and free. Our entire cosmo-
logical theory will vary greatly, according to our choice be-
tween these alternatives. We expect to show that an apri-
ori cosmology is impossible, and that any system of neces-
sity swamps reason in scepticism. And, since it is impossi-
ble to discuss many questions of cosmology withont implie-
itly taking sides on this point, it is better to give it the
prominence of a separate discussion. The complete deter-
mination of our conception of the infinite belongs to theis-
tie philosophy ; our inquiry eonfines itself to the two points
of freedom and intelligence. 'We deal licre with the ques-
tion, because of its bearing on the general theory of knowl-
edge; and we hope to show that the mind attains to neither
insight nor rest until it presses behind necessity to an abso-
lute personality or a free intelligence. Owing to its cosmo-
logical bearing, this chapter may be considered a transition
from ontology to cosmology.

‘We have referred, in the introduction, to the two orders
of mental movement—the order of reason and the order of
experience. In the first order, the connection is rational
and necessary ; in the second, it is opaque and contingent.
The general aim of the mind is to transform the latter order
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into the former, so that the opaque conjunctions of fact shall
become transparent and necessary connections of reason.
From this character of the mind has resulted a general un-
willingness to rest content with the given. Either the giv-
en must be exhibited as having a fixed place in a rational
system, or it must, at least, be deduced from something be-
sides itself. The ideal would be, to show that everything
is a rational necessity, or an implication of the eternal truths
of reason; but, as few cherish the fair dream that human
thought will ever reach this insight, the aim next becotnes
to show that everything is, at least, an implication of some-
thing else, and can be understood ouly in that something
else. Accordingly, the mind is unwilling to pause in any
analysis, and perpetually seeks to decompose cven the sim-
ple. In psychology, the discontent with a plurality of fac-
ulties, and the resniting attempt to reduce all mental phe-
nomena to forms of a common process, are prominent illus-
trations. In physics and chemistry we meet the same fact,
in the persistent attempts to reduce all the forces to varia-
tions of a single and simple process, or to reduce the chem-
ical classes to combinations of a common unit. Some spec-
nlators go even further, and seek to deduce the elements
themselves from something more ultimate. Conversely,
when the speculators set out to construet a system, they all
feel compelled to start with the simple and undifferentiated,
and from this to reach the complex and manifold. If ev-
erything cannot be deduced from reason, it must, at least,
be deduced from something else. Such attempts are in no
way instigated by the facts of observation, but, rather, by
the speculative desire to see every fact exhibited as a ra-
tional necessity.

This general tendency of the mind to deduce its objects
has resulted in various apriori cosmologies. In most of
these, the attempt has been to pass, by some necessity of
reason, from being to its cosmological manifestations. Be-
ing itself was not deduced, but accepted, and then the world
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was shown to be a rational implication of being. But one
system was not content with this, and sought to show that
the world is an implication not so much of being as of rea-
son, or that it is a necessary consequence of eternal truth.
The most noticeable of these cosmologies are those of Spi-
noza, Schelling, Hegel, and the mechanical evolutionists.
‘We notice them in their order.

The way in which Spinoza comes to his notion of one in-
finite substance is open to criticism, but we are here con-
cerned only with the use made of it after he gets it. He
attempts, by a logical analysis of the notion, to pass from
being to its manifestation, so that we may see the entire
system flowing from the notion of substance, as the entire
system of mathematics flows from the basal definitions and
intuitions. But the system breaks down on the very first
differentiation which experience compels us to recognize,
that of thought and extension. How comes the one to
manifest itself under these opposite and incommensurable
forms? When a given element exists under varying con-
ditions, it is easy to see how there might be variety of man-
ifestation ; but when the element is all, as in this case, we
cannot call this illustration to our aid. There is nothing
outside of the absolute to condition its manifestation, and
hence this duality must be explained from within. Spinoza
songht to escape the difficulty by the familiar device of a
double-faced substance, which, on the one side, is extension,
and on the other side is thought; but the diffieulty is un-
tounched, for the point is to know how, in the undifferentiated
absolute, there can be two faces. Spinoza never solved this
problem. The two faces are not deduced, but affirmed. In-
stead of being rational necessities of being, they turn out to
be only facts which might as well have been anything else.
And it is plain that no reflection on the bare category of sub-
stance will ever carry us beyond this point. The notion of
being in general determines no specific being of any sort.
There is nothing in it to tell us what being must be.
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Spinoza was equally unsaccessful with the problem of
plurality which shattered the Eleatic doctrine. How, in
the one and eternal, can the many and temporal arise?
Spinoza calls finite things modes of the infinite; but why
should the one have many modes, and why should they be
as they are? Iere, again, a declaration of the fact takes
the place of its deduction. We do not learn why the one
must have many, and so many, and such, modes, but only
that it has them. The problem can be solved only by pos-
iting an implicit plurality in the one; so that its passage
into explicit plurality is not a passage from simplicity and
unity into complexity and plurality, but only a passage
from a complexity and plurality which exist for reason into
one which exists also for the senses. In any necessary sys-
tem, it is impossible, by regressive reasoning from the com-
plex and plural, to reach the undifferentiated and simple.
For the general character of all mere reasoning is, that it
makes and eliminates nothing, but merely transforms the
data. At every step of such reasoning we are forced to
make implicit in the antecedents all the antitheses which
become explicit in the consequents. Even if we reach a
single being, so long as we deny thought, and retain only
the principle of necessity and the snfficient reason, we are
forced to transport all the antitheses into this being, and
posit an inner mechanism of metaphysieal states as com-
plex as the product. If the many flow necessarily from the
one, it is because the one is implicitly many. Reasoning
backwards, then, from the ontcome, we find the one of Spi-
noza’s philosophy to contain, implicitly, all the oppositions
and antitheses of the actual system. From this standpoint
we can understand how some of his eritics could mistake
him for a polytheist and atomist. Spinoza did, at times,
seek to make the many an illusion of the finite, but the
illusion was itself inexplicable.

Regressive logieal reasoning will never carry us from the
complex to the simple. Progressive logical reasoning, on
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the other hand, will never carry us from the simple to the
complex. There is neither motion nor direction in the
simple. It contains no ground for advance or differentia-
tion of any kind. It is the incarnated law of identity ; and,
in order to get more out of it, the simplicity must be given
up, and an implicit complexity of the simple must be made
the starting-point. In that case, the explicit complexity
would not be truly deduced, but only allowed to pass from
the implicit to the explicit.

Spinoza’s failure to explain, apriori, the simplest differen-
tiation of the absolute, would make it needless to examine
any attempt to account for the specific features of the actual
world, if he had made such an attempt. The impossibility
of deducing the various forms of existence by simple reflec-
tion on the notion of substance was apparent even to Spi-
noza. DBut, whatever unclearness of thought he had at some
points, he did understand his own principle of necessity.
With this principle, it was easy to see that all the specific
features of reality must flow from the basal substance, even
if we do not sec how. The teleological problem he dismissed
at once. The question, Why is a thing so? implies a belief
that it might have been otherwise. We never ask why two
and two make four, or why a straight line is the shortest
way between two points; and, if we were convinced that
all events in nature occur from a similar necessity, the ques-
tion why ? would exist only in unclear minds. To see that
all things are necessary is to dismiss teleology. In this re-
spect, Spinoza saw more clearly than many modern anti-
teleological speculators. They allow the question, and at-
tempt to answer it without appealing to teleology. In this
they are illogical, and they expose themselves to numberless
difficulties, for their explanations rarely give even a ray of
insight into the process. Their true position would be to
say that, since all things are necessary, the question is ruled
out, for the question implies that things might have been
otherwise. This claim will prove very effective in driving
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off the teleologist, unless he shounld have the presence of
mind to ask for some proof that the system flows from ne-
eessity. In that case, it will net be so easy to dispose of
him. Spinoza’s cosmelogy consists not in any insight into
the system of things, but, rather, in the assurance that it
must be so, and in the use of this assurance to discourage
all specific questions. Of eourse, no insight inte the actnal
eould be reached from simply dealing with the formal cate-
gory of being. It is curious to notice iow eompletely this
system ignores the tendency for dednetion from which it
sprang. It results, not in any true explanation of the given,
but in accepting it as beyond question.

Schelling’s system ran through varions stages, until the
end was quite unlike the beginning. At the start, his sys-
tem was only a modified Spinozism. In the place of two
attributes, however, he preferred to speak of two poles of
the absolute. The absolute itself is the identity of thought
and being, just as the centre of the magnet is the point of
indifference between the opposite magnetisms. But not
everything is thus balanced. In the thought- world, the
thought-pole is in the ascendant, while, in the outer world,
the thing-pole rules. In this way the opposition of subject
and object, or of thought and thing, was produced. But
this view is exposed to the same objections as Spinoza’s sys-
tem, and, in addition, the double polarity of the absolute is
incompatible with its unity. Ilis attempt to explain it as a
necessary differentiation of the absolute succeeds only as he
smuggles in a set of implicit differences, which must become
explicit. If the abselute were truly indifferent, it would re-
main so forever. Iis later attempts to develop the system
by a necessary process in the absolute have the same re-
sult. They all posit implicit antitheses in the absolute,
so that the absolute is not properly the unity which can-
cels all differences, but the darkness which conceals them.
That this mnst be so is clear from what we have said of
the impossibility, in a system of necessity, of reaching the
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complex from the side of the simple, or the simple from the
side of the complex.

‘We pass to Hegel’s system. This theory is, throughout,
one of development. Whereas Schelling has identified the
ideal and the real only in the absolute, Hegel identified
them everywhere. And, since thought and being are the
same, it is confusing to have two terms for the same thing.
‘We may say, then, that thonght isall. The laws of thought
are the essence of reality, and the development of thought is
creation. We need not go abroad, but in our own minds
may learn the deepest secret of the nniverse. Dut the deep-
est fact in thought is the idea, or the notion. Let us ana-
lyze this, and we shall find the laws of existence.

It is not our purpose to describe the details of Ilegel’s
system. It is in itself essentially vague—so much so, that
his disciples have never been able to agree concerning his
teachings. Accordingly, we have Hegelians of the right,
left, and centre, all of whom insist that they have the secret
of the master. The right wing holds that Hegelianism is
the highest type of Christian theism, and the left wing
finds in it atheistic evolution. There is equally a dispute
whether the development of the absolute, which he tanght,
is to be viewed as a real development of the absolute, or
merely as the development by which we grasp and unfold
the conception of being. When he said that thought is be-
ing, did he mean there can be thoughts without thinkers, or
only that thonght can express the content of being? Did
he identify conception and reality, or did he only mean that
the categories and laws of thouglit are also categories and
laws of being, so that what thought calls for being must re-
alize, and what thought forbids is impossible in fact? How-
ever these questions are answered, the system itself has no
motion in it. The thought of being pure and simple deter-
mines nothing specific. All that can be reached by ana-
lyzing the notion of being is a set of formal logical cate-
gories, and but few admit of a proper deduction from the
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notion of being. Only those categories are deduced apriori
which are necessary to prevent the idea from falling into
nothingness. Aectivity and definiteness are thus necessary.
Without affirming these, the idea falls into contradiction with
itself. The remaining categories of quantity, number, space,
time, matter, etc., are simply facts of experience. No amount
of reflection on the notion of being shows that it must be
manifold and plural, or that it must manifest itself in space,
and under material forms. The pretended deductions of
these categories are simply attempts to find some formal
connection between facts which would never have been
dreamed of if experience had not revealed them. More-
over, if the categories themselves did admit of a true de-
duction apriori, we should have only a formal outline of
reality, and not its specific features. The fact that every-
thing is active does not decide what the form of activity
shall be. The fact that being must manifest itself in space
and in material forms does not decide how it shall manifest
itself in. space, nor does it decide the specific nature of the
material phenomena. We should thus have a deduction of
the universe in general, without the least insight into any-
thing in particular. 'We should have an outline into which
all possible universes must fall, but of the real universe and
its detailed features we should know nothing.

Nevertheless, Hegel has immortal merits. The problem
of knowledge received, perhaps, its sharpest statement from
him. The necessary rationality of the real he established
once for all. The significance of reason for being he set in
the clearest light. The categories of thought must be cate-
gories of being. Whatever is to be grasped by thought
must be cast in the monlds of thought. To him the irra-
tional was the impossible; and, since the content of being
must be determined by thought, there can never be any rea-
son for giving it other than a rational content. Moreover,
it is possible to give his system a theistic signification which
is full of meaning. The theist must allow that the system
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of things is the expression of a purpose for whose realiza-
tion it exists. He must further allow that, if we could grasp
that conditioning purpose, we could see the whole system
flowing from it by logical necessity. If purpose be supreme,
then every feature of the system mnst be a demand of the
basal idea, and must have a significance for the whole. It
was, then, a great thought of Hegel’s to seek to determine
the significance of the various parts of the system for the
whole, and such an aim was entirely consistent and intelli-
gible. e failed on two accounts. (1.) We have not suffi-
cient insight into the conditioning thought to enable us to
grasp it and its implications. 'We may be very sure that
such an idea would not be a simple and single thing like
the notion, but, rather, a highly complex plan. (2.) The
idea itself would not secure its own fulfilment. The laws
of logic may demand much of reality, but, in themselves,
they can never compel obedience. In order to pass from
conception to reality, the plan must be set in reality, and
we must pass from a simply logical connection to dynamie
connection. This connection, though logical, is always some-
thing more, the additional element being the indefinable
mystery which separates a thought from a thing. But the
incarnated plan is simply mechanism, with the plan for its
inner law. This point Iegel almost entirely overlooked.
When he had shown that the logic of the idea or plan de-
manded something, he forgot entirely that, without a ful-
filling agency of some sort, the demand of logic would re-
main a demand forever.

We have next to notice the scheme of the mechanical
evolationists. Onece in a while some romantic disciple of
this view proposes to evolve everything from something,
which is not mueh of anything. He is not content to as-
sume matter and its laws as given, but wishes to evolve
them; and every definite fact, of whatever sort, he insists
on viewing as a product. Mr. Herbert Spencer has, per-
haps, gone further in this direction than any one. He
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states the problem of philosophy to be, to construe the pas-
sage of the universe from the homogeneous to the heteroge-
neous. This passage he calls evolution, which he defines to
be a passage from an indefinite incoherent homogeneity to
a definite coherent heterogeneity, through continuous dif-
ferentiations and integrations ; and his entire system is writ-
ten to illustrate and defend this formula. The nature of
this homogeneous is nowhere very clearly stated. At times
it seems to be diffused matter, and one definition of evo-
lution reduces the process to a redistribution of matter
and motion. But the view which his writings best support
is, that this homogeneous is, simply, persistent and unknow-
able force. It ought to be beyond all antitheses and dis-
tinctions of every kind, for, in so far as it has oppositions
of any sort in it, it is not homogeneous. But, when Mr.
Spencer first allows us to see it, it already possesses the distine-
tions of matter and force, matter and ether, attraction and
repulsion, and, indeed, of atomie individuality. How these
primal differentiations were reached Mr. Spencer never tells
us. At times he attempts to show that all the laws and col-
locations of matter result directly from the persistence of
force, but the showing consists not in any insight into the
facts, but only in the claim that nothing could have been
otherwise without implying that some force which did aet
should not have acted, or that some new force, which did
not act, should have acted. Sundry attempts are made to
deduce vital, social, and political movements from the phys-
ical forces; and, whenever the objection is made that the
deduction is pure assertion, the invariable answer is, that to
question it is to question the persistence of force. The en-
tire foree of the argument consists in the same appeal to ne-
cessity whieh is familiar to the student of Spinoza. This
appeal, however, makes even the attempt at explanation in-
consistent ; for, to ask why anything is as it is assumes that
it might have been otherwise. From the side of being we
get no hint of what is necessary, but, from the side of
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the manifestation we learn what the necessity is, and then,
by appealing to necessity, we ward off questions as to the
process. No analysis of the notion of the homogeneous
gives any insight into the present order, or even into the
simplest mechanical laws. There is no visible rcason why
it should take on any of the forms of the real world; in-
deed, it does not account even for the simplest change.

Spencer attempts to provide for motion and progress by
setting up a principle which he calls the instability of the
homogeneouns. This principle is demonstrably false. The
homogeneous, logically and mechanically considered, is, prop-
erly, the only stable. It denotes that which is alike in every
part. There can be no variations of force or motion in it,
for that would introduce an element of heterogeneity into
it. DBut a thing thus homogeneous would be in equilibrium,
and would remain so forever, if not interfered with. The
illustrations given of this principle all fail to illustrate, and
consist of pretended homogeneities, acted npon by some-
thing outside of them. Of course, there is nothing outside
of the all, and such illustrations do not apply. Instead of
saying, then, that instability varies as the homogeneity, we
must rather say that it varies as the heterogeneity. The
bare notion of the homogeneons has neither motion nor
progress in it, and leads to nothing. A very profound re-
flection upon the homogeneous sees in it no necessity for
the physical elements, with their present classes, powers,
combinations, ete. It is a purely formal notion, which can
never advance beyond itself. On the other hand, when,
from the heterogeneous, we reason by simple mechanical
necessity, we never come to any homogeneous state, for, as
we have said, reasoning never creates anything, but only
makes explicit in the conclusion what was implicit in the
premises. We merely pass, in such a regress, from a hete-
rogeneity which exists for the senses to one which exists only
for reason ; but the farthest point reached contains, implic-
itly, all the heterogeneity of the present.
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‘We said that Mr. Spencer should regard the homogene-
ous as lying beyond all antitheses of every kind. For the
most part, however, he views it simply as diffused matter,
endowed with all its present forces, and subject to its pres-
ent laws, and moving through an ethereal medium. But
this is not a homogeneity of any sort. In it are already the
antitheses of matter and force, of matter and ether, of at-
traction and repnlsion, and, above all, the antithesis of indi-
viduality, each atom being a separate and distinet thing.
With this understanding of the homogeneous, Mr. Spen-
cer’s problem reduces to that of ordinary materialistic athe-
ism—namely, given diffused matter and its laws to account
for the forms and phenomena of the system.

A paragraph must be devoted to this phase of necessary
evolution. It regards the forms and order of the system as
a necessary outcome of the nature of matter. From the
standpoint reached in the last two chapters, this view is ut-
terly untenable, unless matter be defined in a way quite for-
eign to the common view. Matter, conceived as a manifold
of discrete elements, is incapable of explaining anything,
without the co-operation and co-ordination of a basal one.
It may be worth while, however, to allow, for the sake of
argument, the self-sufficiency of matter, and inquire into the
possibility of constructing the system on a purely material
and mechanical basis.

The great source of faith in such a possibility seems to be
a certain misnnderstanding of mechanical necessity. When
the laws of motion are said to be necessary, and the laws of
force are said to be fixed, the fancy is entertained that there
is no longer any room for choice or purpose, for the fixed
laws make only one result possible. We shall hereafter
prove that the laws themselves bear no marks of necessity,
but, at present, we allow them to be necessary, and point
out that the necessary laws alone determine nothing, but
only when combined with certain arbitrary data. To attain
any specific effect in mechanics, the necessary laws must
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work under peculiar conditions, which may be called the
arbitrary constants of the system. Gravity is compatible
with dead rest, with motion in a straight line, and with the
greatest variety of orbital motions. The fact in each case
is decided, not by gravity, but by the peculiar character of
the arbitrary constants; in this case, by the peculiar dispo-
sition and velocity and masses of the attracting matter.
The same is true for all the other general laws and forces
of matter. As general, they contain no account of any spe-
cific fact, but are just as compatible with any other specific
fact whatever. The explanation of the peculiar outcome
must be sought entirely in the arbitrary constants. It is
this fact which has led to the general conviction that a me-
chanical explanation of an effect can never be ultimate.
This is expressed by the statement that the collocations of
matter can never be explained by the laws of matter, and
the collocations are the chief facts to be explained. And it
must be confessed that the pecnliarities of the system find
no explanation in the fact that it is subject to invariable or
necessary mechanical Jaws. The peculiar forms and direc-
tion of the system find their explanation only in the arbi-
trary constants of the system. Mechanical necessity, there-
fore, is always hypothetical ; the effect is necessary only on
the assumed truth of the data. But the data themselves
will always have an arbitrary character. It is at this point
that theism has always triumphed over mechanical atheism.
It is willing to allow that effects may be realized in nature
by a system of mechanical necessity, but insists that the ar-
bitrary constants of the system were chosen with reference
to the end to be realized. When, then, the atheist dwells
upon the neeessity of every event in nature, the theist points
out that this alleged necessity has an arbitrary element in it
which looks amazingly like choiee. It is at this point thata
reconciliation is possible between teleology and mechanism.
Purpose may determine the arbitrary data, and mechanism
may realize the purpose.
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If, however, we are determined to allow no purpose in
the system, then our theory must take another form. Mech-
anism, of itself, acconnts for no specific law or collocation.
The principles of mechanics and the fixed laws of force are
as compatible with disorder and nnmeaning combinations
as with order and purpose. The laws of physics are as ab-
solute in the Great Desert as in the flower-covered field.
The difference is due, not to a diffcrence of law, but of eir-
cumstances under which the law works. To give a mechan-
ical account of everything, we must explain the circum-
stances also. But this is mechanically impossible. 'We can,
indeed, explain the peculiar character of the consequent by
referring it to its antecedent, but the antecedent must al-
ways be one which implicitly contains the peculiarity of
the consequent, so that, in strictness, we do not explain the
peculiarity, but remove it one step back. No matter how
far back we go, the difficulty always precedes us. At the
farthest point, our data contain implicitly all the conclu-
sions which can ever be drawn from them, and they also
exclude cvery other conclusion. Whatever was said of rea-
soning in general applies with especial force to mechanical
reasoning. It creates nothing, but merely makes explieit
the implications of the data. We have seen that arbitrary
data have to be assumed, in order to give any specific value
to mechanical forms, and those data contain all that is to
come out of them. Conversely, when we reason backwards,
from effects to antecedents, we have to attribute them, not
to any and every antecedent, but to antecedents which con-
tain all the mystery and peculiarity of the effects. Thus
we never escape our arbitrary constants, and never explain
them. They are in the data, as well as in the conclusion.
We refer @ to —a, and —a is referred to —2a, and so on to
—na. If —na is given, then, in the course of time, ¢ will
appear; but, at the farthest point, —na, we have ¢ implic-
itly and necessarily given. In such a scheme, we reach no
resting-place, and no true explanation. A given fact, a, is,
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because —a was; and —a was, because —2a preceded it;
and so on in endless regress. But, as all later orders and
collocations were implicitly given in —na, to the exclusion
of all others, it follows that the specific fact, o, is deduced
from its antecedents, because it was implied in them. In
any necessary scheme, any given fact is only a phase of the
one all-embracing necessity; and, since this necessity is only
a fact to be admitted, and not comprehended, every fact is
of the same sort. The mechanical explanation of a fact
turns out to consist in assnming a certain cause or causes of
such a kind and in certain relations, that they must produce
that fact, to the exclusion of every other. It explains the
conclusion always by assuming it in the data. This, how-
ever, is not the scholastic prineiple, that all that is contained
in the effect is contained in the canse. It only says that,
to explain an effect mechanically, the antecedents must be
of a specific kind, and that the effect would be lacking if
the antecedents were different. A mechanical cosmology,
therefore, is not possible on the basis, simply, of matter and
mechanical laws, but only on the basis of matter so arranged,
and with such peculiar properties and circumstances, that, if
left to itself, it must infallibly realize the present system.
But these arbitrary constants, which condition the product
of the fixed laws, contain the very gist of the matter, and
are left unexplained. The collocations of matter are not
inherent necessities of matter in general, any more than the
plan of a building is inherent in its material.

Pressed by these difficulties, some speeulators take refuge
in the notion that matter has certain mystic and subtle ten-
dencies, whereby it tends to assume its peeuliar forms. This
is as if one should explain statues by saying that marble has
a subtle tendency to take on the human form. But this is
to leave all clearness of thought, and take refuge in the
worst form of scholasticism. 'We can form some definite
thonght of motion and its laws, but a “mystic and subtle
tendency” defies all comprehension. An explanation by
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the mystic is purely verbal. DBesides, it does not escape our
objection, that mechanism does not explain order and pur-
pose-like arrangement, for this new view does not explain
the facts by matter as subject to the laws of forece and mo-
tion, but by matter as subject to these laws plus certain
mystic and subtle tendencies. But these tendencies, also,
must be subject to fixed laws of some kind, so that, when
we take into account all the constants of the system, we once
more find our data neeessarily including the conclusion, and
excluding all plurality of possibility. In addition, we have
abundantly seen that cosmology is not possible at all, on any
pluralistic basis whatever. 1

We conclude, then, that the present order cannot be un-
derstood as the outcome of any logical or ontological neces-
sities. It has all the marks of eontingency, in that all its cir-
cumstances might conceivably have been otherwise. Ilence
we know that it is the produet of necessity simply by as-
suming that it is so. No reflection on the formal categories
of being, canse, dependence, ete., will give any insight into
any of the specific features of the system. The order, then,
must be assumed as an ultimate fact, of which no account
can be given, or we must leave the plane of mere ontology
and logical categories, and rise to the conception of intelli-
gence and purpose. If we assume the order as an opaque
fact, to be admitted rather than understood, we completely
abandon the enthusiasm for explanation which ruled our
carlier efforts. Instead of deducing everything, we confess
that nothing whatever can be truly explained ; and, having
failed to explain cosmology on a certain basis, we abandon
all attempts at explanation, and fall back into a fatalistic
positivism, which, in turn, must pass into an all-devouring
seepticism.

All of these systems of necessity find it very diffieult to
maintain the unity of the infinite. Spinoza’s conception of
the modes, and Schelling’s doectrine of opposite polarities,
are both incompatible with the unity of the substance. Ac-

11
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cording to Spinoza, the attribute expresses the essence, and
hence incommensurable attributes cannot belong to the same
essence. And the problem is a difficult one, even when we
view the infinite as cause ; for, as omnipresent in the system,
the infinite must act in everything, and it must act in each
thing with exact reference to its activities in every other
thing. If the activities were discrete and unrelated, there
would be no system, but only a chaotic doing. But if the
infinite be unintelligent, it knows nothing of itself, nor of
its activities, nor of the harmony which is necessary among
them. Hence the unity and guidance of intelligence must
be replaced by a mechanism of inner states, which, by their
interactions, determine all ontcome. But this view would
go far towards making the states things, and cancelling the
unity of the infinite. The infinite would not be an agent,
but a great series of states. Underneath the causation of
the infinite, we should have to posit an order of causation
in the infinite, and this would leave the infinite, conceived
as an agent, second, and not first. Thus the idea of the in-
finite as absolute would disappear. The trouble is further
aggravated by the fact that states can be properly predi-
cated only of personal existence. In discussing change, we
saw that in impersonal existence the being and the state fall
together, so that there is no agent apart from the states.
We also saw that impersonal being is simply a process whose
several phases exhaust reality while they last. But, to ex-
plain the system, the infinite process must differentiate itself
into infinite variety, and necessity contains no principle of
differentiation. A necessary on-going which is complex and
plural at one point is so at all points. Hence, to explain the
differentiation, we must posit all the antitheses of the actual
world in this process in opposition and interaction. Thus
we fall back again into the notion of a series of interacting
metaphysical states, which determine the outcome of the
infinite.

Now this notion of interacting states in the one absolute
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being must be declared untenable. That which makes it
seem possible is the false reference of each state to a part of
the being, so that they can enter into a kind of spatial in-
teraction. Of course, we cannot regard the states as things,
or as states of parts of the infinite, for that would eancel its
nnity at once. We can only mean that the plurality of
states flows necessarily from the nature of the infinite, and
that the succession of states is determined by the antecedent
states. But in that case the prineciple of unity disappears,
and we lose ourselves in the labyrinth of the infinite regress.
‘We are, indecd, told that there is a unity, but the plurality
is all we reach. Likewise, the infinite itself is made subject
to time, and its present is referred to its past. Thus we
ehase the horizon. We reaech no proper unity, but are lost
among a plurality of states. We also reach no proper ground
of any thing, owing to the impassable gulf of the infinite
regress. 'Thus reason finds no rest in the assumption that
the infinite is determined by its states. We must, then, as-
sume that the infinite determines its states, and that it is
always, and at every point, what it determines itself to be.
There is nothing dynamically deeper than this self-deter-
mination. It is first, not second. It grounds everything,
without being itself grounded. Thus we escape the endless
regress of necessity. DBut, on the other hand, the abyss of
arbitrariness yawns to engulf ns. To escape this, we must
assume that this self-determination is not in the dark of
chance, but in the light of intelligence, and, hence, that the
self-determiner is personal and intelligent. Only in this
conception of the free person can thought be reconciled
with itself, and a true explanation be reached. This is the
only unity which can be manifold, and the only manifold
which can be a unity. This, too, is the only escape from
the impossible and disintegrating notion of interacting met-
aphysical states. Again, only in this notion of absolute per-
sonality can we attain to the proper independence and ab-
soluteness of the infinite. As long as we remain on the
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This ontological argument for the personality of the infi-
nite consists in showing that no other conception is consist-
ent with thought itself. 'We have further seen that if we
seek a true explanation of the system, it can be found only
in will and purpose. We have next to inquire whether
there is any further warrant for viewing the system as
founded in thonght. Two questions arise. (1.) Isthere any
reason in the order of nature for affirming intelligence of
the power not ourselves? (2.) What is the logical outcome
of denying it? The two questions mutually imply each
other.

The first question admits of a short discussion. From
our standpoint we are freed from all pluralistic theories of
the basal fact. The fundamental being is one. The law of
causation and the necessary determination of all events in
nature, which are recognized principles in all science, ex-
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clude all appeals to chance or hazard. These make it im-
possible that any neeessary system should introduee into
itself any factor which was not in it from the beginning.
New plienomena may, indeed, be introduced ; but to reason,
the phenomena are implicit in the system, and a mind whieh
could grasp all the circumstanees of the system at any mo-
ment would find both its history and its future completely
given. The making clear of this conception is one of the
great serviees of the mechanical theory of nature to theism.
It has vacated all appeals to chance, and dispelled the notion
that forms and collocations may be explained by any neces-
gary ageney in which they are not implieit. What, then, is
the nature of the power which works in and through what
we call nature ?

The only means of knowing the nature of an agent is to
observe what it does. The bare notion of agency is empty
of specification, and no analysis will reveal any content be-
yond the general category. What is true of all agency is
espeeially trune of mind. A mistake which flows directly
from our general bondage to the senses leads us to fancy
that we see our neighbors’ minds; and it has generally been
argued against theism that we see mind in man, but none in
nature. This claim it is one of the first effeets of psyehology
to dispel. 'We know that our fellow-beings have minds only
because they act as if they had; that is, becanse their action
shows order and purpose. But no one will claim that the
system of things shows less order and purpose than human
action. If, then, we deny mind in nature, there is no rea-
son for affirming mind in man. Indeed there is vastly more
proof that the power which works in nature is intelligent
than there is that men are intelligent.

We must go a step further. The last paragraph showed
that the same argument which denies mind in nature throws
equal doubt upon mind in man. We have next to show
that if there be no controlling mind in nature, there ean be
no controlling mind in man. For if the basal power is nec-
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essary, all that depends upon it is also necessary. In that
case all unfolding is driven from behind, and nothing is
led from before. Thoughts and feelings also come within
this necessary unfolding. As such they are products, and
not causes. They express simply the outcome and attend-
ant of a certain phase of the universal mechanism. In that
case any fancy of self-control which we may have must be
dismissed as delusive. Our thoughts, ete., attend on the
flow of reality, but affect nothing. If the forms and collo-
cations of nature are the product of a mere automatie power,
their human life and history also express no mind or pur-
pose, but only the working of the same automaton. In ear-
lier forms of the theistic argument, it was contended that
the eye is designed because it shows the same marks of de-
sign which the wateh does. The answer was that we know
the watch to be designed, but we do not know the eye to
be designed. DBut now we see that this answer is untenable.
We do not know, but only infer, that the watch is designed ;
and if we allow that the eye is not designed, we must deny
that design had any part in the production of the watch.
If mind does not control in nature, it eannot control in
man; and, conversely, if mind does control in man, it must
also control in nature. If automatism be the foundation of
the system, there can be nothing but automatism in the sys-
tem.

The second question, What is the ontcome of denying
controlling mind in nature? is already partly answered.
The direct result in clear thought is (1) to make all action
antomatie, and to reduce consciousness to a powerless at-
tendant upon the mechanical processes of the system. (2)
It allows one to believe even in such an attendant only in
himself; for, as the actions of others are now known to be
purely automatic, and not expressions of thought or pur-
pose, there is not the least warrant for affirming any such
idle attendants. But this position does such violence to in-
telligence that it cannot be held without breaking down all
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trust in the mind and its produets. An inevitable scepti-
cism would at once result.

‘We reach the same conclusion from another standpoint.
Any theory which shakes the mind’s trust in itself is specu-
latively untenable; and for the reason that the theory can
be established only by trusting our faculties, while the mo-
ment it is established it undermines itself. Now the theory
which views the basal power as blind does make trust in the
mind impossible in a variety of ways. From what we have
previously said, it follows that in snch a system our thoughts,
ete., would represent no inner necessity of reason, but only
the outcome of the mechanism. This is not determined by
our thoughts, but determines them. DBut we see the mech-
anism determining different persons to the most different
views; and at once the question arises, What in such a sys-
tem is the test of truth? If we allow that truth must be
consistent, and otherwise all reasoning is at an end, oppos-
ing views cannot both be true. It would follow that rela-
tive frequency and generality is the only test of truth.
Thus we should be led to the ancient test of the consensus
of the human mind as the final court of appeal. But in
such a case we should have divers grounds for scepticism.
‘Who would assure us that the blind power is not oftener
mistaken than not? We should expect nothing better from
blindness. Certainly, in most matters, the majority do not
possess the truth. Moreover, we cannot allow the common
consent of mankind as final without being led at once to
theism, and retribution, and a future life; all of which no-
tions are incompatible with our premises. But, on the other
hand, we cannot deny the appeal to common consent with-
out taking refuge in pure volition and self-conceit. In
short, whether we allow it or deny it, we are equally in-
volved in scepticism.

At first sight the last paragraph will seem to be inconclu-
sive from confounding different things—namely, the general
laws of thinking with detailed opinions. Common consent
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is decisive for the former, but meaningless for the latter.
Detailed opinions are not to be judged by their frequency,
but by the mental character and opportunities of those who
hold them. This distinction would be valid for a system
which allowed the mind a power of ruling its thonghts ac-
cording to an order of reason; but it is quite meaningless
here. We must remember that in this system our thoughts
are products of necessity, and our conclusions also are not
drawn by ourselves ; they are thrust into the mind by the
necessary on-going of the great automaton. Indeed, the
mind itself is nothing but a sum of thoughts and other
mental states. As such, they represent simply what the
state of the mechanism is at present. If the mechanism
should vary, the thonght and conclusion would vary. What-
ever, then, the mechanism allows is logical ; the illogical is
that whieh it does not allow. The distinction between truth
and error vanishes completely. There is no absolute truth,
and there is no absolnte error; but everything is truth or er-
ror according to the state of the mechanism. In faet, if the
theory were true, reasoning, as a self-centred, self-verifying
process, wonld be impossible altogether. DBut if, in spite of
the theory, we retain any trust in reason, the first conclusion
which reason draws from the theory is that reason is totally
untrustworthy. We have before seen that the theory breaks
down consciousness ; now we see that it breaks down reason
itself. At the beginning of modern philosophy Descartes
raised the question, How is error possible? though from a
different standpoint. We answer, (1) error is possible as a
conception only as there is an absolute truth of reason and
being; for error implies & departure from the truth; and
(2) error is possible only through the fact of freedom, or
through the peculiar relation of will to intelligence. If our
facnltics are not made for truth they cannot be trusted.
But if they are so made, how can they go astray? If we
have trustworthy faculties, which we may carelessly use or
wilfully misuse, we can explain error without discrediting our
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mental powers, but not otherwise. On any other supposition
truth and error disappear as baseless ideal distinctions, and
actuality is all. Either, then, we must allow that the basal
power is intelligent, or we must confess that science and
philosophy are impossible. But power, guided by inner in-
telligence, is what we mean by will. If there is to be any
trust in thonght and its products we must confess that the
ultimate causality of nature is a causality of will. Whoever
finds fault with this conclusion is earnestly requested to
show how its denial is consistent with trust in consciousness
and reason. And as philosophy can never be allowed to
commit suicide, it is bound to take those views which are
consistent with its own existence. IHence philosophy, when
it understands its own conditions, must always be theistic.
From this standpoint we advance to consider the general
relation of freedom to intelligence. It may still occur to us
that the affirmation of intelligence is compatible with au-
tomatism ; and hence it becomes necessary to point out that
intelligence and the belief in freedom stand or fall together.
It is one of the misfortunes of the doctrine of freedom that
it has commonly been considered with reference to moral
action only. In this field, interests, passions, and the various
selfish sentiments are very prominent, and obscure the real
nature of the question. Now by freedom is meant, not a
power of acting without or apart from motives, but simply
a power of choosing an end or law, and governing one’s self
aceordingly. This power appears in its purest form in the
passionless operations of the intellect. It has greater sig-
nificance and sublimer illustration in the moral realm ; but
it nowhere appears so distinctly as in thought itself. In re-
flecting upon our purely intellectual life we see two proc-
esses going on, one of association, or of mental mechanism,
and one of thinking. The former brings to us ideas in any
and every order, just as they have been experienced, or as
chance associations have been set up. Indream and reverie
we have almost pure specimens of this activity. In think-
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ing we have an activity of another kind. Here the mind
interferes with the mechanical processes of association, and
aims to reduce its chance order to the higher order of rea-
son. The ideas are no longer suffered to come and go at
random, but the fitting are detained and the unfitting are
excluded, until the mind reaches a rational connection. In
none of its activities is the mind so conscious of self-control
as in this. It rules itself according to a preconceived end
or law, and exeludes all that does not harmonize with it.
Of course this does not mean that the mind can coerce the
conclusions of reason, but it does mean that in order to reach
any sound conclusion it must be able to rule its activities
with reference to the conclusion to be reached. In a me-
chanical doctrine of mind, on the other hand, the conclusion
is coerced. It represents no inner necessity of reason, and
no insight by the rational mind, but only the outcome of
the mechanism. If we deny the substantiality of mind,
then the conclusion is only the symbol of a certain state of
the physical mechanism. If we allow mind to be real, but
explain all its processes by association, then a conclusion
represents the resultant of certain mental states. Nothing
depends on reason, but only on the mental states; and
these, for all we know, may become anything whatever, with
the result of changing the conclusion to any other whatever.
But this conclusion is the extreme of scepticism. Further,
we know from experience that the law of reason, as the in-
ner law of owr thinking, does not of itself insure sound con-
clusions. The mind must adopt or accept the law, and rule
itself accordingly. In particular, it must be on its guard
against the influence of habit and association, which so often
put on a misleading appearance of reason. And this it does
only as it varies its standpoints, and reserves its conclusions
until the inner connection of reason is reached. Without
this power there can be no trust in reason whatever. Hence
we say that freedom and intelligence stand or fall together.

Freedom and finality are necessary principles, if there is
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to be any philosophy or science. Their necessity, however,
is different from that of the laws of thought. Some have
sought to put finality and causality on the same foundation
of necessity, and have called them both intuitions. The
necessity of freedom and purpose, however, is not given in
direct intuition, or in simple inspection of our consciousness ;
it is a deduced necessity. They are necessary if there is to
be any proper rationality ; but it is not necessary that there
should be rationality. They are then necessary to thought,
but are not necessary in thought. 'We cannot think at all
without the laws of thought, and we cannot save ourselves
from seepticism without the other prineiples of freedom and
finality.

It is a curious illustration of the advantage of discussing
the question from the standpoint of thought, that most fa-
talists have allowed freedom in thinking. They have ad-
mitted the possibility of thinking twice, and of suspending
both judgment and action. They have also at least tacitly
allowed the distinetion between thinking and the processes
of association. The most striking illustration is given by
- the associationalists themselves. The fact that they have
been able to turn back upon the principle of association, and
resist and expose its misleading tendency, is a sufficient proof
that thought is independent of association. Association
does not explain disintegration. This arises only as thought
turns upon itself, considered as a product of association ; and
by applying its own standard of judgment criticises and re-
jects the associational outcome. The existence of the asso-
ciational theory, then, is a complete disproof of its elaim to
usurp the place of thonght. A mind subject to association
only would never criticise.

Our plan has not been to discuss the reality of freedom,
but simply to indicate its relation to intelligence in general.
A common notion is, that freedom is an anomalous some-
thing which can be allowed only in the face of reason and
science. We think the opposite is plain. Without allow-
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ing the reality of freedom there can be no trust in either
reason or science. If the basal power be antomatic, reason
is overthrown ; and if we are automatie, reason is also over-
thrown. In considering the possibility of rational knowl-
edge, two points have to be considered, (1) the nature of the
fundamental being, and (2) the nature of the finite knower.
Our conclusion is, that we must view both as free and intel-
ligent.

We said in our introduction that one of the great prob-
lems of philosophy is, How is knowledge possible? that is
to determine the implications of the notion of knowledge,
assumed to be possible. We have made a few determina-
tions in the present ehapter. In general, it is sufficient for
the disproof of a theory that it overturns the native and
universal trust of reason in itself, and makes knowledge im-
possible. Seepticism will never take permanent possession
of the human mind. Contaet with reality and the instinets
of reason will effect a cure, if the mind have not lost the
power of recovery. There are minds which, like a sick
stomach, can keep nothing down ; but such a state is path-
ologie, and has no argnmentative significance. Certain
forms of doubt, like parasites, flourish most on degeneration
and weakness; or, like certain diseases, they spring' from
poverty of the Llood. In all such cases the cure must be
indirect, and ean be found only in a general bracing np of
the system. We are content, then, to pass by the sceptie,
and leave our argument with such as believe that reason and
knowledge are possible. Our claim is, that they are possible
only on the basis of theism and freedom.

A word of caution must be uttered in closing. The value
of this result is chiefly formal. It satisfies the mind in its
demand for unity and explanation, and it saves us from
scepticism. Its practical value is slight. We shall always
have to resort to experience to learn both the purposes of
the system and the inethod of their realization. Purpose
itself is never causal, but is only the norm according to















PART IL—COSMOLOGY.

CHAPTER I
SPACE.

Wz have confined our attention thus far to the notion of
being in itself; and the results reached are valid for any
and all being. No notice has been taken of specific differ-
ences or of various forms of manifestation ; but those points
alone have been dwelt upon in which all real things mnst
agree. We now leave these most general considerations and
pass to the cosmological manifestation of being. The last
chapter shows, howerver, that we have no purpose of dedne-
ing this manifestation as a necessary consequence of being.
There is no apriori road whatever from ontology to cos-
mology. We must wait for experience to reveal not only
the particular, but also the general, forms of cosmological
manifestation. Onr method, therefore, will be eritical as
usual. We start from the common-sense theory of a world
of material things with the idea of seeing what rectification
the previous discussion and further analysis may make nec-
essary. But in the popular theory the world of things is
located in space, and has a history in time. Space and time
constitute a kind of pre-condition of the world; or a deter-
mining prineciple of all cosmological manifestation. The
things which are in space and time might have been alto-
gether different. Many widely diverse systcms are possible

12 .
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in thought; but, for all alike, space and time would have
been conditioning principles. . This is the position which
space and time hold in spontaneous thought, and hence it
is necessary to consider them. The present chapter deals
with space, and the inquiry is, What is the metaphysical nat-
ure of space, and how is it related to the things which are
said to be in it? We exclude, for the present, all inqguiry
into the psychological genesis of the idea as irrelevant to
the present question. .It was pointed out in the Introduc-
tion that the history of a notion never decides the meaning
and validity of the notion after it appears; and that these
points can be determined only by analyzing and reflecting
upon the content of the idea as it is given in consciousness.
Neither the geometrical nor the metaphysical properties of
space can be discovered by either physiological or psyeho-
logical theorizing.

In Part III. we expect to show that space, whatever else it
may be, is a principle of intuition. As such, it is primarily
a subjective principle rather than an objective fact. But
we also expect to show that all perception is but an unfold-
ing of the inner nature of the mind upon occasion of cer-
tain excitations. It is the reaction of the mind against ex-
ternal action. Dut as this fact does not warrant us in deny-
ing the object perceived, so neither does the necessary sub-
jectivity of space, as a principle of intunition, warrant us in
denying its objective reality as a fact. For, however real
space might be, it must also be given in the mind as a men-
tal principle, in order that the objective space should be
known to exist. Since the time of Kant there has been al-
most universal oversight at this point. Kant himself is not
as guilty as his followers. Although at times he inclines to
deny the objectivity of space on the principle of parsimony,
yet finally he rests his denial of independent space on the
antinomies which the assumption involves. But his follow-
ers have generally thonght it sufficient to point out that
space must be a mental principle, and they have failed to
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show that it cannot be anything else. The argument de-
mands that space be shown to be a mental prineiple, and to
be incapable of objective existence. For, as said, the fact
that space is a subjective principle does not disprove that it
may be objective, any more than the fact that our percep-
tions are all subjective acts disproves that they may also re-
produce objective and independent facts. In both cases
the settlement of the question must rest upon an analysis
of the nature of the object. If reflection upon the content
of the space-idca should reveal it to be incapable of objective
existence, then, and only then, would its subjectivity be es-
tablished. The one thing which the subjectivity of space,
as a principle of intuition does accomplish, is to deprive the
argument for its objectivity from the alleged necessity of
the intuition of all its forece. If space be such a principle,
of course we cannot intuite things apart from it; but the
neeessity would lie in the nature of the mental subject, and
would equally exist whatever the nature of the object. The
nature of our sensibility determines us to perceive vibrating
objects as colored, and we cannot perceive them otherwise ;
but the necessity is in ourselves. On this account the argu-
ment that things are colored because we must pereeive them
as such, loses all weight ; and on the same account the argu-
ment that things are in space because we must intuite them
spatially, loses all its weight. The result is, logically, a drawn
battle between the two views, even if the doctrine of the ob-
jectivity of space were self-consistent. The idealist could
show that there is no need to assume an objective space to
explain our intuition; and the realist could show that the
subjectivity of space does not exclude its objectivity, and
that the latter view is far more in harmony with spontane-
ous thonght. To overturn this balance of opinion and reach
a conclusion, it is necessary to examine the content of the
space-idea.

‘What, then, is space, considered as an object? Three
views are possible. (1.) We may view it as something
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quite su¢ generis, independent of all things, and of all that
we understand by being. (2.) We may view it as a peculiar
order of relations among things, but independent of any
thinker ; that is, we may think of it as a system of objective
relations. (3.) We may view it as being only the form of
objective intnition. The last view is double. We may re-
gard this form as the outcome of a mental principle which
is founded in the natare of mind; and we may regard it as
the adventitious produet of association working npon sense-
experience. In the latter case, the space-idea corresponds to
no objective fact, and is not the outcome of any mental law,
but is only a subjective accident. This is the view of Mill,
Bain, and Herbart. The latter, especially, has sought to show
that any being capable of having presentations, must develop
the space-intuition as a necessity of the psychological mech-
anism. The other view, which makes space an apriori
mental principle, is essentially that of Kant. But as both
views agree in affirming the subjectivity of space, we have
no call at present to decide between them. Our present
inquiry is concerned with the decision between the subjec-
tivity and the objectivity of space.

At first sight the first of the three views mentioned is
the true one. Space is not a thing, but the place of things,
and as such is a necessary condition of their existence; for
things must have place in order to exist. At the same time
space is not a nothing, but a peculiar kind of existence,
which can be described only in terms of itself. Something
and nothing, in the ordinary sense of the terms, do not form
a complete disjunction ; for, besides these, a third conception,
space, is also possible; and this cannot be defined in terms
of the other two. This is the view of common-sense; and
it seems forced upon us by the simplest experience. This
view finds its expression in the oft-used phrase, that if all
being were away, space would still remain with all its prop-
erties unchanged. Full or empty, space remains the same,
changeless and eternal. For though space conditions being,
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being does not condition space. When the intuitionist is
looking around for a striking illustration of the impossible
with which to confound the empiricist, he often lights upon
the statement that God himself can neither make nor un-
make space, or do other than submit to its necessity. The
proposition frequently recurs in philosophy to regard space
as a datum objective to all being, and with whieh being
must get along as best it may. Space is not a system of re-
lations, for relations are changing while space is changeless.
It is not a property of things; for it is independent of
things. It cannot be identified with any actual form, for
it is rather the formless prineiple of all form. It is the
mysterious background of forms and relations, and is iden-
tieal with none. In this view, which is the view of com-
mon-sense, space appears as a fathomless and independent
necessity, to which even the basal reality must submit.

At first sight, this view is sun-clear; but on eloser inspec-
tion it is seen to be full of diffienlty. To begin with, the
conception of space as an all-containing form is an incon-
sistent metaphor borrowed from our sense-experience,
Forms must always be forms of something; and when
there is no reality to produce and limit the form, the form
exists only in imagination. When one vessel contains an-
other, it is not the form which contains, but the vessel ; and
if we cancel the reality of the latter there is no more con-
taining. Space, then, as an all-containing form, is simply an
inconsistent imagination. Nor would it help us to say that
the form in this case is the form of space; for this would
be to confess that space, simply as form, is nothing. Again,
the asserted reality of space cannot be maintained without
conflicting with the space-intuition itself. For space, as
real, must come under the law of reality in general. Now
in spontaneous thought, space is distinguished from things
on the one hand, and from nothing on the other; and in
this respect common-sense is much more rational than the
philosophy which affirms that space is simply nothing; and
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then distinguishes it from other nothings, supplies it with
attributes, and affirms its existence. But if this distinetion
between space and nothing is to be maintained, space must
be able in some way to assert itself as a determining factor
in the system of things. No matter how nameless or inef-
fable a substratum we may assume for space, this demand
cannot be escaped. It is vain to object that something and
nothing do not form a complete disjunction, for there can
never be any warrant for admitting into a thought-system
realities which confessedly do nothing, and which therefore
can be known only by revelation or by pure faith. To
escape this absurdity, we must endow space with activity,
and regard it as a peculiar kind of thing in interaction with
other things. Without doing this, it is impossible to distin-
guish space from pure nothingness, and the affirmation of
its existence becomes absurd. If space be real, it cannot be
viewed as a powerless emptiness, but only as an active some-
thing. But this conclusion brings the space-intuition into
contradiction with itself; for space is not a thing, but the
place of things.

We reach this conclusion as the only way of distinguish-
ing between space and nothingness; we reach it equally by
considering the functions which are ascribed to space. In
particular, space is said to condition things and their activi-
ties. Dut this langnage acquires a meaning only as space is
viewed as possessing agency. Kor whatever thing condi-
tions another must act upon it, and thus comes under the
notion of thing itself. A curioms attempt to escape this
conclusion is sometimes made by calling space a negative
condition of existence. If there were no place to put things,
they could not be made. But this statement merely means
that if a thing is to exist, its existence must not be prevent-
ed. The difficulty is in no way the lack of place, but the
presence of positive resistance. If this were away, all things
might coexist in a point. Again, it is said that space need
not be regarded as dynamically, but only as logically, deter-
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mining things. This is intelligible when space is viewed as
a mental prineiple and no external reality, but not other-
wise. In studying causation, we saw that logieal determi-
nation is only a thought-movement, and must be replaced in
reality by a dynamic determination. If now space, as an
objective faet, is to exert any influence on things, it must
act upon them, and must be acted upon by them. But this
makes it a thing in the proper sense of the word, and de-
stroys its character as space. If space is really to determine
things, it must be as a thing and not as space, or it must
be as a principle in being, and not as something standing
over against it.

The conclusion that space, if real, is active, emerges from
another standpoint. An extended body exists only as its
parts exist. This is true, whether we regard the body as
atomic or as continuous. If the body have an atomic con-
stitution, the truth is self-evident; for then the body is but
the aggregate of the parts, and exists in them just as num-
ber exists only in its component units. But if the body be
viewed as continuous and not compounded, its existence in
space allows us to divide the volume into different parts,
each of which exists in its own space, and is distinet from
all the other parts. Thus the body, though continuous, ap-
pears as the integral of its parts, and exists only as these parts
exist. DBut it cannot exist as the sum of these parts withont
positing an interaction among the parts. That the part B
shall maintain itself between and against A and C, it must
be able to prescribe to A and C their positions relative to
itself. The same is true for all other parts; and the con-
clusion is, that the extended body, though continuous, is yet
a complex of interacting forees. This conclusion remains
valid even if the body be indivisible ; for such indivisibility
would not rest upon a true unity of the thing, but only upon
the greatness of the cohesion between the parts. The body
would still be a system of interacting forces. Hence no
body which exists extended in space can be a unit. It will
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always be possible to distinguish separate points in the vol-
ume of the thing; and these can be held together and apart
only as these points are made the centres of cohesive and re-
pulsive forces. But in order that a thing shall be a true
unit, it must allow no distinetion of parts, and no activities
which are activities of parts only. But this distinction of
parts will always be possible so long as a thing is regarded
4 as having real extension. Similar reasoning applies to space.
If space be real and extended, its several parts must also be
real, and space ean have no proper nnity. It must be an
integral or a sum, and its parts must be its real constituents.
We do not help ourselves by saying that space is infinite,
and hence cannot be made up of finite parts; for if space be
real, each smallest volume is a real part of space. Allowing
space to be infinite, no finite volume will have any appre-
ciable ratio to the whole of space; but there is a difference
between a ratio and a part. Each eubic inch of extension
is a true part of space; and space exists only as these parts
exist. Nor is it of any nse to say that space is continnons,
and that our umits of volume are only arbitrary divisions;
for between any two points there is a certain amount of
space which is distinet from the space between any other
two points whatever. DBut the relation of these parts is
fixed and ehangeless. Things may change their place, but
every point in space remains in changeless relations to every
other point in space. Spaces, like times, can be neither in-
terchanged nor displaced. The point B will always be
found between A and C, and all alike are immovable. But
if space be real, this implies that the several points shall
mutually determine one another’s position ; and if this is to
take place in reality, it implies an interaction between the
points. It is of no avail to say that space is a unit, and
that points are only arbitrarily chosen positions in the unity
of space; for (1) space as cxtended cannot be a unit, but
only a whole; and (2) if extended space be real, then the
system of points and parts is equally real. Each smallest
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volume, therefore, must be fixed in position and eontent.
It is absolute as to its own existence, but determined in its
relations to other volumes. DBut if these relations are to be
other than logical, and are to have other than a thonght-
existence, these volumes must be dynamically determinant of
one another. The paradox of this claim is monstrons; but
the assertion of a real space leads to it. The reality of space
implies the reality of its parts; and the impossibility of in-
terchanging these parts can rest only on a mutual determina-
tion. Of course, it is urged that this determination is log-
ical; but logical determination exists only in thonght. In
objective reality, determination must be dynamic.

Thus it appears in various ways that the attempt to make
space real, and yet distinet both from things and from noth-
ing, is a failure. Either we must make it a pure nothing
in reality, or we must make it a thing in interaction with
itself and with other things. Doth of these views are un-
tenable, and the former is absurd. This view, when held,
is commonly a play on words which makes nothing equal to
no thing. To the question, What would remain if things
were away? the answer is, Nothing. Bunt the nothing in
this case means only no thing; as appears from the fact
that the speculator who gives this wise answer forthwith
proceeds to give this nothing varions geometrical properties,
and to affirm its existence. Ile would be far from allowing
the identity of the space-nothing with the thing-nothing,
or with the mathematical nothing; and this proves that
while he calls space nothing, he still has some indefinite
positive existence in mind, which is distinet from nothing,
and which has peeuliar properties of its own. DBut if we
view space as pure nothing, there is no ground for distin-
gnishing it from any other nothing; for nothings must be
indistinguishable. There is also no ground for attributing
attributes to it, or for affirming its existence; the attribu--
tion and the affirmation would be alike absurd. DBut the
other view, which makes space a thing in interaction with
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itself and with other things, is as far from the common
thought as is the doctrine of its ideality. Space determines
nothing; but things, by their interaction, determine one
another. Things are, indeed, in space; but the space whieh
is occupied by things neither affects them nor is affected by
them. Things and space coexist in mutunal and absolute in-
difference. This is the common view as to the relation of
space and things. Nothing could be further from this view
than the doctrine that space has agency, and is hence a
proper thing. But, finally, if we should allow sueh a strange
notion we should at once conflict with our spontaneous con-
victions coneerning space from another side. Space is the
place of things, and things cannot be conceived without
space. Hence, if we make space a thing, we need another
space which is not a thing in which it may exist. When
we think of space as a nameless and ineffable existence, we
cannot think of its parts as implied in its extension withont
positing another space in which the former exists. But this
view shuts us up to an infinite series, or an endless regress;
because for each space, viewed as thing, we have to posit
an empty space in which to lold it. We cannot, then, view
space as pure nothing, and we cannot regard it as a reality.
The former view is absurd, and the latter is inconsistent
with itself.

A second difficulty with the doctrine which regards space
as real, apart from things, is that it leads to a hopeless dual-
ism of first principles. If space be a reality apart from
things, it is something uncreated and eternal. No one
would be hardy enough to maintain a proper creation of
space conceived of as an infinite void, for no meaning can
be attached to the phrase; indeed, the idea itself negatives
creation. Those speculators who have taught a ecreation of
space have generally abandoned the common conception,
and regarded space as a system of relations, or as a property
of things.. In such a case, the creation of the things would
be the creation of space. DBut the common notion of an in-
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dependent space is repugnant to creation, for the necessity
would ever pursue us of positing a previous space for the
reception of the created onme. Accordingly, spontaneous
thought has always regarded space as one of the eternal and
self-existent necessities which even God himself cannot es-
cape. Dut this view is contradicted by the necessary unity
of the basal reality. English and American thinkers, in
general, have paid very little attention to the general prob-
lem of knowledge; and hence, as pointed out in a previous
chapter, they have had little hesitation in allowing any
number of independent principles. Many have proposed
to view space and time as mutually independent, and as
equally independent of God; and now and then a specula-
tor proposes to add matter to the list. Indeed, the material-
ists generally view space, time, and matter as mutunally in-
dependent and self-sufficient existences. But we have seen,
in discussing the relation of the infinite to the system, that
all principles and all manifestation alike must flow from the
infinite, and that the infinite must be one. If we should
posit anything aside from the infinite as alike independent,
the second something counld not manifest itself in our sys-
tem withont an interaction between the two. Dut this
would make them both dependent, and would force us to
assnme some other being, deeper than both, as their com-
mon source or foundation. We cannot, then, view space
and being as mutually independent; for in that case being
and space must be in interaction, if space is to affect our
system. DBut this would destroy the independence of both,
and would also make space an active thing, and not space.
It is conceivable that some person should still be found who
might think it enough to say that the only relation between
space and being is, that being is in space; but if they be
mutually independent, existence in space can have no sig-
nificance for being. DBoth being and space would go on in
complete indifference, and there would be no possibility of
communication between them. In that case no meaning
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whatever could be attached to the proposition that being is
in space. Bat it is absurd to speak of being as dependent
on space, and hence we must view space as dependent on be-
ing. But it is impossible to view space, conceived as ex-
tended emptiness, as created or dependent. Hence space
-eannot be viewed as such emptiness, but must be in some
sense a principle in being which is the root of spatial mani-
festation. Instead of saying, then, that being is in space,
we must rather say that space is in being. It is strictly im-
possible to regard space as a self-existent reality, for the
conclusions reached in the ontology make it impossible to
posit more than one basal and independent existence. All
clse is a consequence of this one reality, either as a creation
or as a principle of activity and manifestation. DBut space,
as commonly conceived, admits of no creation. If, then,
the popular thought has rightly grasped the content of the
space-idea, we can view space only as some principle in be-
ing.

A final objection to the reality of space may be men-
tioned based on the unity of being. If space be a real
objective existence, then the infinite, or rather God, is in
space, and possesses bulk and diameter. For whatever ex-
ists in space must exist either as a point or as a volume;
and as no one would think of aseribing a punctnal existence
to God, there is nothing to do but to ascribe volume. DBut
we have seen in a previons paragraph that nothing possess-
ing volume in space can be a unit. Points and component
volumes can always be distinguished in the volume of such
a thing, and thus the thing appears as made up of parts.
But such a conception applied to the infinite cancels both
its unity and its omnipresence. That which is omnipresent
in space cannot be extended in space, for snch extension
would imply merely the presence of the being part for part,
or volume for volume, in the occupied space. FPhilosophy
cannot reconcile the necessary unity of the infinite with ex-
istence in space, and theology cannot reconcile its concep-
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tion of the non-spatial mode of the divine existence with
existence in space. DBut if space be real it must be infinite,
and God must exist in space, and the indicated conclusions
must follow. These conclusions apply especially to New-
ton’s and Clarke’s conception of space. They, in effect,
made it an attribute of God; and Clarke framed a theistic
argument on this conception. Dut this view simply affirms
extension of God, and leads to the difficulties mentioned.

On all these acconnts, therefore, we hold that space can-
not be viewed as a real existence. Its reality is incompati-
ble with the unity of being, and with the unity of all prin-
ciples in one fundamental being. To maintain its reality,
we must despatialize it, and make it an active thing; and
thus we conflict with our space-intuition, which at once de-
mands a second space to contain the first. Finally, we can-
not bring space, and the things which are said to be in it,
into any articulate relation without positing an interaction
between them. Thus we fall back into the previous diffi-
culty, and despatialize space. The declaration that space is
real, and that things are in it, which seemed so sun-clear,
turns out, upon inquiry, to be in the highest degree unclear
and untenable.

These difficulties have led many thinkers to abandon the
common notion of space for the second view mentioned—
that space is a certain order of relations among realities.
They allow that space apart from things is nothing, and
hence that if things were away there would be strictly noth-
ing remaining. But things, when they exist, exist in cer-
tain relations, and the sum, or system, of these relations
constitutes space. Things, then, do not exist in space; but
they exist in space-relations, and with space- properties.
These relations and properties are the constituents of the
space-idea, and by abstraction from them we come to the
notion of a single unitary space. But while space is thus
dependent upon things, these relations and properties of
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things arc quite independent of our thinking. This view,
then, agrees with the preceding one in regarding these rela-
tions as independent of the mind, and as objectively exist-
ing among things.

This view has a variety of forms, and in all of them it
fails to get clear of the previons view. When space is de-
fined as the mutnal externality of things, we have to call up
the general form of space to understand what is meant.
There is an externality which is not spatial, the externality
of individuality. It is conceivable that different elements
should be so related to one another as to coexist in the same
point in space; indeed, it has often been proposed to con-
ceive of chemical union as such interpenetration. In such
a case there wonld be an otherness of individunality which
would not be spatial. The mutual otherness of spirits alto,
though commonly represented as spatial, is properly only an
otherness of personality, and space has no necessary part in
the matter. If, now,we want to know what this mutual ex-
ternality which constitutes space may be, we have to view
it as the externality of different points in space. We can
make nothing of it until we call in the general intuition of
one extended space. Again, the spatial relations between
things is not a relation of the things, but a relation of the
spaces in which the things exist ; and the things, by existing
in those spaces, take part in the changeless relations which
exist between them. Space-relations never change, but
things change their space-relations. In this respect things
are like the formless reality of Plato, which flows from form
to form, while the forms and their relations are fixed and
eternal.  'We cannot, then, identify space with any actual
system of relations among things, for this would make space
itself constantly changing. It would also exclude the myr-
iad possible space-relations which are not realized. Space
includes all actual relations, but it also includes much more.
It is no particular figure, distance, or direction, for these
are individual and changing; it is rather that underlying
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principle of all figure, of all distanceyand of all direction,
which conditions all alike, but which cannot be identified
with any or with all of them. Space itself is formless, but
contains the principle of all form. Here, again, to under-
stand what these terms and space-relations may mean, we
have to fall back upon our general space-intuition ; and if
these relations be objectively real, space is objectively real
also. Hence the view that space is only a system of objec-
tive relations among things does not meet the purpose of its
invention, but implicitly assumes objective and independent
space. It falls, therefore, with its support.

In the next place, this view is untenable, because relations
as such are incapable of objective existence. If space be
only a system of relations, it is necessarily subjective. The
oversight here is pardonable. There are many relations
among the objects of thought which are seen to be univer-
sal, and because they do not exist for one more than for an-
other we say that they exist independently of the mind.
Thought or unthought, the same relations exist among reali-
ties. But all we can properly mean is that these relations
will always be affirmed whenever the objects are conceived
or perceived. Common-sense attempts to secure a similar
result for sense-qualities by declaring that they exist, wheth-
er perceived or not. But reflection shows this view to be
absurd. 'We know now that nothing more ean be said than
that these sense-qualities will always be perceived whenever
the proper organism appears. We may not say that things in
themselves are colored, or hot, ete., but only that these qual-
ities will always appear in consciousness under the proper
eonditions, which conditions, again, are not individual, but
general. In perception in general we have the confidence
that all perceptive beings will affirm the same relations be-
tween the objects of perception, and this confidence we ex-
press by saying that the relations themselves are indepen-
dent of all thought. Bat this view we regard as totally un-
tenable. Objectively there is nothing but things and their

.
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unpicturable interactions. All that is more than this is con-
tributed by the mind. When these things are conceived as
a manifold, then the mind relates its objects as conceived.
But the relating act and the instituted relation are purely
subjective, and the relation has no existence except in the
relating mind. It represents no ontological predicate of
things, but the aspect of things in thought. It is with the
relations of things as with those of number. Apart from
mind, there is and can be no number. The simple and un-
related unit is the only thing which can exist in itself. The
unit becomes number only through the unifying act of a
conscious spirit; and as number exists as such only in con-
sciousness, much more does it have its properties only in the
relating mind. Relatable everything must be apart from
our thought, but related it is only in thought. Orversight of
this fact is at the bottom of many of the puzzles of the
Greek sophists. Thus greater and less are predicates which
belong to an object only when compared with another. To
speak of the absolutely greater or less is quite absurd. They
overlooked this fact, and hence were greatly puzzled by such
problems as the following: If B is greater than A, and less
than C, then B must be at the same time a greater and a
less. Hence everything is a contradiction. Dut this most
brilliant dialectic disappears when we remember that rela-
tions exist as such only in the relating mind. In itself, B
is neither greater nor less than A or C; it is simply and
solely B. At the same time, it may be such that when A,
B, C are conceived together and compared, there will arise
in all minds the judgment, B is greater than A, and less
than C.

This necessary subjectivity of relations must be carefully
distinguished from any doctrine which makes them individ-
ual or arbitrary. It allows the possibility that objects of
thought may be so constituted that in clear thought only
certain relations can be instituted, as in the case of number
and geometrical figures. The relations, while subjective,
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may be also necessary. It is equally possible that the ob-
jects of thonght may be such that whenever they are con-
ceived by any intelligence anywhere the same relations shall
be instituted. The relations, while subjective, may be also
universal. It follows only from this subjectivity that it is
absurd” to speak of relations as objectively existing. And
what is thus true of relations in general must be true also
of space-relations. In so far as space is a system of relations,
in so far it has only a subjective existence. If space-rela-
tious are to have objective existence they must be more than
relations ; they must be a series of interactions among things.
But in that case we should deny the indifference of things to
space, and fall back again into the view which makes space
active. We must then dismiss the doctrine that space is a
series of objective relations among things. Space is neither
a real thing nor an ontological predicate.

The two first views of the nature of space proving unten-
able, we seem shut up to the third, which makes space a
form of intuition, and not a mode of existence. According
to this view, things are not in space and space-relations, but
appear to be. In themselves they are essentially non-spatial ;
but by their interactions with one another, and with the
mind, they give rise to the appearance of a world of extend-
ed things in a common space. Space-predicates, then, be-
long to phenomena only, and not to things in themselves.
But while shut up to this view by the failure of the others,
we seem shut out from it by its own overwhelming absurdity.
Certainly, before the doctrine ean be made to seem anything
but the most grievous outrage on common-sense, the para-
dox must be explained away, or at least relieved ; and this
we now hope to do. The chief difficulties are due to a
swarm of miseonceptions, which have clustered around the
doctrine ; and a large part of the argument for its validity
must consist in removing these misunderstandings.

In the first place, the doctrine is commonly made to mean

13
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that our space-intnition is something arbitrary, and without
any determining factor in the world of reality. The mind
is conceived as standing with its space-forms waiting to im-
pose them upon reality without any regard whatever for
the peculiar nature or circumstances of reality. These forms
are purely external impositions, and might as well have been
anything else whatever. They are the mental spectacles
throngh which the mind looks, and, for all we know, other
beings may have altogether different spectacles. This doe-
trine of the spectacles implies absolute nescience and uni-
versal relativity of knowledge; for, of course, we cannot
tell how things would look if the spectacles were off ; nor
how things may look to other beings who may have differ-
ent spectacles. Bnt the obnoxious feature of the doctrine
is, that the spectacles are viewed as having only an arbitrary
relation to reality, and hence one which might as well be
changed as not. Even Kant, the first pronounced teacher
of the ideality of space, is chargeable with this misnnder-
standing and extravagance. Doubtless many passages could
be adduced which would show that he viewed the order and
sequence of phenomena as objectively determined; but in
so doing he was inconsistent with his own doctrine of caunsa-
tion, which denies determination to things in themselves,
and, besides, the conception of the mind, as arbitrarily related
to things, incessantly reappears. The result is, that his
theory of perception breaks down in the attempt to bring
the mental form into nse. The mental form is compatible
with the most varied applications. The space-form in itself
does not determine whether a given object shall appear asa
cube, or as some other fignre ; and there is nothing in Kant's
exposition which supplies a principle of discrimination, or
makes the choice between the various forms other than ar-
bitrary. The disciples of I{ant were more oblivious of this
difficulty than Kant himself, and in general they left the
application of the mental form to pure chance. It was nee-
essary, therefore, that the system should pass into the sub-
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jective idealism of Fichte. Only recently M. Lachelier, in
a treatise on the foundations of induetion, has returned to
this extravagance, and declared that the warrant for trustin
induction is, that the mind gives law to its objects. This
may do for the absolute, but the absolute needs no induction.
The human mind, which alone needs to make an induction,
has no such independence in the use either of the forms
of the sensibility or of the understanding. The positions
and relations of things in our subjective space are indepen-
dent of our volition, and their spatial changes take place
without any consent of ours. The source of their movement;
and the ground of their relative arrangement, are not in us.
The subjective image of things in space at any point and
time is a fixed one. We cannot exchange the right for the
left, the up for the down, the far for the near, ete. Least of
all ean we eliminate the idea of distance from our subjec-
tive space, and think of things as equidistant from one an-
other. The same thing has happened with the subjectivity
of space as with the subjectivity of sense-qualities. It is
very common when the beginner in psychology has learned,
rather than mastered, the latter doctrine, to hear him affirm-
ing that they are nothing but mental affections, in complete
forgetfulness of the fact that, while subjective effects, they
still have an objective cause, which, though not like them,
nevertheless completely determines them. We can, then,
affirm the subjectivity of space only in this form. The re-
lation of things to us is such that when they strike upon our
senses they produce certain sensations of light, heat, and
sound. These sensations, however, are not copies of any-
thing objective, but are the subjective symbol, or translation,
of certain phases of the object. Now in the same way things
and their unpiecturable interactions are such that they pro-
duce in perceptive beings an intuition of space, which intui-
tion, again, is not a copy of anything objective, but only the
subjective symbol or translation into the forms of sense-in-
tuition of unpicturable realities beyond them. The intui-
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tion, however, is not independent of the realities, but for
each change in the latter there is a definite change in the
former. Just as a rise or fall in the rate of vibration is at-
tended by a rise or fall of the tone heard, or the color seen,
so any change in the metaphysical interactions of things is
attended by a corresponding change in the apparent space-
relations. Or as the dark ether tides flash into a sphere of
light when they strike upon an eye, so the ineffable tides
and activities of the infinite, when they strike the soul, ap-
pear as a world of things in space and space-relations. The
subjective intuition has its objective ground; but that ground,
thongh unlike its mental translation, yet stands in certain
definite relations to it, so that a given state of the object al-
lows only one space-translation, just as a given rate of vibra-
tion can be heard only as one tone. This fixed connection
between reality and its spatial phenomena allows us to deal
with the latter as if they were real objects, and to predict
their course with as much certainty as if they were things
in themselves. It produces the same reign of law among
phenomena and the same possibility of prevision which
would exist if phenomena were things. Mechanics and
astronomy run no risk of being falsified or displaced by the
subjectivity of space.

Are, then, all things together in space? Noj they are
neither together nor separate, for both of these predicates
imply space, and we must not tacitly assume what we have
openly denied. DBut just as the universe, apart from sense,
is neither light nor dark, sounding nor silent, but snch that
it appears as light or dark, so things apart from intuition
are neither apart nor together, neither in a point nor out of
it ; but such that they appear apart or together. The scho-
lastie’s conelusion from the non-spatiality of spirit that any
number of angels could dance on a needle’s point, rests on
a tacit retention of the space-idea; for it denies space spa-
tially.

A second misconeeption is, that our view makes space a
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delusion, and thus destroys all confidence in the mind. This
crror has several roots. The first is the failure to diserimi-
nate between the relative authority of different forms of
mental aection. The seeond is a confounding of reality in
mind with delusion. This mistake is also aided by the fact
that appearance is often used to signify delusion. But in
disenssing being we pointed out that reality may have many
meanings. We speak of events, relations, and thoughts as
real ; and upon oceasion the enthusiastic moralist will de-
clare that goodness is the only thing that is real. And cer-
tainly no one would regard love and goodness as unreal be-
canse they exist only in the free spirit. Of course they are
not things, but they do not thereby become delusions. The
objection we are considering rests upon an uneritical preju-
dice eoneerning the relation of the mind to the universe. It
is viewed as non-essential, as adding nothing, and as at best
only copying a reality which would exist just the same if
all mind were away. This we say is an uncritical assump-
tion, for it is one of the great questions of philosophy wheth-
er mind can be viewed as thus superfluous, or whether, on
the contrary, the universe can have its full existence any-
where but in mind. To make this last question seem less
absurd, we necd only remember our conclusion that the uni-
verse, as a system of relations, cannot have an existence
apart from mind. And the great empire of love and justice
and righteousness, though real, can exist only in mind. The
kingdom of thought, too, is, after all, a kingdom only in
thought ; but it is not on that account a delusion. As the
subjeetive side, or manifestation of being, it may be neces-
sary and universal. As we pointed out in the introduction,
a subjective reality may be real for all,and it may be the
very summit and erown of being. Now when we come to
critieise the eonfused synthesis of experiences which makes
up the world-view of common-sense, the question is not
whether this mass of raw material be real, but what kind of
reality can be attributed to it. And this inquiry is raised
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not in a sceptical way, but with full faith in reason to disen-
gage the several factors of the tangled mass, and assign to
each its true position in an intellectual system. Pursuing
the inquiry in this spirit, we soon find onrselves compelled
to disturb the uncritical rest of common-sense. The entire
world of sense-qualities is discovered to have no objective
existence, but to be only affections of the subject. They do
not thereby become unreal and delusive, for all that was
ever true of them remains true of them still. Their natare
and relations are totally undisturbed. We have learned not
that they are unreal, but that they have their reality only in
mind. Dut a childish haste at this point often hurries us
into absnrdity. After learning that their objective ground
is a certain order of vibrations, we hasten to declare that
they themselves are nothing but vibrations. As if the dis-
covery of this objective ground made them other than they
are. And we faney that we have banished them from the
system. But color and harmony, like justice and righteous-
ness, still remain facts of the universe, though they have
their existence only in mind. This illustration may serve
to show the difference between reality in mind and mere
delusion. And when we call space a mode of appearance
we do not mean that it is a delusion, but the form in which
being appears in intuition. Those appearances are delu-
sions which intuition itself contradicts.

It is now generally admitted that the sensibility does not
give us the objeetive fact, as we must think of it. That
which exists for thoughtless common-sense as a colored ob-
jeet, exists for reflection as a collection of vibrating elements.
That whiclr exists for common-sense as a sphere of light, is
for reflection a vast mathematical function of vibrations.
But next the question arises whether sense-perception itself
gives us the fact as it exists for reason ; and we find grounds
for thinking not. We view space as a mental principle,
rather than an objective fact. But what we said of sense-
qualities must be repeated here. Space does not become on
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this account an unreal delusion. All that was trne of space
and space-relations, and of objects in space-relations, remains
true still. We have merely discovered that there is some-
thing deeper than space, and that what appears does not
reveal the fact as reason is forced to conceive it. And so
we come finally to the conclusion that reality cannot be
pictured, but must be thought; it must be grasped in con-:
cepts and not in images. For the pure reason, therefore,
reality exists withont space-predicates. In our intuition, it
takes on the forms of space; in our sensibility, it takes on
the form of sense-qualities. DBut none of these realms con-
tradict one another; they rise rather in linear order, one
above the other. Sensibility gives things as they affect us.
Sensibility and perception combined give things as they apt\\
pear. Only the pure reason gives things as they are. But _
this process is not sceptical. The conclusions reached are
not forced upon wus against reason, but by reason itself.
Neither do we deny the truth of appearances as appearing.
They furnish our starting-point, but not our stopping-point;
for we find in the appearances themselves the necessity of
going behind them to something which, though their ground,
is still without the predicates of the appearances. But we
should not pass behind the appearance if there were nothing
in it to warrant it. In that case we should stop with the
spontaneous view of the unphilosophical mind, and regard
the world as it appears as the deepest and final fact. Who-
ever will bear in mind that the reality as it exists for reason
does not contradict the reality as it appears, will see that
there is nothing seeptical in our conclusion, provided it be
solidly deduced. On the contrary, the refusal to go where
thought points is the true and ouly scepticism. The charge
of scepticism which is incessantly made against the doctrine
rests upon misunderstanding. It is assumed that if the doc-
trine were true, we might intuite things in altogether differ-
ent space-relations, and thus bring our intuition into contra-
diction with itself. Dut the intunition will never penetrate
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behind itself. Thought alone ean transcend the appearance
and reach that which is behind it.

This demand to think of things without relation to space
is, after all, not so foreign to our thought. We have only to
reflect upon our own mental existence to see that in any
case space applies only to objects as intnited. Butin all our
reasoning it never occurs to us to give our thoughts space-
predicates. 'We think of our thoughts as neither in the soul
nor out of it, but only as dependent upon it. We never
think of them as to the right or left, or as above and below
one another, but only as coexistent and sequent in logical
relations. In the same way, we think of the fundamental
being which we have been forced to posit as without form
of any kind; and we think of things existing in it just as
non-spatially as our thoughts and feelings exist in the mind.
And as the sonl and its thoughts eannot be pictured in their
proper existence, so the infinite and its products cannot be
pictured in their proper existence. In thinking of them,we
must use concepts only, and not images. We point out again
that if we do view space as real, the infinite itself must be
viewed as in space with boundless bulk; but if, on the other
hand, we cannot allow this conception, then we must also
allow that the manifestations of the infinite, or things, are
also not in space, but appear under the form of space. On
this point, the popular thonght has not attained to any con-
sistent conception. Once in a while a speculator can be
found who maintains that all things, finite and infinite, ma-
terial and spiritnal, are in space; but,in general, the tendency
has been to limit space to material things only. But there
has been no attempt to reconcile the non-spatiality of spir-
itual existence with the reality of space, as opposed to its
phenomenality.

Another misconception is closely related to this. When
we say that space, as appearing, is only a form of intuition,
we are at once tempted to say that it is only a form of hu-
man intuition; and thus there arises the notion that possibly
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there may be beings which intuite things apart from space,
or which may reverse our intuitions. DBut this is no neces-
sary consequence of the doctrine. The subjectivity of space
decides nothing as to its universality, any more than the
subjectivity of mental and moral principles decide as to
their universality. There may be universals in mind as well
as in the non-mental realm. Whether we have reached a
universal in the case of space can be decided only by reflect-
ing upon its character, and the cogency with which the notion
forees itself upon intelligence. Space may well be a form
of all intuition, both human and divine. At this point a
curious ineconsisteney often inasters us. The current notion
of the infinite being, even when it is allowed to be intelli-
gent, is that it is pure reason only without intuition or sensi-
bility. This notion depends on the ancient doctrine that
intuition and sensibility are degraded and imperfeet forms
of reason, and as such can find no place in the perfect. But
we have seen that they are not properly competing, but sim-
ply different forms of mental action, each of which supple-
ments without contradieting the rest. DBut if this be so,
then we cannot deny these forms to the infinite without
limiting it, so that what is possible with man should be im-
possible with God. We hold, therefore, that God is not only |
pure thought, but he is also absolute intuition and absolute
sensibility. IIe not only grasps reality in his absolute
thought, but he sees it in his absolute intuition, and enjoys
it in his absolute sensibility. We cannot without contradic-
tion allow that there is anything in the world of the think-
able which is excluded from the source of all thought and
knowledge. Our notion of God as pure thought only wonld
exclude the harmonies of light, sound, and form from his
knowledge ; and limit him to a knowledge of the skeleton of
the universe instead of its living beauty. The notion of God
as sensitive appears as anthropomorphie only because of men-
tal confusion. To the thoughtless, sensibility implies a body;
bat in truth it is as purely spiritual an affection as the most
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abstract thought. All the body does for us is to call forth
sensibility ; but it in no sense produces it, and it is entirely
conceivable that it should exist in a purely spiritual being
apart from any body. There can hardly be a more irrational
conception of the divine knowledge than that which assumes
that it grasps reality only as it exists for pure thonght, and
misses altogether the look and.the life of things. On the
contrary, just as we regard our reason as the faint type of
the infinite reason, so we regard our intuitions of things as
a faint type of the absolnte intuition; and so also we regard
the barmonies of sensibility and feeling as the faintest
echoes of the absolute sensibility, stray notes wandering off
from the source of feeling and life and beauty. In fact, this
universality and fixedness of the spaee-intuition brings our
view into close harmony with the common view. Space,
though existing only in mind, yet does not depend on the
finite mind alone, but has its essential source and seat in the
mind and thought of the infinite.

Some final misconceptions may soon be warded off. It is
not to be expected that daily language should be modified
to suit this view; indeed, if it were, it would almost certainly
be false; for daily life deals only with things in intuition,
and spaec is a form of intuition. It is only when we pass
into the realm of pure thought that we must drop our space-
conceptions. It would be absurd pedantry to refuse to say
that the sun rises and sets, and yet when it comes to an ulti-
mate explanation, we must forsake the phenomenal stand-
point and put our eye at the centre. It would be excessively
tedious and stupid if, instead of calling a thing red or green,
we should say that it emits vibrations of a certain length.
When dealing with phenomena, phenomenal language only
is in place. Yet even here it is at times necessary to drop
our phenomenal expressions and deal with the faet in
thought-terms. So also in metaphysics we unse and must
use the language of space in dealing with phenomena; but
when we seek for an ultimate explanation, we are forced to
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abandon this language as having only a phenomenal appli:
cation.

Yet, after all, it will be urged, this view is totally foreign
to the appearance. Of course it is, and no one denies it.
Space as the form of appearance can never be emptied ont
of appearance. It is a complete misconception of our aim
to suppose that we are trying to intuite things out of space.
1t will be further urged that this is not the impression which
reality has made on the common mind. DBut what of that?
The common mind is busied only with things as they ap-
pear, and space is real in appearance. Our theory excludes
it only from things as thought, and not from things as they
appear. Moreover, the doctrine is scarcely more scandalous
to so-called common-sense than is the received doctrine of
sense-qualities. It is amazingly clear that the sun shines,
whether seen or not; and that sound rings just the same,
whether heard or not. But physiology has diseredited these
notions utterly. Indeed it is high time to abandon the at-
tempts to settle the deepest questions of philosophy by ap-
peals to uneritical common-sense. Our senses are given to
us for practical purposes. They reveal to us how things
affect us and how they appear. As long as they do this well
and truly, they furnish the conditions of a mental and emo-
tional existence; and there is no apriori ground for asking
for more. Nor is the pretence to be allowed, that the divine
veracity is implicated in the truth of the senses. If it were
80, that veracity would be hopelessly impugned, for the
whole course of scientific research has shown that things are
not what they seem. The atomic theory of matter, and the
current theory of light and sound, arc in fatal contradiction
of appearances. DBut this claim is a worn-out fetch of cer-
tain disciples of common-sense, whereby they hope to put an
end to all discussion, and to supplement their own lack of
argument. It rests entirely upon the unproved assumption
that the senses were meant to give us the metaphysical truth.
of things instead of appearances. And upon reflection it
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becomes plain that the senses give us something better.
‘We owe to them all the wonder and beauty and harmony
of the world, so that they appear as the necessary adjuncts
of reason in order to clothe the naked skeleton of being
with life and meaning, and in order to interpret to reason
itself what is contained in those mjysterious foundations
which it lays down. It would be a beggarly exchange if
we were forced to give up the delights of sound and color
for the contemplation of a vast sea of mechanieal vibrations.
There would be just ground of complaint only if reason it-
self were shattered, and if the moral instinets and aspirations
of the soul were misleading will-o’-the-wisps.

Thus we have expounded, at great length, the doctrine in
question, in the hope of reseuing it from the misunderstand-
ings which make it so obnoxious to our spontaneous thought.
A single pedagogical remark remains to be made. Any at-
tempt to constrne the doctrine to the imagination must nee-
essarily fail; for space is the form of the imagination. All
such attempts are excluded by the terms of the doetrine,
and hence involve a misunderstanding of it. We cannot,
therefore, pierce behind space by the imagination which is
limited to the forms of space, and tell how the non-spatial
realitics look in their non-spatial existence. They do not
look at all. Pure thought only can enter that unimaginable
realm, and with its non-spatial categories determine how
we shall think of those things which, by their interactions,
found all relations and all appearanees.

We have now to decide between the three views of space.
In any casc, space must be a principle of intuition. One
fact, which makes the objectivity of space so unquestionable
to unreflective thought, is, that we have apparently an im-
mediate perception of its existence, so that our perception
of space is as direet and immediate as ounr perception of
things. On the other hand, it is made an objeetion to the
subjective theory that it implies a deal of mental mechanism
and mental activity, of which we are totally unconscious.
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Both positions are worthless as arguments. The apparently
immediate perception of space is, in any case, the result of
non-spatial activities. The existence of space wonld not ac-
connt for its perception. We must in some way be affect-
ed by it. DBut space itself does not act upon the mind; only
things do that. Hence our knowledge of space is a mental
interpretation of the action of things upon the mind. In
this action, spatial properties are displaced by varying in-
tensities of activity, and these variations are translated by
the mind into space-terms. In Part IIL we shall discuss
this proposition at length; we refer to it here because of
its position in our argument. Ilence there is not the slight-
est need of admitting an objective space to account for our
space-experience. Nor do we, by affirming an objective
space, escape the necessity of admitting the mediating men-
tal activity which is objected to. If space be a principle
of intnition, its necessity in intuition is fully explained, and
the impossibility of intuiting things apart from it becomes
apparent. There is no need to admit any objective space
to explain all the facts. But, in strict method, this fact
ought to settle the guestion. The idealist rightly urges
that objective existences must not be multiplied beyond
necessity. The objective existence of space is as much a
theory as is its snbjective character; and when it is seen to
be a theory, its validity must be established. ~That it is gen-
erally held is a fact, not a proof; just as the general belief
in the motion of the sun around the earth was a fact only,
and not a proof. We need not, however, rest onr conelusion
solely on the fact that the realist cannot prove the objectiv-
ity of space. We have further seen that the realistic view
is inconsistent, and upon analysis even unintelligible. It
hovers betwecen making space something and nothing, and
both views are absurd. It also conflicts with the unity of
being, and forces us to regard the infinite as composed of
parts. Finally, it implies a hopeless dualism of first prineci-
ples, in that it implies the coexistence of two necessary and
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mutually independent principles. But this view is strietly
impossible, and any doctrine whieh leads to it must be re-
jected. The attempt to regard space as a system of rela-
tions between things we found to be an impossible compro-
mise between the subjective and the objective view. It is
impossible to interpret the objective relations without refer-
ence to our general intuition of one space, and finally it.is
impossible to view relations as objectively existing in any
case. The objective existence of space, then, is not only
not proven, but it is in itself unclear, inconsistent, and im-
possible. 'We reject it, therefore, for the view that space is
ultimately a prineiple of intuition, and, secondarily, a mode
of appearance. But though subjective, it is not arbitrary or
individual. A given state of being may allow of only one
space-translation, and this translation may be universal and
changeless in all intuition, whether divine or human. How-
ever that may be, the universe can have its spatial properties
and relations only in the mind, whieh not only belongs to
the system, but is both its foundation and its crown.

These arguments for the subjectivity of space differ, it will
be seen, very largely from those offered by Kant. The de-
cisive reason, with him, is found in the antinomies of rea-
son with regard to space. These antinomies concern the
limitation or non-limitation of the universe, and the infinite
divisibility of matter in space. Both the affirmative and
the negative, Kant said, ean be proved with equal cogeney,
and hence we must limit space to a purely subjective signif-
icance. DBut there is no logic to this conclusion, unless it be
shown that the contradiction vanishes when space is as-
sumed to be phenomenal, and this showing is not forthcom-
ing. Indeed, the special difficulty in the spatial antinomies
is in no way relieved by the assumption that space is only
phenomenal. If the thesis and antithesis were alike co-
gently proved, which, fortunately, is not the case, the con-
clusion would be that the space-principle is in contradiction
with itself, and the outcome would be, not phenomenalism,
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but seepticism. And, in general, when a contradiction ex-
ists between the results of equally valid mental processes,
there can be no relief in phenomenalism. One or the other
of the conclusions must be fallaciously reached, or else scep-
ticism of reason results. On this acconnt, Kant’s deduction
of the subjectivity of space must be declared insufficient in
logic and doubtful in prineiple. 'We have aimed, therefore,
to give the argument another form, and have founded the
conclusion, not on any inherent contradictions of the space-
principle, but on the impossibility of uniting the objective
reality of space with the necessary unity of being, and the
impossibility of admitting more than one basal and necessary
being. These facts, together with the necessary subjectiv-
ity of relations and the impossibility of bringing space, as-
sumed or real, into any articulate relation to the things
which are said to be in it, constitute for ns the ground for
denying the objective reality of space.

But are we ourselves any better off than before? Iave
we not introduced doubt and distrust into the mind to such
an extent that scepticism is the only outcome? We think
not. We have, indeed, thrown doubt upon uncritical think-
ing, but always in the name of reason itself. We have
found various inconsistencies in our spontaneous concep-
tions, and these we have sought to eliminate by proposing
the subjective conception of space. The practical value of
this view is, indeed, small enough. It opens no new realm,
and leads to no new insight. Its only value is in removing
the contradictions under which the common view labors.
It enables us to maintain the unity of being and the unity
of the basal reality. It enables us to cscape all the perplex-
ities concerning the relations of things to space, which are
insoluble so long as space is viewed as real. DBesides, as a
principle of intuition, it has all the authority and univer-
sality in intuition which space, as a reality, eould possibly
have.

The relation of the infinite to space ealls for brief men-
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tion. We have affirmed that space, as the principle of in-
tuition, may exist for the infinite as well as for the finite,
and this may easily be mistaken for a limitation of the infi-
nite. But this would be to confound space as principle
with space as limitation. Space as limitation ean exist only
for the finite; and this limitation eonsists solely in the fact
that our immediate action upon reality is limited. Far and
near are terms which depend entirely upon the amount of
mediation or of time necessary to affect any given reality.
Wherever we act immediately, there we are; so that, in-
stead of saying we can act only where we are, we ought
rather to say we are wherever we act. DBut, in order to act
upon most things, we must employ media. Hence we are
limited. DBut the infinite needs no media. It acts directly
upon all reality, and hence is everywhere. For, by omni-
presence, we can mean nothing wmore than this immediate
action upon all reality. The conception of omnipresence
as a boundless space-filling bulk is a contradiction, for that
which is in space and fills space cannot be omnipresent in
space, but different parts must be in different places. Each
part, then, would be in its own place, and nowhere else.
Thus the unity and omnipresence of the infinite would dis-
appear. E

Our general view of space cannot fail to suggest the much-
debated question concerning the dimensions of space. Of
late years the claim has often been made by mathematicians
that space may not be restricted to three dimensions, and
elaborate discussions have been made of the properties of
non-Euclidian space. The most curious conclusions have
been drawn as to what would be true in such spaces, and
the impression has become very general that the conception
of space as having only three dimensions is mistaken. We
have now to inquire whether the principle of space is such
as to restrict it necessarily to three dimensions. Our own
theory of space as only a principle of intuition seems to
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favor the new view; or, at least, it seems more credible that
space should appear in # dimensions than that it should
exist in » dimensions. If space exists as it appears, there
seems to be an end of the matter, while the ideal view
leaves the question open. 'We hope to show that the ideal
view has no such implieation.

The principle of space has no such universality as the
laws .of formal thought. These eondition all our thinking,
but the principle of space conditions only our intuition of
objects. We must further allow that all forms of external
experience are not alike calculated to awaken the mind to
react with a spatialization of its objects. We must also ad-
mit that our nature may contain mysterious possibilities
which are at present entirely hidden. It is, then, possible
that, under certain forms of experience, the mind would
never come to the space-intuition. It is equally possible
that, under other forms of sense-experience, the mind should
arrange its objects according to some altogether different
prineiple, so as to have a new form of intnition. This new
form, however, would not be space, but something quite pe-
culiar. As such, it would be related to the space-intuition,
as our sense of color is to that of sound. This, of course, is
a mere logical possibility, but there is certainly no ground
for saying that the space-intuition is the only one possible
in the nature of being. If there were any ground for af-
firming the existence of such a new form, there would be
nothing apriori ineredible in it. It is entirely possible, how-
ever, to hold, along with this admission, that the space-intu-
ition eannot be changed in its essential laws and natuare.

In affirming that the dimensions of space are necessarily
three, and only three, it is important to premise that the
planes of reference are perpendicular each to the other two.
Without this assumption, the dimensions of space may be as
many as we please. But, with this assumption, the elaim is
that the position of any point in space can be defined by
straight lines drawn to each of these planes of reference.

14 -
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These straight lines are called the co-ordinates of the point,
and they tell us how far the point is from each of the planes.
The three planes represent the dimensions of space. Thus
far nothing has appeared in the affirmative which is not
purely hypothetical, or which does not confound the dimen-
sions of things in space with the dimensions of space itself.
The first class of arguments consists entirely of illustrations
drawn from analytic formulas. It is well known that the
formulas of analytics are independent of geometrical repre-
sentation. So far as the analytic reasoning goes, we are free
to choose n planes of reference, if we make no attempt at spa-
tial representation. These formulas, however, admit of such
representation when there are only three perpendicular
planes of reference; and if n such planes were possible,
then a formula involving » planes would also be represent-
able. Bnut this is far enough from proving that » planes
are possible; it only deduces a consequence from an assumed
possibility. DBut there is no need to have recourse to elab-
orate formulas to deduce this small conclusion. There is to
the uninitiated a certain air of mystery in an involved and
transcendental formula, and especially in a formula for a
“ psendo-spherical ” surface, which may serve to impose on
the illogical mind, but the argument from such a formula
is in nothing better than the following: In algebra, @ can
be represented by a line in space, a* by a plane surface, and
@’ by a cube; @' and all higher powers are unrepresentable.
So far as algebra is concerned, it is a mere coincidence that
a, @, and @ are spatially representable, and the algebraic
analysis goes on in complete independence of space. It
deals with numbers and their relations, and these are log-
ical, and not spatial. DBat it would be quite easy to say
that, if space had » dimensions, then a» conld be spatially
represented as well as @ or ¢* or ¢, and the argument would
be just as foreible as the mass of what is nttered on this
subject. In fact, mathematicians have fallen a prey to
their own terminology in this matter. Through desiring to.

-
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give the utmost generality to their analytic formulas, they
have constructed them without any regard to actual space.
Then they have discovered that, to make them representa-
ble, certain limitations must be made. Thus actual space is
made to appear as a special case; and this is called flat
space, Euclidian space, ete. But, by applying an adjective
to space, they have suggested to themselves the possibility
of other spaces, and forthwith any given set of analytic as-
sumptions passes for a space of the nth order. By this time
the illusion is complete, and the request for a proof that those
spaces of the nth order represent anything but analytic as-
sumptions is resented as unkind.

The other class of arguments confounds the dimensions
of things in space with the dimensions of space itself. If
we omit reference to the three perpendicular planes of ref-
erence, a thing may have any number of dimensions. The
various utterances concerning a curvature of space are all
instances of this confusion. 'What is meant by a curvature
of space itself is something which defies all comprehension.
It is assumed that, in case of such curvature, straight lines
would at last return into themselves; but the simple fact
would be, not that space is curved, but that the line is not
straight, but curved. This would be quite intelligible, while
the doctrine of a curved space is quite unintelligible. If it
be said that straight lines never occur in reality, we have no
objection, provided the claim be proved ; but this is differ-
ent from affirming that truly straight lines are not straight,
but curved. The geometer does not assume anything abont
the reality of lines, but contents himself with showing what
would be true of such lines, if they did exist. To deter-
mine the conterft and implications of our space-intuitions is
his only aim ; and, knowing that these intuitions are purely
mental products, he is entirely free from doubts whether, in
some outlying regions of space, these principles may not be
invalid. Space being in the mind, and space-figures being
mental constructions, they will always have the meaning
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which the mind assigns to them, and hence can never be twist-
ed out of their proper significance. This principle of a car-
vature of space has been invoked to save the universe from
finally running down. If space be curved, then the outgo-
ing energy will at last be restored, and the system may keep
agoing. But there is no need of the unintelligible assump-
tion of a curvature of space to express this result. We can
simply say that, if the nature of reality be such that radiant
energy moves in curved lines, then it will at last come back
to the point of departure. Of conrse, to make this assump-
tion of any use, we should have to make many others, but,
such as it is, it is an attack, not on onr space-intuition, but
on the first law of motion. In short,all the illustrations of
a space of » dimensions can be brought into entire harmony
with our space-intuition by substituting for a curvature of
space a curvature in space, and for » dimensions of space n
dimensions of things in space. This part of the doctrine
seems to be largely due to the pestilent practice of viewing
straight lines as segments of circles with an infinite radins.
This custom, together with the allied one of viewing paral-
lel lines as meeting at an infinite distance, has its practical
advantage, but when it results in confounding all definitions
and in uttering complete nonsense, it is high time to inquire
whether the advantage be not too dearly purchased.

A poor argument, however, thongh a suspicious circum-
stance, is not a disproof of the thing to be proved. The
doctrine of n dimensions can be tested only by a direct at-
tempt to realize its assnmptions. Where, then, is the nth
dimension to be found? Zollner, in his explanation of the
disappearance of material bodies in spiritistic perform-
ances, assumes a fourth dimension of space, into which the
bodies are drawn by the spirits. If there were beings who
could observe only two dimensions of space, then a body
which moved in the third dimension would disappear from
their vision. If, now, there be a fourth dimension, then the
spirits have only to draw the body into the fourth dimension
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to render it invisible. It would seem, then, that the fourth
dimension interpenetrates the three dimensions. The solid
body which disappeared was not out of the room, but out
of its three dimensions. And yet there was no point in
the room which could not be defined in a space of three di-
mensions. The fourth dimension, therefore, is not some-
thing added to the three dimensions, but is something coin-
cident with them ; that is, it is not a space-dimension at all,
but, if anything, it wounld be a state of matter in which it
wonld not appear in any way. The necessity of putting
the fourth dimension within the three dimensions deprives
it of all right to be called a dimension of space. Upon the
whole, it is not likely that the performances of sleight-of-
hand tricksters will contribute much to philosophic dis-
covery.

The relation of the doctrine to geometry is not clearly
settled in the minds of its holders. Some would view it
simply as an extension of our present geometry; while
others would view it as an attack npon it. If we conceive
of beings dwelling in a plane and limited to conceptions of
lines in a plane, it is possible that such beings should form
a valid plane geometry; and if afterwards they should ad-
vance to a conception of the third dimension of space, their
early geometry would be extended merely, and would be as
valid as ever. Now, in the same way, it may be claimed
that a new dimension of space would only extend our pres-
ent geometry without in any way diserediting it. In that
case, the doctrine could be tested only by inquiring whether
the notion of a new dimension represents anything more
than a gratuitous assumption which defies all construction
and comprehension. DBut the most of the holders of the
view regard it as conflicting with received geometry, and
this position makes it possible to test the view by reflecting
upon the character of geometrical truth. If that truth be
strictly true, then any doctrine which conflicts with it is
false. The believer in » dimensions will have to disprove
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geometry before he can maintain his theory. If he insist
that straight lines return into themselves, that only shows
that he means by straight lines what others mean by curves.
If he claim that parallel lines may meet, it only shows that
he means by parallel lines what others mean by converging
lines. Nor must he be allowed to make irrelevant appeals
to the nature of things, for geometry does not concern itself
with the nature of things, but with the nature and implica-
tions of our space-intnition.

A final word mnust be said concerning the unity of our
space-intuition. It is often assumed that there may be be-
ings which see things in only one or two dimensions, and
they would, of course, be as positive about the impossibility
of a third dimension as we are about a fourth. We know,
however, that they would be mistaken, and what better right
have we to insist on our view. If the fourth dimension be
assumed to contradict what we know of the three dimen-
sions, we should have the best right for rejecting it; and
even if it were assumed only to extend our view, we should
have a right based on the unity of our space-intuition. For
these beings who see things only in one or two dimensions
are pure myths, and their possibility is far from apparent.
To begin with, the assumption that reality admits of any
number of space-intuitions falls back into the popular form
of Kantianism, according to which reality itself is quite in-
different to the forms of thonght. But this is to divorce
thought and reality entirely, and to leave the thonght with-
out any ground or explanation. But if reality is to explain
thought, then a given phase of reality admits only of a given
representation in thought. This notion that thought can
shift about and view reality in any and every way, betrays
a total lack of appreciation of causation ; it is the supersti-
tion of a time which had no conception of law whatever.
Besides, our intuition of space is not bnilt up by adding one
dimension after another; but the first and second dimen-
sions are reached by abstracting from the unitary intuition
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of a space of three dimensions. Given this intuition, it is
easy to attend to one dimension to the exclusion of the other
two; but they could not be directly reached, for the follow-
ing reasons: Suppose a being with an intuition of only one
dimension of space. At first we are tempted to think of
that one dimension as a line; but this it could not be, because,
to see it as a line, the being must be outside of the line, and
the line must be across the direction of vision. But this
would imply two dimensions of space—the direction of the
line of vision, and that of the line perceived. If we confine
him strictly to one dimension, the line must take the direc-
tion of the line of vision, and this would become a point.
But this point again could never be known as such, except
in relation to other points outside of the line, and as this is
contrary to the hypothesis, it could never be known as a
point atall. The line itself is without breadth or thickness,
and the being, if it knew itself as related to the line, must
know itself as in the line; and all its other objects must be
in the line, and hence all alike must be known as without
breadth or thickness. For us who have the full space-intui-
tion, it is easy to abstract from two dimensions and consider
only the line, but for the being who has only the one di-
mension, the space-intuition would be impossible.

The same is true for the two dimensions. In this case,
the being would be in a plane, but without any thickness.
He cannot rise above the plane to look at it, for this wonld
be to invoke the third dimension. He must stay then in
the surface, and must find all his objects in that surface.
But there can be no doubt that we are led to the conception
of a surface only by our experience with solids; we reach
it by abstraction of the third dimension. If there were no
third dimension, we should certainly never have come to the
notion of either line or surface. This being, however, who
is in the surface, and who knows nothing of any points out-
side of the surface, would never know the surface at all.
The surface is conceivable only as a limit between different
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parts of space, and as these are impossible, the limit between
them is also impossible. We view our space-intuition as
properly a unit and not as compounded of separate factors,
and these factors which we separate in thought are abstrac-
tions, which are possible only through the unity of space as
a form of three dimensions. All our dealing with the first
and second dimensions of space imply the three dimensions.
For the present, those who affirm that space may have » di-
mensions must be judged either to be calling a series of an-
alytic assumptions by the misleading name of space, or else
simply to be making a noise.
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CHAPTER II
TIME.

Accorping to the popular view, the world is in space and
has its history in time. 'We have found ourselves compelled
to deny that the world is in space, for spatiality is only phe-
nomenal. We have next to inquire whether the world’s
history in time is an ontological or only a phenomenal fact.
Kant made the same argument do for both space and time;
but there are many difficulties in the case of time which do
not exist in that of space, and which compel a separate dis-
ceussion. The subjectivity of time is by no means involved
in that of space. At the same time much that was said in
the previous chapter will apply here.

As in the case of space, we distinguish between the onto-
logical and the psychological question. We do not ask how
we come to the notion of time, but what it stands for after
we get it. Is it an existence, or a mode of existence, or
only a mode of our thinking?

Kant set the example of calling space and time forms of
intnition, and this has led to a very general assumption
among philosophers that we have a proper intuition of time,
such as we have of space. It is, therefore, a matter of great
surprise, on looking around for this intuition, to find it
wanting. We grasp coexistences in a single space-image
which is su¢ generis; and when we think the things away,
we are still able to outline the space as such. With time
this is impossible. 'We cannot comprehend events in a sin-
gle temporal image, and when the events are thought away
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there is nothing remaining, even in imagination, which has
a temporal character. As has often been pointed out, all
our representations of time are images borrowed from spaee,
and all alike contain contradictions of the time-idea. We
think of it as an endless straight line, but the conception
fails to fit; for the points of such a line coexist, while of
the time-line only the present point exists. We think of it
also as a flowing point which describes a straight line, but
here also we implicitly assume a space through which the
point moves; and without this assumption the illustration
loses all meaning. Or if we wish to formn a conception of
earlier and later, we do it by positing a line over which we
are to move in thought; and we measure the time by the
motion and its direction. The temporal before-and-after is
represented only by the spatial before-and-after. Nor are
we content to borrow figures from the one dimension of
space; in dealing with the system we generally have two
dimensions, and sometimes three. Since space is filled with
coexistences, all of which are alike in the same time, the
time-line is extended to all these. Thus the line becomes a
cylinder, and the point becomes a plane; while the time
passed over by the moving plane remains behind as a kind
of third dimension. DBut in all these cases we have only
space-images, which are applied to time only by metaphor.
We cannot, then, properly eall time a form of intuition cor-
responding to it. In itself it is rather a certain unpicturable
order of events. Whenever we attempt to picture it, we
replace temporal sequence by spatial sequence.

‘What, then, is time? The popular view of time closely
resembles that of space. Time is conceived as an existence
sui generis, which exists apart from things, losing nothing
by their absence, and gaining nothing by their presence. It
is independent, and hence without any essential relation to
being, but moves on in ceaseless and steady flow forever.
Like space, it is one of the necessities which being can nei-
ther create nor annihilate, and to which it must submit.
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This view seems self-evident in its clearness at first glance,
and it wonld not be surprising if some speeculator should
order up an intuition in support of it. But, in spite of the
intuition and the apparent self-evidence, the clearness of
this view turns out, upon inquiry, to be delusive. It is un-
tenable on two accounts: (1) By making time independent
of being it sins against the law of reason, which forbids all
plurality of independent principles. This fact, which we
have sufficiently illustrated in previous chapters, is conclu-
sive against the independence of time. Whatever time may
be, it is no independent reality apart from being. (2) The
view which regards time as a real existence is hopelessly
unclear and inconsistent in its assumptions and implications.
Many qualities and functions are attributed to time in spon-
tancous thinking, which have only to be pointed out to be
rejected, becanse they are inconsistent with the time-idea.
To begin with, it is not clear whether time, in the popular
view, is regarded as standing or flowing. Sometimes it is
said to comprehend in its unity past, present, and future
alike; and in its totality it is identical with eternity. There
is but one time, as there is but one space; and all particular
times are but parts of the one time. Sometimes it is said
to flow, and sometimes it is mentioned as the standing con-
dition of all low. In one view time itsclf flows, and events
flow with it; and in another view time stands, and events
flow in it as a space, or through it as a channel, or move
across it as a background. All of these conceptions appear
in the popular thought of time, and all are attended with
great difficulties. If we regard time as a whole as existing,
and thus embracing past, present, and future, then time as
a whole stands, and the flow is put in things, and not in
time. In that case the distinction between past and future
would not be in time itself, but in things, and especially in
the observer’s standpoint. The past would not be the non-
existing, but that which has been experienced. The future
also would not be the non-existing, but simply that which
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we have not yet experienced. There would be nothing in
this view to forbid the thonght that things might coexist
at different points of the temporal sequence. There would
also be nothing in it to forbid the conception of a being
which should fill out the totality of time, as the omnipres-
ent fills out space, and for whose thought the past and the
future should alike coexist. Thus quite unexpectedly we
come down to the notion of the eternal now. But this is
just the opposite of what the popular view means to say.
Common-sense insists that time itself flows as well as the
events within it. In trath, this notion of an empty time,
with things flowing through it, is simply the image of empty
space which has been mistaken for that of time. DBut, on
the other hand, if we do not regard time as existing as a
whole, then we are shut up to the affirmation that only
the present exists. This view also is held by spontaneous
thought; and upon oceasion it is stoutly affirmed that all
existence is contained in the narrow plane of the present.
But the present has no duration, and is not time at all. It
is but the plane whieh, without thickness, divides past and
future. Time, then, is not made up of past, present, and
future, but of past and future only; and, as these do not
exist, time itself cannot exist. It avails nothing against this
conclusion to call the present the passage of the future into
the past ; for this passage must require time, or it must not.
If it require time, then it is itself susceptible of division
into past and future. If it be timeless, then time once more
falls into past and future, and has no existence whatever.
Besides, it is not easy to see how we can speak of the pas-
sage of the future into the past when both alike are non-
cxistent. Such a passage can be represented only by a
reality moving across a certain line, but which is equally
real on both sides of the line; and this notion is inapplica-
ble to time. When the moving reality is real only on the
line, it cannot cross it. It is equally hard to see how, on
this view, time can have any duration. The past was once
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present, so that past time is made up of moments which
once were present. But if the present have no duration, no
sum of present moments can have any duration. Nor does
it relieve the matter to say that time, like space, is continu-
ous, and that units of both are but arbitrary sections of the
indivisible. Space can, indeed, be divided by a plane into
right and left, so that the space to the right and that to the
left shall make np all space ; but this does not represent the
relation of past and future, for the two divisions exist as
real in the case of space, while in time they are non-existent.
If the space occupied by the plane were alone real, their
space also could not exist, for the plane is only a limit, and
occupies no space. And if the plane shonld move under
such circumstances, it wonld not pass over any space or gen-
erate any volume, for each integral of volume would perish
as fast as born. The plane would continue to be all, and
space would be nothing. This is the case with time. The
plane is all, and duration is never reached. When we at-
tempt to conceive duration, we must have recourse to space-
illustrations, which are implicit contradictions of the time-
idea. Time cannot exist, and things cannot exist in time.
But if, to escape these difficulties, we allow that the present
is a moment with proper duration, it is plain that this mo-
ment must lie partly in the past and partly in the future,
or else that duration is not indefinitely divisible. Either
assumption wounld swamp us by bringing the time-idea into
contradiction with itself.

The notion of a resting timne is in sharp contradiction to
all the current notions of time; does the notion of a flowing
time fare any better? We will not insist that the notion
of a flow in time is itself a metaphor borrowed from space,
and cannot be represented without thinking of a channel or
a background through or across which the flow takes place.
The notion itself is inconsistent. If time as a whole flows,
then we have a flow, that of time, which is not in time.
But if this flow be out of time, why not all other flows?
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To meet this objection, it is said that not time as a whole
flows, but only its several moments. But this view is a
return to the notion of a resting time. It implies that time
is not the sum of its moments; for if it were, the flow of
the moments would be the flow of time as a whole. Time,
then, would be the resting background of the passing mo-
ments. But in that case the difficulties just mentioned
would all return, and we should have the additional problem
of the relation of the moving moments to the resting back-
ground and to one another. The rest does not explain the
motion. Moments, moreover, are only arbitrary divisions
made by the mind itself; and if they were not, it is hard to
see why the moment @ shonld give place to the moment 8,
or how & conld be distinguished from @ prolonged. The
view really hypostasizes the moments, and attributes to
them a power of mutual exclusion and propulsion. It pos-
its an interaction among the moments, and makes them
things. The impossibility of this view is self-evident.
Time itself, then, must flow; but how the flow of time in
itself could be distinguished from its non-flow it is impossi-
ble to tell. Each moment is exactly like every other, and
hence is undistingnishable from any other. Hence in pure
time, flow and non-flow would be without distinetion; not
to mention the fact that the flowing time would need an-
other time to flow in. Even the direction of this flow is
not clearly determined in the popular view. Is it from the
future to the past, or is it from the past to the future?
When we speak of the world-movement, we always think of
it as having moved through the past, and as progressing tow-
ards and through the future. But when we speak of the
flow of time, we often reverse the movement; and, instead
of making the past penetrate the fnture, we let the future
vanish into the past. This arises from the implications of
the metaphor employed. In case of a flowing stream, the
movement is towards the observer on the one side and from
him on the other; and up-stream is on the side from which
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the movement comes. But the time-movement brings the
fature nearer and nearer, and carries the past farther and
farther away. IHence the movement is thonght of as from
the future towards the past. Thus the movement of time
reverses that of things; and yet we do not hesitate to speak
of time as flowing and carrying all things with it. But,
leaving this critical seruple, the notion of a resting time
contradicts all notions of time; and, on the other hand, the
notion of a flowing time resuits in a mental vacnum. Both
views involve not merely mystery, but inconsistency and
contradiction. Their exceeding clearness and self-evidence
are due to the space-metaphors in which the doetrines are
expressed; and these metaphors, upon examination, turn
out to be inconsistent and inapplicable.

The other functions which are attributed to time as an
independent reality are still more impossible. Time, as a
reality, is said to condition all change and activity ; but this
is impossible, unless time be an agent. The conditions of
change are not to be found in time, but only in things.
Change is always an effect, and requires a cause; but no
one views time as causal. On the other hand, when the
conditions of an effect are present, there is no need of time
for its realization, as if the flow of empty time could give
to reality some power which it does not possess. An eter-
nity of void time wonld contain nothing which an infini-
tesimal time does not; and neither is a source of power.
Hence in inquiring for the canses of an effect, we leave
time out of the question; because it can add or subtract
nothing. The delay of an effect, therefore, is not due to
the lack of time, but to the fact that not all the causal eon-
ditions are fulfilled. Without making time a caunse, we
cannot allow that change has any ground in time, but must
found it only in the metaphysical interactions of things.
But we cannot make time a cause without violating all our
notions of time, and without providing another time as the
condition of its action. If, then, we consider time as either
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resting or flowing, it is quite impossible to assign any artic-
ulate relation in which it ean stand to things or events. It
neither acts nor is acted upon, but remains a mere ghost
outside of being, contributing nothing and determining
nothing. It does not even measure anything; for our
units of time are not taken from time, but from some
change in things—a revolution of the earth, the swing of
a pendulum, ete.

Thus the notion of time as a real existence shows itself
on every hand as a congeries of contradictions, and must be
given up. The impossibility of more than one independent
principle forbids us to admit the independent existence of
time. ‘Whatever it may be, it depends on being as a conse-
quence or creation. But the attempt to think of time as a
substantive fact breaks down from its inherent unclearness
and contradiction. This view of time, when analyzed, is al-
ways found to deny itself. Conceived as resting or flowing,
time is absurd. Conceived as real, it cannot be brought into
any relations to things without positing an interaction be-
tween them ; and then we need a new time as the condition
of this interaction, and this would lead to an endless regress.
Time, then, cannot be viewed as a substantive fact created
or uncreated. As a whole, time does not exist, and reality
is not in time any more than it is in space.

The reality of time as commonly held eannot be main-
tained; we have now to inquire whether the ideality of time
is any more tenable. According to this view, time, like
space, is only the subjective aspeet of things and processes
which are essentially non-temporal. Sinee the time of Kant,
this view has been held as being as well established as the
ideality of space; but in fact it is mueh more difficult to
receive than the latter. We have a clear experience of the
possibility of thinking and feeling apart from space. We
do not regard our souls as spatial; and space-relations do not
enter into our internal experience in any way. That there
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should be existence apart from space is not, therefore, so
diflicult a conception. With time the case is different. It
enters into our entire mental life, and cannot by any means
be escaped. Hence we cannot appeal to any non-temporal
experiences to aid our thought; and nothing remains but to
analyze the notion, and see if we cannot reach a standpoint
from which the difficulties may, at least to some extent, dis-
appear. The holders of the doctrine have taken it all too
casy in this respect. They have contented themselves with
arguments which show the ideality of space, and have not
bestowed upon time the attention which the peculiar diffi-
culties of the problem demand. We proceed to examine the
attempts to make the subjectivity of time credible.

If reality were a changeless system of things in change-
less relations, like the members of a thought-system, or like
the ideas of Plato’s philosophy, it would be easy to view the
sequence of things in our experience as only a sequence of
knowledge, and as due entirely to our finiteness. Thus,
mathematical truths coexist; but we grasp them successive-
ly, not because they really succeed in time, but because our
finite minds are unable to grasp them all at once. Hence
we are often tempted to think that the earlier propositions
in geometry precede and found the later. But a moment’s
reflection convinces us that the only relation in this case is
that of logical sequence, and that the apparent temporal
sequence is merely the reflection of onr own finiteness,
which compels ns to grasp successively what exists simulta-
neously. A perfect insight into truth would grasp it in one
changeless intuition, and the illusion would not exist. If
now the world were such a system of logical relations, it
would be entirely credible that time is not only subjective,
but exists only for the finite, being in every case but a reflex
of limited power. It might be said that even in this case
we could not dispute the reality of time, for time is given
not merely in the movement of the outer world, but also
and pre-eminently in the movement of thought. DBut this

15
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objection wonld be invalid, for this psychologic time would
be nothing but a subjective fact, and wounld have no signifi-
cance for the changeless reality, or for the omniscient mind
which should grasp it in its changeless intuition. Time
would be simply a movement in the finite mind, while for
the infinite there would be an eternal now.

Unfortunately, this illustration is not entirely applicable
to the case in hand, at least unless we adopt the Eleatic no-
tion of being. For the Eleatics there is no need of time.
Action and change do not exist; and things are but the
eternal consequences of being, just as all mathematics is
eternally existent in the basal axioms and intuitions. In
such a scheme, time cannot be anything but an unaccount-
able illasion in finite thought. DBut we are already commit-
ted to the Heraclitic view of being as the only one compati-
ble with the law of causation. For us, things are not resting
in changeless logical relations, but are active and changing;
and hence it is impossible to reach the ideality of time by
eliminating change from being. We must put motion in
things as well as in the observer. But, on the other hand,
the notion of time seems the great dividing-wall between
Heraclitus and the Eleatics. When we exclude time, eause
and effect must coexist; and then the effect is not produced
by the canse, but is only its logical implication. Without a
real before-and-after, it seems impossible to prevent the
dynamic relations of reality from vanishing into purely log-
ical relations; and this wounld be to abandon Heraclitus and
return to Spinoza and the Eleaties. The alternative can be
escaped only by showing that change does not imply time
as an actnal existence, but that time is only the subjective
appearance of change. If this can be made out, there will
be no difficulty in accepting the ideal theory.

But, before passing to this question, we must consider an
objection springing out of the illustration from a ehangeless
system. It may be said that we confound time with dura-
tion. Time itself may be viewed as a correlate of change;
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but if there were no change, the changeless would still en-
dure. If, then, we should adopt the Eleatic conception of
changeless being, so that all the consequences of being shonld
changelessly coexist with it, being as a whole wonld still
have duration. There would be no sequence, but there
would be duration. This distinction between time and du-
ration, thongh it has often appeared, especially in theology,
we cannot view as tenable. For duration can only mean
continuous existence through time, and without the notion
of time duration loses all signifieance. The only reason for
distingnishing separate times in the changeless would be the
sequence of mental states in ourselves; and this sequence
itself is change, and hence contrary to the hypothesis. We
can give duration significance, as applied to the changeless,
only on the assumption of an independent flowing time,
which moves on ceaselessly and carries being with it. But
this view we have found empty and impossible, and hence
we do not allow that duration has any application to change-
less existence. Such being simply is, and the distinetion of
past and future does not exist. Even the “is” we view as
an affirmation of being, and not as a present tense. The
difficulty in accepting this view is due partly to an implicit
return to the notion of an independent time, and partly to
the fact that even in such a fixed state we assume ourselves
as present with all our mental changes.

Time, then, depends on change; and the idealist’s claim
must be that time is but the subjective aspect of change, or
the way in which we conceive change. An attempt is often
made to escape time by a rhetorical device, as follows:
Long and short are relative terns, and our estimate of dura-
tion is purely subjective. The time which is long to one is
short to another, according to the state of mind. With God
a thousand .years are as one day; and even to the old man a
long life is as a tale that is told, or as a watch in the night.
The whole of human history is nothing to the periods of
geology; and these, again, shrink to insignificance when we
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ascend to the cycles of astronomy. What, then, it is said,
are all finite periods to Him who inhabits eternity? Re-
marks of this kind have a eertain value in arousing the feel-
ing of wonder; but they are valueless in philosophical spec-
ulation. No doubt our feeling of length of time is purely
relative and subjective ; indecd, if the world-process did not
exist as a common time-keeper, every man would have his
own time. Time is one only becanse we measure it by ref-
erence to the same objective process, or to the same con-
sciousness. But the beforc-and-after of things is not 2 matter
of feeling. Relatively, the whole measure of finite existence
may shrink to a spau, but the time-order remains unchanged.
Something more powerful, therefore, must be found, if we
are to succeed in reduncing time to a purely subjective ex-
istence.

The argument has been partly anticipated in a previous
paragraph, when speaking of time as a cause of change.
We continue it by pointing out that change itself is non-
temporal, or without distinction of before-and-after. In the
first place, as we have before pointed out, change depends
not on time, but on the interactions of things; and when
the conditions of change are fulfilled, there is no reason why
the change should delay. If we suppose that time does
something which was lacking, or breaks down some hinder-
ance to the change, or exercises some repressive action, we
make time a thing with active powers; and this view every
one repudiates. But if we do not do this, there is no escape
from admitting that the fulfilment of the conditions and
the entrance of the change are absolutely coexistent. For
empty time can do nothing; and one cannot see why, in such
a case, a greater flow of time, provided the phrase in general
meant anything, should be more effective than a lesser flow.
Certainly » minutes could do no more than ; minutes; and
infinite time wonld furnish nothing not contained in infin-
itesimal time. The integral of emptiness is always empti-
ness; and no addition of zeros can produce a sum. We
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must, then, regard the event as coincident with the fulfil-
ment of its conditions. Any given change is timeless; and
it is impossible to detect in it any element of before-and-
after. If A becomes A,, the change must take place in an
indivisible moment, that is, it can occupy no duration. As
long as A and A, are separated, even by an infinitesimal mo-
ment, so long A is A and not A,. It does not first cease to
be A and then become A, but it ceases to be A in becoming
A,. The ceasing and the becoming are identical ; they are

., but opposite sides of the same fact, and are without temporal

distinction. If we attempt to make such a distinction, we

‘involve ourselves in absolute contradiction, as Zeno long

since pointed out. But if becoming is non-temporal, then
the fact that reality is in action and in change does not im-
ply the reality of time; and the distinetion of before-and-
after which we make are but the mental co-ordinates by which
we get the equation of becoming; and time is but the subjec-
tive aspect of change or becoming.

The following objection at once emerges: the single in-
stance of change, as from A to A,, may indeed present no
distinction of before-and-after, but the sequences of reality
are manifold, and streteh from A to A,; and A, again is
removed from A by an indefinite number of intervening
changes. In the world-process, for example, the series of
changes is practically limitless, stretching through ages and
ages; and it is quite idle, then, to seek to escape time by
eliminating it from a single change. It must be eliminated
from the whole series before we can renounce it. Bat, for
some reason or other, we are not as much impressed by this
objection as we are expected to be. For in the world-proc-
ess there is perpetual flow and becoming; and if the pas-
sage from A to A, shows no sign of before-and-after, then
the passage from A to A, shows also no such trace, and
hence the entire process from A to A, cannot show it. Ay
is separated from A not by time, but by the intervening
members; and the relation of A, to A is for the pure reason
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not a relation of sequence but of dependence. It is this re-
lation which for our time-thought appears as sequence.
There is no before-and-after in reality, but a variously con-
ditioning and conditioned complex of interaeting things;
and the before-and-after is but the snbjective aspect of these
metaphysieal conditions and interactions. But if we insist
that time is a true reality, and that things are in it, we are
shut up to the admission that the whole series of things co-
exists in the present. For since empty time can do nothing,
either to hinder or lelp, and since being is in perpetual flow,
the beginning and the end must eoincide in time, or occur
in the same moment. Every effect is given simultaneously
with its conditions, and each effect in turn becomes the
cause of new effects, and these are likewise simultaneously
given; and thus the whole series coexists. The before-and-
after, then, would exist in pure duration or absolute time,
while in things, where we seem first of all to find it, there
would be.no sequence at all.

But another objection awaits us, drawn from our conscious
experience. It will be alleged with great positiveness that,
however it may be with the world-process, we know that the
mental process involves time. We know that we have lived
through the past, and we are able now to compare it with
the present; and any attempt to make time snbjective mere-
ly must be shattered on this fact. We answer that the ques-
tion is not about the facts of consciousness, but about their
interpretation. Without doubt, the mind as phenomenon
comes under the law of time and sequenee, but the problem
is to know whether this sequence exists as an objective fact
for the pure reason. If the conclusion of the previous par-
agraph be allowed for change in general, and for the world-
process, it must also be allowed for the mental proeess.
Even our acts are all performed in relation to some phase
of the world-process ; and if this process have no distinetion
of time, then our acts also have no such distinction, except
in appearance. They exist for the pure reason in a non-



TIME. . 231

temporal realm, though to our time-thought they put on the
form of sequence in time. We cannot speak of them as
separated in time without falling back into the impossible
notion of an independent time.

The last paragraph is well calculated to exhaust the read-
er’s patience entirely, and, as we do not wish to draw his
wrath upon ourselves, we propose to let the idealist expound
his own view and defend himself for a while. Any theory,
the reader exclaims, which requires us to believe that our
acts have no difference of date, may well be left to itself,
for it cannot but perish of its own absurdity. The idealist
replies that this objection rests in a misunderstanding of the
ideal theory. When speaking of reality as non-spatial, we
were met by the question, Are, then, things not separated
in space? and, if not separate, are they all coincident in
space? The reply was that, for reason, things are neither
together nor separate, but such, in their metaphysical inter-
actions, that they appear as together or separate. #And this
appearance, again, we also declared to be no arbitrary prod-
uct of our minds, without any relation to things, but only
the translation into the forms of sense-intnition of meta-
physical processes unlike those forms. Our space-intuition,
therefore, is not without its reason and ground in the nature
of things, although it exists as such intuition only in the
perceiving mind. The same holds true of time. Here,
also, the question arises, If events are not snccessive in time,
are they not properly coexistent, so that the past is not past,
and the future is not future? Nero is now burning Rome,
and the unborn babe now lives. The answer is, that even
coexistence, as thus used, is a temporal idea, and that events
are not temporally coexistent any more than they are tem-
porally successive, but that things are such that they appear
in our thought as coexistent or successive. This appearance,
also, is not arbitrarily imposed by the mind on its objects;
it is the subjective aspect of change, and, as such, is found-
ed in things, and cannot be changed by the mind. The doc-
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trine, therefore, does not imply that events can be conceived
as temporally coexistent, any more than the ideality of space
implies that things shall be conceived as spatially coincident.
The attempt to form such a conception, in either space or
time, involves a complete misunderstanding of the doctrines,
and, of course, results in failure. The doctrines in question
allow that space and time are absolute necessities of thought
in certain realms, but forbid ns to apply them beyond those
realms. Such is the idealist’s answer. It can hardly be
called satisfactory, but we reserve criticism.

The idealist’s claim, then, is not that change can be elim-
inated from the universe, or from the mental life, but, rath-
cr, that change itself, when viewed by the pure reason,
shows no sign of before and after. These are simply the
co-ordinates of the conception of change, but the fact itself
is one, and, temporally, indivisible. The idealist further
claims that the doctrine sometimes held, that time is sne-
cession, does not differ essentially from his own; for suc-
cession is only a relation of events, and hence is incapable
of objective existence. Besides, on this view, suceession it-
self is not in time, and does not require time. To say that
it is in time would be to say that succession is in succession,
and is conditioned by succession. But this doetrine, which
reduces time to succession, is generally accompanied by im-
plicit assumption of an empty and flowing time, in which
succession succeeds. If we strike out this inconsistent and
impossible notion, the doctrine reduces at once to the ideal
view; for, before and after no longer refer to a temporal
distinction, but solely to relations in the series of sequences.
The conditioning is before, the conditioned is after, and the
before-and-after is bat the form in which the mind repre-
sents to itself this relation of conditioning and conditioned.
Difference of time would mean, objectively, nothing; and,
subjectively, it would mean our presence with different parts
of the series. That part of the series with which we were
not in immediate contact would appear either in the past or
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in the future, and there would be no other test of past and
present than our subjective position. Just as each man
makes his own lere in space, so each conscious member of
the series would make his own now in time. This view that
time is succession contains nothing to forbid the thought
that the entire series might be as present to the uncondi-
tioned reality as what we call the present is to us. The
past is past for us, and the future has not come; but
this distinction represents no fact of reality, but only ex-
presses our peculiar conditionedness. The doctrine that
time is but succession cannot escape these conclusions with-
out taking refuge in the notion of an independent time,
whose ceaseless flow is the background and possibility of
succession. But this view is utterly untenable. The ide-
alist further adds, that the succession in consciousness, of
which the realist makes so much, is misinterpreted throngh-
out; for, in order that succession should be known as such,
the knower must exist apart from it. If there were noth-
ing unchanging and timeless in the mind, the knowledge of
succession could never arise, because there would be no abid-
ing standard with which to compare it. The mind must
gather up its experiences in a single timeless act, in order
to become aware of succession. The conception of sequence
not only does not involve a sequence of conceptions, but it
would be impossible, if it did. The conceptions which are
arranged in a temporal order mnst coexist in the timeless act
which grasps and arranges them. The perception of time,
then, is as timeless as the perception of space is non-spatial.
The things which are perceived in time must yet coexist in
thought, in order to be so perceived. Hence the very ne-
cessity of thinking in time proves that the pure reason can,
and must, transcend time. The idealist, then, concludes
once more that time is only subjective.

Is there, then, no difference between the past and the fut-
ure? The idealist replies that there is the greatest differ-
ence between them, but that it is not a temporal one. In
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speaking of the relation of time to change, we pointed out
that time has nothing to do with change, and that the se-
ries A, A, A,, A, ... A, by which we represent the
world-process, is essentially timeless. We have simply a
relation of cause and effeet, without any admixture of time-
elements; and the notion of time can only be the translation
of this cansal connection into terms of scquence. If, now,
we suppose some perceptive being in the midst of this proe-
ess, say at A, who could discern the order of dependence
among the members of the series, he would pereeive that
each member is conditioned by the preceding one, and con-
ditions the succeeding one. Ay is conditioned by An_,,
and conditions Ap,,. The attempt to represent this rela-
tion in thought resnlts in their arrangement in a temporal
scheme, in which the cause is made the antecedent and the
effect the consequent. Antecedence and sequence is the
universal form under which the mind represents to itself
causation ; but, when we reflect upon the matter, we find
that time does not enter into the reality, but only into the
appearance. To return, now, to our being at Ap, his own
position will constitute for him the present. He will per-
ceive, too, that A conditions all the higher members of the
series, and hence he will locate them in the future, and he
will make them far or near according to the complexity of
their conditionedness. An,, will be conditioned only by
Am, while Ap,, will be conditioned by both Ap and Apy,;
hence it will be put further on in the serics. This being
will further perceive that all the lower members of the se-
ries condition Ap, or his present, and hence he will put them
in the past, and at greater or less distances, according to
their relations to Ap. If, in the series, this being should
discover an unconditioned member, the regress would stop
at that point, and that member would appear as eternal.
Thus a tendency to represent dependence by temporal ante-
cedence and sequence would produce in such a being the
perception of a temporal order, even in a perfectly timeless
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system. That there is such a tendency in the human mind
cannot be denied, for it is so strong that we are always
tempted to resolve logical and dynamic sequence into tem-
poral sequence. But we have seen that the dynamic se-
quence bears no marks of time, and hence we must con-
clude that the temporal order of things exists omly in
thought, and is purely a product of the observing mind.

The idealist has expounded his view at great length; but
it is doubtful if he himself is fully satisfied. When he be-
gan his exposition, his aim was to show that change does
not imply time; but in the latter part, change disappears
and dependence takes its place. Here the aim is to show
how, in a timeless system of conditioning and conditioned
members, the appearance of time might arise as the way
in which we represent dependence. But this is really a
change of front; and it must be declared unsuccessful.
The question must still turn upon the nature of change and
its relation to time. There is one fact in our temporal ex-
perience which is fatal to the attempt to make dependence
take the place of change. It is, indeed, conceivable that in
a changeless system the relation of dependence shounld be
represented as that of before-and-after; so that for every
being at different points in the system, all the lower mem-
bers should seem to be in the past, and all the higher
members should seem to be in the fnture. But in such a
case, every being would have a fixed present. The being
at A, wonld always have his present at A ; and past and
future would be fixed quantities in experience. DBut this
is not the case. Ay, does not remain the present, but forth-
with gives place to Ay, ; and this in turn is displaced by
Any,. Thus the future is ever becoming present and van-
ishing into the past. But this fact is impossible so long
as there is no change in reality. Hence change can never
be made phenomenal only, but is a fact of reality itself.

This leads us to consider the idealist’s attempt to elimi-
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nate time from change. Iis claim that there is no empty
time between changes, no matter how long the series, is
correct. We join him also in repudiating time as an inde-
pendent reality, and we have pointed out that if time were
real, all events must be coexistent. DBut there is one point
which he has overlooked. That which is between A and
A, is not time, but the intervening members of the series,
and the corresponding changes. And because there is no
independent time, these members cannot be said to coexist.
To do so, is to bring back the very notion of an absolute
time which we have repudiated. DBut of these several mem-
bers, the existence of any one excludes the existence of all
the rest. The members of a space-series can coexist, but
the members of a time-series are mutually exclusive. This
is the great difference between the two series; and this
mutual exclusion makes it impossible ever to regard the
members of a time-series as coexistent. Whenever we
think it possible, we are really mistaking a space-series for
a time-series; and owing to the fact that we always intuite
time under space-forms, this mistake is very easy. Return-
ing now to the idealist’s criticism, we find him misled partly
by the attempt to find all things coexisting in the same mo-
ment of absolute time, and partly by the confusion of space-
metaphors with temporal reality. He claimed that as time
is no independent reality, we cannot say that succession
takes place in time. Succession is not in time, and differ-
ence of time means only difference of position in the series.
-Hence he urged thiat there might be some being in constant
contact with every member of the series, and for whom the
entire series might coexist. In this remark the idealist
betrays the misleading influence of the space-metaphor by
which he represents the time-series to his thought; and he
further overlooks entirely the peculiarity of the time-series
—namely, that its members exclude one another. It is this
fact also which excludes the paradoxical claim that events
areMeither coexistent or not coexistent. If time were sim-
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ply a relation of dependence, then there would be no com-
mon time in which things coexist; but it is in addition a
series of which one member exists to the exclusion of all
the rest. Hence the other members do not exist in a non-
temporal realm, but do not exist at all. For the rest, the
idealist’s exposition is correct. The series A, A, A, A,,
... Ay is not in time; and between A and A, there is no
time. Neither is A earlier than A, in any absolute time;
for that which makes a thing earlier or later is its position
in the series. But A and Ay, though not separate in any
absolute time, are nevertheless not coexistent ; for their re-
lations are such that the existence of either excludes that
of the other. The objective fact is being passing from
state to state; and these states are mutually exclusive.
Change does not, indeed, require time; but it results in a
new state which excludes, and hence succeeds, its predeces-
sor. This fact of change is basal. It is not in time, and
it does not require time; but it founds time; and time is
but the form of change. In the common thonght time ex-
ists as a precondition of change; in our view change is first,
and time is but its form. It has no other reality.

The view thus reached is a compromise between the ideal
and the current view. Absolute time, or time as an inde-
pendent reality, is purely a product of our thinking. In
this sense, then, the world is not in time. But change is
real, and change cannot be conceived without succession.
In this sense, the world-process is in time. But distinctions
of time do not depend on any flow of absolute time, but
on the flow of reality, and on the position of things in this
flow. To say that there is time between distant members
of the series, means only that reality changes in passing
from one state to another; and the amount of time is not
simply measured by the amount of change, but is nothing
but the amount of change. The rate of change is the rate
of time; and the cessation of change wonld be the cessa-
tion of time. With the disappearance of absolute time, the
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present acquires a new meaning. It is no longer the sim-
ple plane of division between past and fnture, but it is the
real as distinct from what has been real, or what will be
real. Present thoughts are those we actunally have. Pres-
ent states are not states which exist in a present time, for
there is no time; but they are those states in which reality
is actually expressed. A given state is present as long as
it lasts; and a given thing is present as long as it endures.
This use of the word is quite in harmony with nsage. We
speak of the present world, meaning the actnal system. We
speak also of the present life, and mean always the one that
is actual and real. DBnt reality is not in the present, bat by
its active existence it constitutes the present. To be real
in being and to be present in time are phrases of identical
meaning.

The rejection of absolute time, and the identification of
time with change, lead to the question as to the unity of
time. Might not change in different beings have a differ-
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