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PREFACH

TuESE volumes would have appeared to more advantage
had they been preceded, as originally designed, by a com-
pendium of logical psychology, presenting, in explicit form,
the principles and processes of knowledge which are here
assumed and implicitly operative throughout. Such a
manual has been written and rep}a’cedly re ‘_\y’hluten but
the literature of what is called Erkenninissichre has so
rapidly increased, that at last I am unable to ov ertake it :
I relirig‘%k:n, therefore, the hope of adequately equipping
my agant-courter for his mission. I consign the old herald
to the superannuates’ almshouse, and am content to let the
Ethical Doctrine introduce and explain itself.

In the absence of regular Prolegomena, a few words of
informal prelude may perhaps be helpful and welcome to'the
reader, before his patience is more severely tasked. In study-
ing the later productions of a writer on abstruse subjects,
I have more than once found myself repelled by a table of
contents bristling with barbarous terminology, and been
dismayed by sentences and pages which, though visible and
grammatical enough, lay before me in total intellectual
darkness ; and, after days and even weeks of meditative
scrutiny and esperimental exegesis, T have reached only
some hesitating solution of riddles too slippery for a per-
sistent grasp. If any accident has afterwards brought me
into contact with the same author’s immature,—perhaps
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fugitive and forgotten,—writings, T have found them, to my
surprise, not only lucid in themselves, but alive with scin-
tillee that dart upon the impenetrable surface of what I had
read before, and relieve it with points of light, Still more,
if, following up this experience, I have then gone with him
through the series of his writings, and fallen in ‘chronologi-
cally with the turns and openings of his thought, I have
insensibly gained the key to his final mysteries, and, having
passed through the intermediate dialects, can now construe
the new language by the old. Nay, I confess to having
_ accepted aid from a far more commonplace commentary on
the difficulties of an author’s work, viz. the realisation of his
personal characteristics, his human relaﬁons, his prepon-
derant sympathies, and the study especially of the transitions
of his thought and the testing crises of his life. Intellectual
pride and self-ignorance alone can blind us to the fact that
systems of philosophical opinion grow from the mind’s
instinctive effort to unify by sufficient reason, and justify by
intelligible pleas, its deepest affections and admirations. At
all events, I attempt no more ; and shall not hesitate, there-
fore, to touch upon one or two of the personal experiences,
to which these volumes owe their chief features.

When I first woke up, before and during my College life,
to the interest of moral and metaphysical speculations, I
carried into them, from previous training for the profession
of eivil engineer, a store of exclusively scientific conceptions,
rendered familiar in the elementary study of mathematics,
mechanics, and chemistry. Small as it was, it was my all,
and necessarily dictated the only rules of judgment which I
could apply. I had nothing to take with me into logical
and ethical problems but the maxims and postulates of
physical knowledge ; and as the instructions of the philo-
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PREFACE. x

sophical class-room, excellent of their kind, moved strictly
within the same limits, I was inevitably shut up in the habit
of interpreting the human phenomena by the analogy of
external nature. Steeped in the ‘empirical’ and ‘necessarian’
mode of thought, I served out successive terms of willing
captivity to Locke and Hartley, to Collins, Edwards, and
Priestley, to Bentham and James Mill; and though at times
I was driven to disaffection by the dogmatism and acrid
humours of the last two of these philosophers, my allegiance
was restored and brightened by literary and personal rela-
tions with the younger Mill. His vast knowledge, his
intellectual conscientiousness, his analytical skill, his sincere
humanity, presented the excellencies of his school in so
finished a form as to proclaim him its undisputed coryphaus,
and reanimate the confidence of its disciples.

Greek and Latin critics have noticed, with amusement,
the tone of plump assurance in which the ancient Epicurean
was accustomed to propound and argue the principles of
his system ; as if to doubt were to be disgraced, and he
had freshly arrived from the council of the gods®. Whether
the school is naturally affected by this characteristic, and
still retains its large balance of positiveness unexpended, I
cannot pretend to judge. DBut memory too faithfully tells
me that, in my own period of zeal for its doctrines, I amply
deserved the satirical rebuke which I have cited. So self-
evident appeared the maxims of mechanical causality on
which I stood, and so clear the whole surrounding field
within my sharply defined horizon, that in my heart I

! Tum Velleius, fidenter sane, ut solent isti, nihil tam verens quam ne
dubitare aligua de re videretur, tanquam modo ex deornm concilio et ex
Epicuri intermundiis descendisset,—Audite, inquit, &c.—Cicero, de
Natura Deorum, i. 8.
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deemed it blindness if any one professed a different vision
from my own, and never suspected that it might be due to
a far-sightedness which reached a zone beyond, and fetched
in the modifying lights of other relations. It is no wonder
then that, in skimming over my notes of work in those dis-
tant years, I seem to be communing with some tight-swathed
logical prig, in whose jerky confidence and angular mimicry
of life T am humbled to recognise the image of myself. If
any one believes the fault to be purely personal and in no
way chargeable on the system of thought, T shall not resist
the imputation ; certainly he can select, from the records
of the same school, many examples of true modesty and
reverence. But unless the old tradition is wholly illusory,
there must be some average coexistence of the moral with
the intellectual phenomenon ; though it may still be doubted
whether the doctrine plays the part of cause or of effect to
“the objectionable temper.

If, in conformity with the advice of Callicles?, T had con-
cerned myself with philosophy only as an element in liberal
education, and desisted from it in later life, the modicum
which I had micked up might have stereotyped itself in my
habitual thought, and indirectly have exercised some influ-
ence, even when it was forgotten, upon the: physiognomy of
character. This is all that such studies accomplish for the

great majority of busy men: such shreds of speculative

tissue as cling to them in permanence and float into con-

sciousness as they listen to a sermon or meditate a speech,

are memories of the tutor's room or the examination hall,

and do but reproduce the past. But it fell to my lot to be

always feaching these subjects ; and #ta#, not merely as a

lecturer to an inexpert audience too ready to take my word,
1 Plato, Gorgias, 484, 485.
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but as a tutor to students, not always my juniors even, and
often of keen intellectual discernment and insatiable thirst .
for the deepest draughts of trutlii A lonely writer on specu-

“lative problems, taking his own way, chooses probably the

line of least resistance, and makes it more his beaten track
than ever ; but under a fusillade of questions from a class
of sharpshooters, the instructor has to look well to his de-
fences, perhaps to fall back upon less exposed ground ; is at
all events tested by a perpetual dialectic, in which to learn
his weakness will be his best gain of strength. Under such
discipline, in concurrence no doubt with deepening expe-
rience of the inward contents of human life, T seemed to
discover a hitherto unnoticed factor in all the produets
which I had taken as explained ; to recognise, after resolving
all knowledge into relations, the presence of an invisible
condition of relation itself ; and the more I scrutinised the
physical science assumptions, which I had carried as axioms
into philosophy, the less could I rest in them as ultimate
and valid for all thought. Above all, I had to concede to
the self-conscious mind itself, both as knowing and as will-
ing, an autonomous function distinct from each and all the
phenomena known and changes willed,—a self-identity, as
unlike as possible to any growing aggregate of miscellaneous
and dissimilar experiences, Visiting me first as mere suspi-
cions, these ideas insensibly loosened the set attitude of my
convictions, before T became distinetly conscious of a gradual
veering in the direction of my thought: the same text-books
were still in use, though doubtless with more frequent com-
ments of dissent ; but in effect, I was educating myself out
of a school into which I supposed that I was educating
others.

A syllabus of my College lectures having fallen inte
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M. J. S. Mill’s hands (early in 1841), he noticed the change,

and, with his keen intellectual glance, measured its extent

better than I bad done myself: for old attachment and
admiration still lingered with me and led me to minimise
my breach with the past; and what was dim to me, seen
through the spectrum of various feeling, was well defined to
him, in his clear logical light. Though he saw to the
bottom of my apostacy, he did not cut me off as a lost soul.
. On the contrary, his manifestation of friendly interest in my
¢ future work at the old problems on new lines was gracious
and respectful : in expressing his desire to see its results,
he exhorted me against long delay of their publication : on

these great subjects,” he said, ‘I do not want to have to .

wait for your lectures, which, like Brown’s, will no doubt
be published some day ; but before that time I may very
likely be studying them [these great subjects] i another state
of existence’ (May 21, 1841). This unexpected turn of
thought it is which has chiefly saved my remembrance of
the correspondence. From a flexible compliant man of the
world, accustomed to be ‘all things to all men) it would
have had little significance ; but coming from one who was
scrupulously precise in word, absolutely sincere in pro-
fession, and tempted by no play of humour to empty graces
of accommodation, it seemed to me an interesting trait.

It was the irresistible pleading of the moral consciousness
which first drove me to rebel against the limits of the
merely scientific conception. It became incredible to me
that nothing was possible except the actual; and the
naturalistic uniformity could no longer escape some breach
in its closed barrier to make room for the ethical alter-
native. The secret misgivings which I had always felt at
cither discarding or perverting the terms which constitute

PREFACE. xii

the vocabulary of character,—‘responsibility,” ‘guilt,” ‘merit,’ |

‘duty,’—came to a head, and insisted upon speaking out
and being heard ; and to their reiterated question, ‘Is there
then no ought t2 be other than whatis?’ I found the negative

answer of Diderot intolerable, and all other answer impos- .

sible. This involved a surrender of determinism, and a
revision of the doctrine of causation: or rather, I should
say, a recall of the outlawed causes from their banishment
and degradation to the rank of antecedents; and constituted
therefore a retrograde movement on the line of Comte’s
law, back from physics to metaphysics ; terminating in the
definition that a cause is that which determines the inde-
terminate.

During a fifieen months’ furlough (granted me in 1848-9),
the inroads upon my early modes of thought might here
have paused for a while, after gaining the territory which
seemed necessary to the life of conscience; had I not
passed (now thirty-six years ago) through a kind of second
education in Germany, mainly under the admirable guidance
of the late Professor Trendelenburg. That I might learn
the utmost from so great an Aristotelian, I gave myself
chiefly to Greek studies, and only read more largely authors
of whom I had supposed myself to know something before.
The effect I cannot describe but as a new intellectual birth :
after a temporary struggle out of the English into the Greek
moulds of conception, I seemed to pierce, through what
had been words before, into' contact with living thought,
and the black grammatical text was aglow with luminous
philosophy. It was as if the mental stereoscope through
which T had looked at Plato or Aristotle had had its double
picture,—Greek and English,—with distorted halves, pro-
ducing only a blurred and overlapping flat ; whilst now the

S
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slide of true correspondence was there, and the eye, after 2
momentary strain of adaptation, beheld the symmetrical
. reality in all its dimensions. The experience thus forced
upon me by a new way of entrance upon ancient literature
could not fail to spread, and carry an interpreting light into
modern studies; it was essentially the gift of fresh con-
ceptions, the unsealing of hidden 6penings___of self-conscious-
ness, with unmeasured corridors and sacred halls-behind;
and, once gained, was more or less available throughout
the history of philosophy; and lifted the-darkness from the
Eage_s of Kant and even Hegel. It was impossible to resist
or distrust this gradual widening of apprehension : it was as
much a fact as the sight of Alps I had never visited before.
I thus came into the same plight, in respect of the cognitive
and sesthetic side of life, that had already befallen me in
regard to the moral. The metaphysic of the world had
come home to me, and never again could I say that phe-
nomena, in their clusters and chains, were all, or find
myself in a universe with no categories but the like and
unlike, the synchronous and successive. The possible also
#5, whether it happens or not; and its categories, of the
right, the beautiful, the necessarily true, may have their
contents defined and held ready for realisation, whatever
centuries lapse ere they appear. To do this is the work,
not of objective science, but of selfreflection.

By this division of labour, the whole group of natural
sciences is left absolutely free to legitimate development,
without the possibility of cellision with Ethics. Appre-
| hension of facts, in their laws, being the business of the
one, the appreciation of springs of action, in their ranks,
that of the other, they can nohow contrive to contradict
gach other: and if ever either physicist or moralist fears

PREFACE, XV

lest discovery should relax the force or modify the incidence
of human cbligation, it can only be from inexact conception
of the respective provinces. Thus the uneasiness so often
manifested lest the theory of Evolution should eat away the
very basis of human duty has no justification, except in the
general prevalence of the very confusion of thought which
it exemplifies. We have long been familiar with the process

_ of growth in organisms, with the weaving and discrimination

of tissue and the modifications of brain; and the extension
of this process of development from the thread of the single
animal life to the chain of species introduces no disturbing
problem : it supplies new chapters of natural history; but
changes not a word in the eternal law of right. Moral
existence is not constituted by organism, simple or complex,
or by instincts lodged in it to do its work; but by the
presence of a self-conscious, free, and reflecting subject, to
whom.both organism and instincts are objective facts ; and
as no such presence can be alleged in concomitance with
the prior animal forms, the evolution misses all contact with
the essential prerequisite of morals. Though the modern
doctrine, therefore, should widen its conquests till the whole
story of nature is recast, and every present manual of
instruction in the laws of her phenomena is cbsolete, the
interest in that vast revolution would be purely scientific ;
without affecting in the least the inder duties and pieties of
human life.

It will be seen from these remarks why, in the following
pages, I cannot treat Ethics as a Sefence, giving account of
that which 7. It would be nearer the truth to call it an
Art, or system of rules divected upon an end. But the
species of ends contemplated in the common use of the
word Arf, differs in two respects from that which here

&
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concerns us; Zkey are products external to the artist,—as -

a house or a picture ; and they are definite acts or objects.
_The end of the moral consciousness, on the other hand, is
intrinsic,—complete for the moment in simple compliance
with its own law; and is also indefinite in its range, being
nothing less than a perfection eternally in advance of the
will. To definé this ideal of the conscience would be the
business of Ethics, did it not, as infinite, transcend defini-
tion: we make the nearest approach to that impossible
function, if we lay down the lines of direction‘which, when
produced, trace the true path towards the ultimate per-
fection. :

Thus to indicate what eught fo e is, however, impossible
without a large study of w/af 7, so that Ethics are de-
pendent upon scientific conditions, though not complete in
them. Two classes of facts it is indispensable for them to
know : what are the spzings of voluntary conduct, and what
are its effecss ; and the systematic reduction of both these
under intellectual cognisance is involved in the problem of
Moral Philosophy. The chief attention is usually concen-
trated upon the latter. In the following treatise, the pre-
ponderance is assigned to the former, for reasons explained

__n due course.

The chapter on Spinoza in the present work is not a
reproduction or abridgment of the monograph on that phi-
losopher which I published two years ago; but a fresh
treatment of the given material which is necessarily common
to both ; marked indeed by no change of interpretation or

judgment on important points, but only by such shifting of -

emphasis as the special exigency of an ethical treatise de-
manded.
I am conscious that a rigorous reader may complain of

{4
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this book, as combining elements too heterogencous, and
say that it is neither a history, nor a system, of philosophical
opinion, but a little of both. Perhaps he is right: if he is,
he hits a fault, not of the book alone, but of the author.
The mixture of exposition and of search in these volumes is
the involuntary expression of personal experience. I have
always been a teacher; T have not ceased to be a learner;
in the one capacity, I must tell the little that I know; in
the ather, T must strive after some glimpse of the immea-
surable light beyond. I cannot rest contentedly on the
past; I cannot take a step towards the future without its
support.  Only by taking to heart and reporting what I
have heard in the chief schools of wisdom, can I become
aware of the places blank with a remaining silence, or win
the resoureces and quicken the impulse to reclaim them for
intelligible speech. The concurrence of erificism and con-
struction is but the renunciation of individual selfsufficiency,
and a homage due to the cumulative continuity of human
thought. Of the many authors passed under review in
these volumes, I do not remember one to whom I am not
grateful for intellectual service or delight.

A theory elicited, like that in the following pages, from
mere interpretation of the moral consciousness is open to
the charge of depending upon an act ‘of faith: it collapses
at once for any one who persuades himself that the moral
consciousness is not to be belicved. Unless he can accépt
his inward assurance of free-will and of a Divine authority‘
in right, the whole organism of deduced rules lies in ruins.
Why then have I not done more to verify these essential
positions? Why have I been content to give them ‘explicit
statement, and claim them as postulates? Do T not thus
leave the whole scheme hanging in the air? I not only

VOL. L, b



v PREFACE.

acknowledge that it is so, but particularly desire to fix
attention upon the fact, for two reasons: (r) because it
compels us to realise, in a definite instance, what alone
¢ verification’ can mean; that in the connection of truth
with truth, on any line of knowledge, you come to the end
of 'your tether at some point,—a point which is fixed by no
other, but stands fast in your trust ; that, on different tracks
of knowledge, these terminal links are different: and that,
when all are gathered in presence of each other, no logical
hammer, though worked by a Vulean, can make a chain of
them all, or give primacy to one: so that no ‘verification®
remains possible, except the reciprocal security of an equi-
librated system of faiths, and the general devastation if any
one is expelled or explodes upon the rest. (z) The parti-
cular averments of the moral consciousness which are here
accepted as postulates form the organic connection between
Ethics and Religion, and define the relation between the
human spirit and the Divine; and so far as they can be
lifted out of immediate knowledge, and submitted to mediate
tests of certainty, it can only be by carrying them into the
court of Metaphysics, to be tried among the questions of
transcendent Ontology. Pleadings so extensive it was im-
possible to intercalate in the midst of a compend of ethical
experience: they more naturally belong to the ulterior
theory of Religion, to the characteristic conceptions of
which they must make continual appeal. For some such
sequel to the present treatise, these topics are reserved;
in case the evening twilight of life should lmger a little
longer with me, and leave my powers of industry still
unspent.

LoNDON,
January 1, 1885.

FREFACE TO THE SECOND
EDITION.

Iy this edition a few passages are modified or anno-
tated, in order to guard against misconceptions occasioned
by their inexact form. That it does not more largely profit
by the valuable criticisms which have come under my notice
is due to the fact that, for the most part, they address them-
selves to large features of the book which are necessarily
deliberate and unalterable,—its plan, its arrangement, its
postulates, its central doctrine. Such criticisms are more
instructive to me than comments upon corrigible faults ;
but, thankful as I am for them, I can respond to them
only by explaining, on reflection, why I still prefer the
method and positions which they assail.

In the classification of theories, I have apparently sur-
prised some of my most respected readers by finding the

_whole contents of the gsyckological category within the limits

of Christendom, and especially by excluding from it the
Ethics of the Socratic school. If I had called ih question
the psychological character of Plato’s Republic and Aris-
totle’s Nicomachean Ethics, the imputation of paradox
would have been most just. So far, however, is this from
being the ease, that a large part of the chapter on Plato is

occupied with an exposition of his “fourfold moral psycho- A<e. L7

logy’: and Aristotle’s writings are spoken of as a vast

repository of inental and moral facts gathered from pro-

found selfknowledge. Nor do I suppoese it possible to

treat Ethics at all withont continual reference, direct or

indirect, to psychological experience; there is no other
b 2
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material from which a doctrine of character can be con-
structed.  But it does not follow that the magazine whence
_you draw your facts and set them in order, supplies your
theory too.  Zss you may perhaps dispense with al together,
and be content with defining the rules of the moral Ar#; or
you may bring it with you from some larger sphere which
moulds and tempers the life of man. It was Z7eories alone,
supplying a rationale of the ultimate postulates of morals,
that T was concerned to classify ; and these are psycho-
| logical or not, according as they find what they want within
the personal self-consciousness, or resort for it to a source
beyond. Tt is a question, therefore, not where Ethics lie,
but whence they are approached by the philosophical
theorist : and the place assigned to Plato simply says,
that upon his anthropological theory he descends from his
cosmical ; that his speculative movement is #zf0 psychology,
not ez of it.  Against this proposition it is irrelevant to set
his appeals to inward experience, his keen analyses of
motive, his cleansing denudation of the surface-deposits
of character : so little have I thought it affected by these
things as to say of the Socratic philosophers (IL. p. x31) that
“they lodk for their whole moral world z#%in, among the
phenomena of the conscious and self-conscious nature ; not
among the conditions of external action.” Of still less avail
against it is the fact that Plato determines the virtues by
the parts of the soul ; for these parts of the soul he further
determines by the parts of the cosmic soul, which m‘! their
turn are found in the admixture of the eternal wovs with
indefinite necessity,—precisely the pedigree of Ethics which
I desired to mark. It is admitted that the ‘psychical theory

is crossed by the metaphysical theory of the Idea of the

Good’: I submit that ‘theory’ there is none, except this

SECOND EDITION. xxi

‘metaphysical’ one; for as, in the Greek sense, a virtue is
nothing but the best state of a faculty, virtues and faculties
fall into concurrent classification without any theory at all.
And in distributing the (5:?};::3 to the several ‘parts of the
soul,’ Plato refers all that is distinctively human, i.e. the total
conditions of the moral life, to the immortal element in it,
which enters it from a franscendent sphere, and is alone
capable of self-conscious and rational cheice. This order
of derivation, with its connected doctrine of reminiscence,
has always been regarded as the equivalent of the modern
notion of & griers ideas, and to stand no less in antithesis to
the method of empirical induction. Blot out from Plato’s
thought this over arch%g Ee:nen, with its constellations of
greater and lesser aan, and his definitions of human quali-
ties, his criticisms of conduct, his pictures of life, his rules
of discipline, while retaining their literary and practical
interest, lose all that blends them into the unity of theory.
Nothing less than this is contained in his own statement,
that the mental arts which, depending on sensible experi-
ence, are wrought out by practice, viz. those which are con-
cerned with matters of human opinion or with natural
phencmena, past, present, or to come, can never have any
stability or certainty, or satisfy the soul’s need of pure truth ;
that the object-matter of all genuine knowledge must be
sought in the eternal and unchangeable and universal reali-
ties which subsist in all particular things ; and that to these
all else must stand in a posterior and secondary line ',

The case of Aristotle is not very different. Even if he
were rightly called the founder of both Psychology and
Ethics, it would not follow that he propounded a psycho-
logical theory of Ethics. The determining principles of his

* Philebus 55 E, 58, 59 C.
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whole philosophy lay far behind these anthropologic fields;
and when he arrived at them in his advance from the start-
- ing-point, he could not help finding them occupied by
groups of mental phenomena, by certain differences among
which the area of the latter was railed off within the embrace
of the former; nor, in describing their contents, could he
fail to be a psychologist. But we can no more, on this
account, attribute to him a psychological theory of ethics,
than we call 2 ‘man a maferialist because he reports some
particular set of material facts. His treatment of the pheno-
mena of character is partly that of the descriptive naturalist,
whose work terminates in orderly classification ; partly that
of an expert in some special skill, who collects and esti-
mates the several means to a particular end. In the former
case, the mode of procedure involves no theory at all, but a
mere sorting-out of similars; in the latter, one which may
indeed be true, viz. that the qualities which conduce to
personal well-being (eddayovia)! constitute, by doing so, the
essence of virtue, but which certainly is not psychological,
since in the moral self-consciousness it finds instead of its
evidence, its chief difficulty. In this subordination of
character to an ulterior end, associating it with health, com-
petency, knowledge, gentle birth, adequate length of life,—
all of them conditions of the same end 2,—-—he makes its
essential relation one which is egually occupied by unmoral
things, and reduces the investigation of it to a study of cause
and effect, i.e. to a science of what is, not an apprehension
of what showu/d be. Accordingly, he provides no intelligible
place for the conception of Odfgafion, except in the con-
ditional sense—°/f you want the end, you must apply the
means’ ; and while throwing light all round upen the outer

layers of conduct and disposition, he leaves in the dark the
1 Nicom. Eth. I. vii. 3-8. 3 Thid. I. x. 15, 16,

SECOND EDITION. xxiil

central idea of Duty, which moralises all. Yet he is con-
tinually using it, though without contemplating it: he works
with it as a ready tool, though not towards it as the final
object of ethical thought ; for in his account of this or that

virtue no formula j “E Eo&ffequfnt with hlg;l than thﬂ,‘ . H e

Mr-", s _
4 certain affection e dei kal 7€ det kat wept b 8¢t kat o0 Svexd ;

without any etpla%n 0{_, }P{Eﬁﬁ unlg;i _LEL SuCthﬁﬂQ'
logical addition as kar” ablay yip 101 s v 6 Gpbmpos Sploeie™.
Thus, after defining Courage as the quality intermediate
between audacity and cowardice, themselves left undefined
except as defect and excess of Fear, he fixes the mid-point
by this very formula, and therefore tells you no more than
that the right bearing towards the objects of fear is to treat
them as you ought. His quantitative doctrine will not
carry him through ; he has to resort to the moral idea which
he postulates in fact, but neglects in theory. “The concep-
tion of the Right,” says Sir Alexander Grant, ‘is decper than
that of the beautiful and the good. It springs perhaps from
a Semitic source, and with its cognate conceptions of Duty
and Obligation, it predominates over the ethical systems of
modern times, which are thus strongly distinguished from a
Greek system of the fourth century B.C ¢ The most striking
ethical term of modern days is the term “Conscience.”
Aristotle had no one word to express what we mean by
« Conscience ”; his moral psychology had not advanced so
far as this? ¢The ethics of modern Europe are far more
psychological than those of Aristotle * ;” whose ‘ethical system
depends on certain @& griori concept1ons,--end, form, and
actuality.” These ideas, by which human life is explained,
are no mere results of an induction, no last development of

1 Nicom. Eth. II1. vii. 4, 5. 2 Thid. TL vi. 15.
3 The Ethics of Aristotle, Vol L pp- 378, 379.



XXiv PREFACE TO THE

experience ; rather they come in from above, and for the
first time give some meaning to experience %,

That Aristotle’s ‘ideas by which human life is ex-
plained’ ‘come in from above,'—in other words, that he des-
cends upon his ethics from his metaphysics, is so obvious
from the general construction of his philosophy, that I can
find only one weak joint at which a doubt or denial can in-
sinuate itself.  He treats philosophy under the two aspects
of ‘theoretical’ and ‘practical®’ (to omit the %T:;;r'.xq' as
here irrelevant); and if with him this antithesis denoted
a ‘partition of intellectual fungtionz;s complete as Kant's
distinction between zeine and ﬁéﬂ‘zﬁﬁ Vemzf;zft becomes
in its working-out, the passage would be cut off from the
one to the other, and the two provinces, though treated
by the same person, might be regarded as independent
of each other, and be credited with separate methods.
But no such breach of continuity can be charged upon Aris-
totle. His ‘practical insight’ is other than the ‘theo-
retical,’ only by including, along with its apprehension of
necessary truth in the essence of the object, an estimate of
the modifying conditions imported from the scene around :
it is a knowledge of the must le, qualified by a judgment of
the may fe”. In ilmni& wd intelligence there is room for
every gradation of dxpiSew, as the simple relations of thought
are exchanged for the complex of phenomena; Arithmetic,
with its intuitive certainty, standing at one end ; and Ethics,
with its maximum of variables, at the other® Whatever
exactitude and security of knowledge belonged to any stage
of the movement through this indivisible empire of truth

! The Ethies of Aristotle, Val. I p. 395. * Nic. Eth. VL xi, 3, 4.

¥ Nic. Eth. L il 1—4; VI. Met. a. 3. 995 a, Bonitz, p. 38, Il 15-20,

f Met. M. iii. 1078 a, Bonitz, p. 240, Il 9-11. Cf T. v. 10108,
Bonitz, p. 74

e s

SECOND EDITION, XXV

were brought from its uppermost extremity, the  first philo-
sophy,’ discussed in his ¢ Metaphysics.” Thence come the
primary principles, which, in their application to natural
phenomena, give rise to ‘Physics,’ or the ‘second philosophy,’
characterized by the pervading antithesis of Matter and
Form, and, through the ascendency of the latter, supplied
with the gradations of organic life. To understand these is
to master the nature of ‘Soul,” as the constitutive ‘Form’ of
animal existence®. To this investigation, which he placed in
the highest rank of accuracy and interest %, Aristotle devoted
one of the most instructive of his treatises. Passing at its
crowning level into the human nature, he there finds the
Yuxn blended with pre-existent wods, partly receptive, as
affected by the cognisable real, partly causative, either as
simply active for an end, or as creative of some external
product. Under both these forms of energy the mind is
immortal ; the first expressing itself in cAaracter, and supply-
ing the material of Z#kies ; the second, in A7 and present-
ing the zsthetic laws. Ethics, therefore, so far as they
report the selfconscious inner life, and are not a mere
critique of external facts, are no inductive record of a part
of nature, but the autobiography of a supernatural principle,
introduced from the divine and ontologic sphere®. A philo-
sopher who makes his approach to the doctrine of morals
by a series of closely-linked movements from a metaphysic
station far out of its range, and who, on entering its
interior, is so possessed by what he brings as to miss the
new significance of its characteristic terms, presents, in
his construction of theory, precisely the feature which I
professed to mark by the word ‘ Unpsychological.’

! Ofor apysp 7@v (dew, De Anima, T, i ? De Anima, L i
® Actmerar B¢ Tiv voby pdvev Glpabey Emegrévar xal eiov dvar pévoy.

De Gen. Animal. IL 3. Cf Met. A. 7. To72 b, Bonitz, p. 227, Il. 18-23,
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In the development of systems dominated by metaphy-
sical conceptions, there is ample room both for subsidiary
inductions and for mental analysis, Spinoza’s great work
abounds in anticipations of the subtle and elaborate psy-
chology of recent times : yet no one on that account con-
strues his theory apart from its @& priors order and range.
The case of Plato and Aristotle is similar, as is evident from
the fact that every competent expositor of their philosophy
finds it necessary to begin with their metaphysics, and
proceed to their physics, before attempting to present their
cthical doctrine. The method simply conforms to the
Greek assumption, that while it might be a necessity with
the beginner to fee%'lzﬁ gawgirg_ﬁmm sense to th.ought
by the steps of the #rporepoy mpds nuds, 1t was the function of
the theoretic teacher to transport us to the opposite ex-
tremity, and tell the story downwards along the path of the
rpm?ﬁaé 4 v%f Who would ever think of throwing into
such a form an account of a modern moralist, really psycho-
logical, as Hobbes or Butler, Stewart or Sidgwick ?

To mark a secondary division of ethical theories, ac-
cording as the line of self-consciousness on which they
move is out of or into the moral centre, I have had recourse
to the antithesis Jdio- and Hetero-psychological. 1 share the
repugnance which is naturally felt to the use of such un-
sanctioned compounds ; and have nothing to say for this
pair except that they effect a classification which no other
phrase at my command renders so distinct. Why will not
‘independent and derivative’ serve your purpose? I am
asked. Because they do not express (what alone I want)
a subdivision of the psychologecal, but take into their grouping
the unpsychological as well : the Ethies that own a meta-
physical or physical parentage are no less ‘derivative’ than
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those which proclaim themselves the quest of happiness or the
sense of beauty in disguise. More serious is an objection
brought against not the mere selection of the phrase, but the
adoption of the division itself which it expresses, viz. that it
is ‘a question-begging division” IWhat question it begs, or
in any way touches, T am at a loss to conceive. It simply
marks an undeniable difference among facts; viz. that of
ethical theories appealing to inward experience there are
some that start from postulates of the moral consciousness,
as they are, and work with them alone; while others go
further aficld, and trace the whole contents and growth of
these in wzmoral sources. Is it a “question” whether these
two types of theory exist? and if not, is it not well that
each should have its name? and that in either case, the
name should connote the specialty which distinguishes it
from the other?

It has been remarked with regret that the constructive
part of- these volumes is left in a precarious position,
because hinging on the alternative of a disjunctive pro-
position, ‘ Either Freewill is a fact, or the sense of Obligation

:

an illusion ;' and that confidence in the deliverances of the
moral consciousness is left in suspense, for want of a prior
treatment of the question of Determinism. With a slight
reservation (which I will immediately mention), I acknow-
ledge the justice of the remark, if applied to the bock on
the assumption of its completeness. But as its plan was
formed with a sequel in view, to carry over its conclusions
into the province of Religion, I had to consider in which
section of the whole the required discussion would be most
in place. If the problem of Freewill had been purely
psychological, I should have admitted it into the present
treatise, with the character of which its entire contents
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would have been in keeping. But since it is ontological as
well, and involves reasonings respecting cosmical causation,
~ time and space, necessity and possibility, the prescience and
justice of God, I judged that its pleadings could not be
fairly heard and weighed, till these ulterior topics had been
set in order. Meanwhile, the simple exposition of the
inward experiences which make up the story of conscience
and the drama of moral passion and heroism, and the bare

analysis of the meaning of our moral terms, go far, as it

seems to me, towards settling the balance of psychological
testimony ; so as to leave the question, till its re-hearing, in
a state of not very uneasy rest.

In the present humour of the schools, when the idea of
personality,—the noblest gain of Christian thought,—has
been melted down again into its ancient and oriental
fluidity, T could not expect much assent to a doctrine of
moral autherity which resolved it into a personal relation.
To relieve it, however, of any superfluous scruple, I will
guard it by one comment. The form of Moral nature
which it treats as common to the Divine and the human

mind, the communicated ground of kindred between them,

is that of a preferential order among the motive affections;
while in us as finite and dependent beings there is, super-
induced upon this, a sense of Obligation and overshadowing
Authority, assuring us that the higher claim is not simply in
us, but,over us. This sentiment of Dwy is not the pure
essence of the moral idea itself, but the consciousness of
its administration to us from the Supreme Source. It thus
appeals to us, not merely as a subjective suggestion, but
with the solemn persuasion belonging to any revelation of
Right from a higher personality. Take away its Divine
source and partner, and its presence as a mere incident of
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our finite feeling invests it with no authority, but le:wes‘ it
with us as a blind phenomenal necessity. Does the relation,
thus conceived as transcendent, too much separate myself
as a moral being, and the Divine legislative Self# and must
I unify them so far as to believe the transaction complete in
my own consciousness, and the law of preference self
imposed ! Sellrecognised, adopted in my affections as a
reproduction from the Infinite, and so urged by me upon
my own will with uttermost consent, I admit it to be; but
in thus bringing its own warrant into my nature, it reveals
its objective eternity and its communication from the In-
finite. What then is that objective infinitude or legislative
Self to which I thus respond? In being more than my
subjectivity, is it simply the indefinite repetition of other
finite subjectivities, especially the aggregate of my human
fellows, in each of whom there is provision for the same ex-
perience ? If only in them does there occur any spiritual
apprehension of the Right like my own, its law may be
called universal, but certainly not ‘ Divine’ or ¢ God-given,’
unless the sacred name is reduced to mean the totality of self-
conscions mortals. A Law neither thought nor felt bat by
creatures limited as myself and imposed merely by their mul-
titudinous consensus, is commended to me by no higher
claim than the cogency of a successful vote, and makes vain
pretensjons to any Holy source. It is but the will of such
a %%E%g;&ﬁ?towers above the landscape in the frontis-
piece of Hobbes’s Leviathan, clad apparently in fish-skin
armour, every one of whose countless scales proves, when
magnified, to be a puny man. If the awe with which I bow
before the moral law is the worship of such a God, what
defence have T against the charge of abject idelatry 2 More-
over, if we have Zere found the objective legislative Self,
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and are at the seat of the mem tmponentss, is it not more
separated from my individual moral self-consciousness than
_would be an infinite Mind setting up in me a finite moral
communion with his own? A theorist who is bent upon a
unification of personalities will surely find it easier to
establish a common margin between each finite spirit and
the infinite ¢ Father of Spirits,” than to erase the boundaries
which distinguish himself from his fellows. A legislative
funetion vested in the general assembly of dead and unbern
men together with the miscellany of living populations is
immeasurably more cut off from my subjective life than the
righteous Will of the Soul of souls that lives in me to foster
there the rudiments of his own perfection. On the whole,
whatever difficulties may attach to the religious interpretation
of the consciousness of Duty appear to me to be enormously
increased upon the purely humanistic view, and to be
removable only at the cost of the consciousness itself upon
which they attend.

Of the corrections in the text of the present edition the
most signal has been oecasioned by an objection, on the
part of Mr. Herbert Spencer, to the distinction which I
have drawn between-his enunciation of the law of evolution
and Mr. Darwin’s, Lest, in attempting a revised repre-
sentation of his view I should again fail, I have thought it
most just to him to let the correspondence between us on
the subject speak for itsclf; and, with his permission, it
appears in the Appendix. The re-statement which it
contains should be read in conmection with the corre-
sponding pages of the Data of Ethics ; to which it supplies
an important commentary.

: Lonpon,
January 1 1856.
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INTRODUCTION.

I. Eruicar Facrs. MopEs oF INTERPRETING THEM.

Ernics may be briefly defined as the doctrine of human
Character They assume as their basis the fact, that men
are prone to criticise themselves and others, and cannot
help admiring in various degrees some expressions of
affection and will, and condemning others. This tendency
displays itself actively in every aspect of life ; giving pun-
gency to the gossip of a village, the chief interest to
biography and fiction, the needful authority to law, and the
highest power to religion. All these take their origin from
the consciousness of a better and a worse in human beings
and affairs; and aspire, with more or less distinctness, to
realise the good and exclude the ill. But while they all
join in the confession that there is an interval between life
as it is and life as it ought to be, they investigate no
standard, they seek no ground for their own feeling; but
are content with reportirlg the estimates that rise spon-

: tralts, and proclaiming actual admlratlons. These current

judgments constitute a body of efhical facts; and it is the
aim of ethical seience to strip from them their accidental,
impulsive, unreflecting charaeter; to trace them to their
ultimate seat in the constitution of our nature and our
world ; and to exhibit, not as a concrete picture, but in its
universal essence, the ideal of individual and social per-
fection. To interpret, to vindicate, and systematise the
moral sentiments, constitutes the business of this depart-
ment of thought.
YOL. I B -

l
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In dealing with its problems, it is impossible to remain
within the limits of mere self-interrogation. The sen-
_timents which we propose to investigate have regard to the
character and actions of mankind; the fitness of which
must depend not simply on the internal springs whence
they issue, but also on external adaptation to the sphere of
their display. The feeling suitable to a certain imaginary
universe may be quite out of place in this; and a purely
speculative doctrine of Ethics, were such a product possible,
might involve us in judgments wholly false respecting
actual persons and communities. © The conditions by which
man 1§ surrounded and hemmed in, by determining his
opportunities, must affect his duties; and springs of conduct
which intrinsically would attract the highest admiration may
forfeit our approval, should the world open to them no
range of possible joperation. As, in the case of the indi-
vidual, the right course is marked out not simply by the
sentiments of his nature, but in part by the specialties of
his lot; and, in the case of a nation, the shape of its best
aims must be given by its historical place as well as its
inner genius; so, for humanity at large, we cannot fix the
form of perfect character, without reference to its position
in the whole system of things, to the possibilities open Lo
its enterprise, and the enduring objects existing for its
affection. Hence it is inevitable that ethics should run out
beyond the circle of mere introspection, in order to deter-
mine the objects in whose presence man continually stands,
the relations he bears to them, and the dealings he can
have with them.

What these objects are that constitute the scene around
him, may be expressed in two words,—Nature and God ;—
understanding by the former the totality of perceptible
phenomena; and by the latter, the eternal ground and
cause whose essence they express. These two are the
companions that no one can ever quit, change as he may
his place, his age, his society: they fill the very path of
time on which he travels, and the fields of space into which

e —
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he looks; and the questions what they are, and what
exactly they have to do with him, cannot but affect the
decision of what he ought to be. Whether you will
first address yourselves to iem, or will rather make your
commencement with AZw, may secem a matter of small
moment, inasmuch as all three must be relatively surveyed ;
but in fact it makes the greatest difference,—the whole
difference between the most opposite schools of opinion,
between an objective and a subjective genesis of doctrine,
between ancient and modern philosophy. If you give
priority to the study of nature and God, and resort to
them as your nearest given objects, you are certain to
regard them as the better known, and to carry the con-
ceptions you gain about them into the remaining field as
your interpreters and guides: you will explain the human,

mind by their analogy, and expect in it a mere extension of :

their being. 1If, on the other hand, you permit the human
mind to take the lead of these objects in your enquiry, the

order of inference will naturally be reversed ; and with the ™

feeling’ that it is the better known, you will rather believe
what the soul says of them, than what they have to say
about the soul. In both instances, no doubt, they stand
be asked, ‘what matters it whether we think of man as a
finite cpitome of the universe, or of the universe as the
infinite counterpart of man?’ In the last resort, the
difference, I believe, will be found to consist in this; that
when self-consciousness is resorted to as the primary oracle,
an assurance is obtained and is carried out into the scheme
of things, of a free preferential power; but when the
external whole is the first interrogated, it affords no means
of detecting such a power, but, exhibiting to the eye of
observation a course of necessary evolution, tempts our
thought to force the same type of development upon the
human soul. In the one case we obtain a volitional theory
of nature; in the other, & naturalistic theory of volition ;
and on the resulting schemes of morals the great difference
B2

S By
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is impressed, that according to the respective modes of
procedure, the doctrine of proper responsibility is admitted
or denied. Thus then we obtain our first distinction of
method, deducing it simply from the oppesite lines of direc-
tion which the order of investigation may take. Kthics
may pursue their course and construct their body of doctrine
either from the moral sentiments outwards into the systemn
of the world ; or from the system of the world inwards to
the moral sentiments. The former method may be called
the Psychologic ; the latter we will for the present oppose to
it by the mere negative designation of the Unpsychologic,

So far the line of demarcation is obvious enough ; plain
as the contrast between itz and wwitont ; and thoroughly
familiarised to us by the current language and prevailing
controversies in philosophy during the last century. The
whole debate of our modern schools turns upon the well-
worn antithesis of subject and object, and seeks, in the laws
of our knowledge, to discriminate the legislative work of
external nature and of the mind, and assign the due validity
to each. There is no difficulty therefore in seizing what is
meant by a psychologic process. It is otherwise when we
advance a step further, and mark out the definite directions
which the unpsychologic method may take; for we are
immediately thrown upon a distinction, found indeed at
the very roots of our thought, and pervading the whole of
the ancient philosophy, but so little familiar to our ordinary
habits of reflection, and so ill provided with fitting expres-
sion in our language, that it is not easy to render it exoteri-
cally clear. It has been already hinted at in our division
of the objective world into the two elements Masfure and
God ; only that these names, though indicating the proper
realms on which attention should fix, fail to suggest the
particular characteristics which bring them into contrast;
and they are liable, with their modern significance, to put
us on a false intellectual scent. Laying aside for the
moment the conception of nature as a creation at a certain
date, and of God as its personal author existing before and
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without it, and looking forth afresh through the young eye
of heathen wonder, we find that our thought seizes, with
instinctive persuasion, on two opposite aspects of existence,
—that which appears and that which 75,—the transient
phenomenon and the abiding ground,—the moving succes-
sion of actual change and the still potencies and permanent
entities from whose depths they come. No one can help
thinking of something behind what he sees and hears and
feels; and if he denies it in the interests of a favourite
theory, the very language in which he couches his denial
confutes him; for the fundamental forms of grammatical
construction embody the conceptions of substance and of
power which he would explain away. The colour, the form,
the sound which he perceives ; the joy, the hope, the ad-
miration which he experiences ; these he cannot imagine to
float as unattached qualities,—homeless attributes of nothing,
—successions with vacuity at the core; he is obliged to refer
them to a éody which, apart from these effects, he does not
perceive, or a mind, of which, after reckoning its transitory
states, he has no separate consciousness. He cannot use
the first personal pronoun of himself without claiming an
existence other than that of his own evanescent feelings:
for in doing so he certainly means, what he directly says,
not that he 4, but that he Zes the several thoughts and
emotions that make the thread of his experience, Whether
this meaning that he has is frue o7 ; jaﬁsé; \_g_hether there is
anything corresponding to it iz #afurd revim or it be a
‘fiction of the mind,’ is a question which we need not
touch : be it piven by a faculty or entailed by an incapacity,
certain it is that this notion of a permanent reality as the
supporting centre of all transient appearance, is inseparable
from the very action of the intellect. A universe of mere
‘successions and coexistences’ of change is wholly unpre-
sentable in thought, and could not be intelligibly spoken of,
were it not helped out by the complemental act of the mind
itself restoring in fact what is suppressed in phrase. Pheno-
mena alone, supported by no nucleus of the real, would be

&0
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but as flapping drapery hanging upon no solid form, but
folded round the empty outline of a ghost.

And this distinction forees itself upon us in other shapes.
‘As Attribute flings us back on Substance, so does the as
cidental upon the essential,; and in both cases we are landed
on the conception of something enduring, central, regulative,
reposing in the midst of the momentary whirl of appearances.
It is impossible not to recognise in each separate kind of
being, especially in the species of the organised world, a
distinct expression of character, every departure from which,
though found in ever so many actual individuals, is con-
demned as distortion or defect. Nor can we help attributing
u7ity to this generic character, and feeling it to be a sl
#ype, though it has never insulated itself before our eye, or
become detached from its entanglement with mixed and
multifarious specimens. And if you insist that it is a mere
product of abstraction,—the agerage impression collected
from the sum of all our observations,—the explanation is
liable to this embarrassing objection ; that our ideal of any
species (say, of man), far from coinciding with the average
of examples, 1s realised in the fewest or in none; and you
feel that, tried by the inner meaning or project of each
nature, the whole circle of your experience has brought you
only poor attempts and approximations. If so, however,
it is difficult to escape the acknowledgment that the type is
a permanent standard, a pre-existent and imperishable idea,
towards which, as to a model conception, all single births
imperfectly strive : and, far from assenting to the dictum
that in truth there.are nothing but individuals and only in
human fancy are there classes, we are brought to conceive
inversely of the procedure of nature, as a descent from the
generic thought as prior, into individualisation as posterior.
He who follows this course, and represents to himself the
primary ideal bursting into the actual, the unspoiled unity
breaking into the disappointing multiplicity, naturally as-
cribes to the earliest and genetic type a more positive as
well as a higher #eality than belongs to the individuals

Sl
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embodying it. If he be a Platpnist, he calls it an eos: if
an Aristotelian, b3 fx’“ ?w s‘f’m‘l‘i %a Scholastic, a Universal :
but in any case, he regards it as nearer the fountain of
existence than anything which merely passes across the
stage,—and indeed as the essence which, occupying this and
that particular being, gives it what reality it has.

It is unnecessary to follow out into further applications
this mode of contemplating the objects of human ken. The
opposites which it discovers,—substance and attribute,—
unity and plurality,—are all gathered up into one compre-
hensive antithesis, by which the universe is distributed into
dvra and yoyvépeva’,—what always #5 and what for a while
appears. The history of nature thus comes to be conceived
of in a manner very different from ours: a certain stock of
eternals transmigrates through various forms, which must
therefore be deemed the evanescent embodiment of divine
realities : no augmentation, no diminution of the totality of
being is possible ; it can but pass into the visible field and
lapse into latency again. Phenomena are the veil that hides
yet hints the essential ideal, which is also the truest real,
world ; and when #4at has been read off, we have reached
the ultimatum of knowledge, the evolving thought, to com-
mune with which is to be admitted among the immortal
gods.

But how gain access to that higher realm? or have we
access to it at all? This was the grand controversy of the .
Greek schools: but, however variously it was resolved, one
common principle pervades the answers. With all their
mutual contradictions, they invariably assume that, in order to
know a thing, you must have a share of its nature in yourself,

- and that without such common element to mediate between it

and you, the reciprocal dissimilarity keeps you hopelessly

estranged. Accerding to this assumption, if man is to know |

the universe spread around him, he must be similarly com-

posed ; its two factors must extend to him, and give him a

double sympathy, answering face to face, and exchanging
.1 Bee Plato, Timzeus, 28 A,
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looks of recognition, now with the inner ground, now with
the outer appearance, of the world. He was accordingly
conceived of as actually the compendium, as he was the

finished product, of the universe; whose fypes of thought,

simply exss#ing in other natures, but rising into consciousness
in him, constitute his share of Reason ; and whose malerial
phenomena, provoking responsive movements in his corporeal
organism, pass into the susceptibility of .Sexse, As the uni-
verse, acting downwards, divaricates into these two endow-
ments in him, so does each, in its instinctive return upward,
find its own proper parent: Sense apprehending the world
of phenomena ; Reason, the store of essential realities: the
one conversing with the relative and transitory ; the other,
with the absolute and eternal. The former, if it realises its
highest aim, terminates in physica/ knowledge ; the latter, in
metaphysical. For this, be it observed, is the proper meaning
of these two words : physics, the doctrine of things so far as
they enter and quit our field of perception ; metaphysics, the
doctrine of things so far as they are permanent entities, and,
withholding themselves from Sense, are objects of Reason
alone.

Now between these two doctrines there was no less fierce
a controversy in ancient than in modern times; but with
this difference : that the contest was conducted #zen upon
the field of nature and the universe, #oz upon the enclosure
of the human faculties. The primary question then was, Is
there anything but phenomena to be known? but now it is,
Are we compeient to know anything but phenomena? Those
who maintained the negative asserted, in old times, that the
whole system of things was resolvable into mere currents of
“incessant change, and were called the fowing philosophers :
but in our day, they prefer the statement, that the mind’s
whole life is a tissue of disguised sensations, and receive
the name of the Sensational school. . The opposite party in
Elea (Lower Italy) shaped their position thus,—that change
and motion, far from being all in all, were impossible, and
the totality of being was One, immutable and absoliite : but
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with us they rather say, that Reason ought fo be belicved,
when constraining us to think as if there were fundamental
existences,—e. g. Soul and God,—as the ground of every
change. This distinction of philosophical method is of the
utmost importance for the correct apprehension of the Greek

schools. They were all essentially unpsychological and

objective ; reasoning downwards from the data of the uni-
verse, whether real or phenomenal, into the quesita of our
faculties, whether of intcllect or sense: whereas we rather
take the inverse direction, and find in the universe the real
or the phenomenal, according as we take on trust the
assumptions of thought or the impressions of sense. Hence
it is that, although the same schemes of doctrine have re-
appeared among us that gave distinction to the names of
Parmenides and Zeno, Protagoras and Epicurus, yet little
or no use can be made by the moderns of the reasoning of
their Hellenic prototypes ; the logical locomotion is in the
opposite direction ; and though there is the same ferry to
cross, the boat is moored on the wrong side for us, and
another must be taken. How little conviction, for instance,
is now produced by the Platonic arguments for the immor-

. tality of the soul! so that precisely the readers in deepest

sympathy with the author’s feeling and conclusion are the
first to lament the hazardous dependence of a sublime moral
truth, on the precarious assumptions of a metaphysical
realista, And how foreign to the genius of Bentham and
Mill are the maxims and reasoning of Heracleitus, to prove
that motion and semblance, without rest and substance,
constitute the universe ! And if forced to acknowledge the
essential identity of their conclusions with his, how ready
would they be with condescending apologies for the old
Greek’s perverseness in making his logic stand upon its
head! 1In a word, the controversy between the pretensions
of change and the unchanging is common to ancient and
modern times ; but in the former the stress of the battle was
thrown upon the macrocosm, and fought out between the
real and phenomenal, and then the victory was pushed home

-
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into human nature ; while in the latter, the tug of war is in
the microcosm, between the maxims of reason and of sense ;
and this outpost being carried, the field of the great universe
is won.

Now suppose a Greek Realist to bring his doctrine down
into human life, and interpret by it the varieties of sentiment
and character. He sees in the soul the co-presence of what
already he has discriminated everywhere else, only now
wakened into self-consciousness. Whatever belongs to the
senses, the pleasures and pains of their experience, the
passions and desires which impel to their exercise, the prin-
ciples of conduct which consult for their gratification,—in
short, the whole apparatus of our sentient nature that adapts
us to the world of phenomena,—he will regard as wof fun-
damental, but subsidiary and evanescent, not the positive
essence of our life, but the mere negative condition for the
concrete expression of what is behind. Whatever on the
other hand is constant through all sentient mutations, the
ideas that abide with us and recur, while objects and phe-
nomena pass by and perish,—of the true, the beautiful,
the good,—with the aspirations that seek and the faculties
that seize them,—in short, the whole essence of our rational
nature that is in communion with the world of eternal
things,—he will recognise as the very groundwork of our
being, the endless warp of divine reality, coiled, as it passes,
upon our loom, and taking only an iridescent pattern from
the woof of flying phenomena. When he encounters there-
fore men whose tastes are selfish and worldly, whose aims
are satisfied with mere ease or reputation, whose rules of
conduct: are only a device of longer or shorter prudence
for winning these ends, he will assuredly look down upon
them as falling infinitely short of the proper standard for a
man ; and will contrast with: them the nobler few who,
enamoured of truth and goodness, chase them at all costs
wherever they appear. These last, he will say, show the
divine nature of the soul, and vindicate its real essence
amid the flood of natural change by which the majority are

o
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overwhelmed. You will probably feel that his moral eriti-
cism is essentially just ; that in distinguishing between the
good and the evil, he separates the right things ; and that if

he had the shaping of the world, it would be less unlike a*

kingdom of heaven. But though he pitches upon the right
sort of men to be called good men, what is it that constitutes
them good in his eyes P—that, by a happy infection er in-
fusion, more of the essence of the universe has got into
them than into others; that the magnetic wires from the
fount of real ideas pass the currents of the fair and good
with peculiar intensity through them, and evolye within them
the responsive and miniature god. What is praised in them
is thus only a margin or local extension of the outer ground
of the universe ; is the very same thing in another place;
and in no other sense belongs to them than that they are
the theatre of its manifestation : rather do they belong to it
as its creature and medium of exercise. The real, appearing
in their consciousness, becomes ideal, the divine becomes
human, in them ; and, apart from this development in con-

currence with their personality and on the scene of their

physical existence, there is nothing in them to extol. The
sentiment therefore directed towards them is no other than
that which may be felt towards a fine form or a noble face ;
or towards the products of Art and Science ; or towards the
several types of intellectual genius. All these belong, in
this theory, to one and the same category; they are the
essential principles, the eternal life, the formative thoughts
of the universe, cropping up into manifestation on the
human stage; and all are to be welcomed with the same
kind of admiration. This complete merging of all moral
approbation in the love of beauty and truth, is especially
visible in the 'system of Plato; and has its distinc{t{e,s‘:c ex-
pression in his Socratic doctrine, that virtue is an E,ﬁ.’;‘;,.’l_‘,?ﬁ
that may be taught. It is evident that no distinction is
drawn, in such a scheme, between natural and moeral evil :
no room is left for guwi/t, as opposed to zgmorance ; or for
retribution, as different from discipline. Yet it is remarkable

3
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that Plato could not hold himself exclusively to this point
of view : the instincts of his nature were too much for the
restraints of a philosophy, comprehensive indeed, but still
~ short of the compass of his mind ; and when, as at the close
of his Republic, his dialectic, unequal to the inner pressure
of his moral inspiration, bursts. its formal shell, and takes
flight upon the air of myth, he proclaims penalties to sin
quite too solemn, were it but 2 mental ugliness, and even,
in cases of extremest guilt, announces them as eternal. This,
however, is little else than the revolt of his inmost moral

sentiment against the checks of his philosophy; and that his

philosophy necessitated the revolt, and found no place for
feelings that insisted on expression, enables us to mark the
great defect of the whole method. The mefapsysic doctrine
of Ethics, which regards human virtue, in conjunction with
human beauty and human science, as a mere community
of essence, transmuted into conscious sympathy, with the
realities of the universe, treats man as an irresponsible de-
velopment, and fails to vindicate the indestructible senti-
ments which we entertain towards moral as distinguished
from natural ill. Morals, Asthetics, and Philosophy fuse
themselves, in this scheme, into one ; and are but the blos-
soming in the consciousness of man of the real root of the
eternal universe.

To the metaplysic doctrine of Ethies stands opposed (still
within the unpsychological circle) the ghysical ; which de-
scends into human life from the phenomenal instead of the
real side of the world. Resolving every thing into pheno-
mena, the disciple of this school recognises in man no
z¢liable functions except those which stand in relation to
phenomena ; none, therefore, beyond the range of the
senses themselves and their elaborated or disguised impres-
sions. . As in the former system the leading idea was that
of Permanence, and the ethical aim was to keep the mind
in sympathy and communion with the abiding ground of
things ; so, in this, the leading idea is that of Change, and
the great end is to live in adaptation to the Zazws of Change.

s |
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Fixed standard of good amid the flow of events, reality
behind the semblances of the world, there i1s none; and to
maintain in one’s self a persistency to which nothing out-
ward corresponds, is a mark, not of wisdom, but of stubborn-
ness. Pliant accommodation of the mind to the shifting
phases of the scene in which it is placed, free surrender to
nature’s facts, whatever they be, is the only virtue. It is
impossible to escape from the purely relative existence in
which we find ourselves; to gain any test of truth, except
what seemrs to be true; of good, except what seems to be
good : and if, in different persons, or in different moods of
the same, this seeming should not be the same, the true
and good must be held to have altered too. It follows
that there is no knowledge which is more than opinion;
and only a sentient test of beauty or virtue. All this would
hold, even if man were his own master, and con/d defy his
relations to the world of phenomena. But he is himself
nothing but a product of that world, and throughout his
being only one of ifs phenomena ; and, whether he owns it or
not, he is as absolute subject of its laws, which are only
physical laws, as his dog or his flower-garden. He himself,
what is he? simply a succession of feelings and thoughts,—
a thread of temporary consciousness spun off from the
wheel of a physiologic Fate; and not one component
element in the series of his life can come without its cause,
or would come the same if the cause were different. Act
from volition, volition from desire, desire from idea, idea
from sensation, sensation from vital connection with the
physical world,—form the links by which man is chained to
the legislation of material Nature. The effect which this
manner of thinking must have on the configuration of ethical
doctrine will be obvious at ence; and will in part agree
with the results of the metaphysic scheme. There is the
same exclusion of any proper notion of zespousibilily : the
same reduction of all meral evi/ to the category of nafural
ezl only that in the metaphysic doctrine it comes rather
under the head of ugliness and unreason, and is locked on

o
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with disgust, while in the physical it is more analogous to
disease and suffering, and is contemplated with pity: but
in neither is there room for regarding it with disagproval as
a sin.  The mode in which man is hung on to the outer
universe, to the exclusion of his original or personal causa-
tion, is somewhat different in the two systems. For the
usual ethical coneeption of freedom, viz. a true preferential
power, capable of determining the previously indeterminate,
the metaphysic doctrine substitutes the notion of mere
spontaneity, or undisturbed development from within, by a
force wholly indigenous to the being himself: while the
physical doctrine subjugates him to an exfermal necessity,
referring his seeming activity back into prior conditions not
inherent, and explaining them away from efficient causes
into natural effects. It may also be remarked, as a conse-
quence or rather perhaps only another phase of this distine-
tion, that the idea of Fersonality is differently conceived in
the two schoals ; being identified with the aeive power of
rational mind in the one case; with the passive continuity
of unbroken consciousness in the other. In the metaphysic
scheme, the spontaneous energy of thought evolying itself
in products, constitutes a pesson ; in the physical, the mere
having impressions, or being the theatre of feelings, joined
with the power of giving them a collective name, constitutes
a person. The former necessarily regards the human person
as subordinate or miniature to the divine, the counterpart
and symbol of its great prototype; and though the notion
of personality may be altogether an inadequate one, it is
not less elevated and full in relation to the Mind of the
universerthan in relation to our own. But the latter theory,
when fairly carried out, as it is in our days, makes man the
Jfizst person that has existed, so far as we know: it is not
that an eternal divine Reason has come down and appeared
on the scale of his small life ; but that phenomenal laws
and blind currents of force have so converged as to warm
and colour the clay of which he comes, and set up the
surprise of a self-conscious being. Thus between the systems

-
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there is all the difference of the higher embracing and sup-
porting the lower, or the lower creating the higher.

* Thus then we obtain the leading division of ethical sys-
tems, by referring to the generating idea or method out of
which they spring. If the primary assumptions are taken
| from within, and you proceed by light of self-knowledge to
interpret what is objective, you have a psychological system
{of Ethics. Invertthe procedure, and you have an unpsycho-
\logical system. This may be of two kinds, according as you
begin with assuming real, eternal, intellectual entities, and
thence descend into the human world ; or only phenomena
and their laws. If the former, you have a metaphysical ; if
the latter, a physical system, of Morals.

I1. HiSTORICAL INSTANCES; AND SUEDIVISIONS.

Before following out our first distribution of ethical theories
into further divisions, we may advantageously notice one or
two points of interest in regard to their ascendency in different
periods of history. It is curious that psychological ethics
are altogether peculiar fo Christendom. Of the various anterior
Joctrines, much as they concerned themselves with the true
ideal of conduct and character, there is not one which seeks
its first principles in human consciousness, and endeavours
thence to determine the moral position of man in the uni-
verse. The order of investigation is always the reverse;
fetching its primary truths from the objective sphere, and by
their help lighting its way through the labyrinth of inner
thought and experience. It is not that psychological obser-
vation and reflection are absent from the ancient philosophy,
or fail to occupy an important place in it: the writings of
Plato and Aristotle abound not only in judgments on life as
seen from the outside, but in the results of a profound self-
knowledge ; while the demon of Socrates, the Stoic “man
within the breast,’ the Epicurean resolution of all human
phenomena into sensation, obviously imply an attention,
more or less deliberate, to the processes of the self-conscious
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mind. Bat the store of mental and' moral facts, whatever it
might be, was to them the fruit, and not the seed, of their
system of belief :—a deducible from their prior theory of
the universe, which it confirmed by showing how the actual
came out correctly from the hypothesis. The genius of the
Greeks, notwithstanding our Zgical obligations to them, was
essentially odjective ; not only perceptive in the highest degree,
in relation to the external world, but investing with form and
substance the very data of thought itself : nor could they

~readily deal with anything as an inner fact, till they had had

their look at it as an hypostatised reality beyond their own
centre.  Hence their systems are all either metaphysical or
physical in their bases; and their ethical element is in no
case intelligible, till it is studied as a sequel to this earlier
portion of the scheme. In short, wherever the chief zwonder
is felt to reside, there will philosophy be sure to begin ; and
the speculative eye of the Athenians, unlike that of their
own bird of wisdom, was fond of light and space, and first
felt the mystery of the universe on straining further into
them than it could see. The earliest glimpse of ethical
speculation came in therefore to supplement their wide
sweep over the curve of Nature; and the individual mind,
though included in its compass, was not its regulative centre,
but only one of the loci of its countless ordinates.

In the Christian religion, on the other hand, the interest,
the mystery of the world were concentrated 7z fuman nafture.
All the relations between it and God became fmmediate and
dizect, not incident to it merely as part of the universal
organism, but due to its own special state and essence; so
completely, that they would remain the same were the
visible frame of things to vanish and leave us alone in the
infinite Presence. The sense of Sin,—a sentiment that left
no trace in Athens,—involves a consciousness of personal
alienation from the supreme Goodness: the aspiration after
Aodiness directs itself to a union of affection and will with the
source of all Perfection: the agency for transferring men
from their old estrangement to new reconciliation was a

-
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Person in whom the divine and human historically blended ;
and the sanctifying spirit by which they are sustained at the
height of their purer life is a living link of communion
between their minds and the Soul of souls. This was the
circle of ideas in which Christian sentiment revolved :—the
fatal separation of two spiritual natures, and then their per-
manent reunion by their meeting once on the stage of a
single personality ; and this circle was complete without the
least reference to the material universe, in which the Greek
sought for the divine ground of all. Nature, which was
a principal before, sank into the accidental and the neutral,
—the mere scene on which the great drama of real being
was performed, and flung its lights and shades. Connected
with this transference of divine manifestation from the
universe to man, is another feature of Christianity; that it
resolves the whole administration of the world into a moral
idea, and makes the state of human character the determining
condition of all the good and ill that can be hoped or feared.
The consequence of this mode of thought inevitably was,
that the scene of divine audience was changed: Wonder,
instead of roaming comprehensively abroad, retired intensely
within; moral psychology penetrated to its'deep founda-
tions ; and subjective maxims became regulative of objective
theory. The whole complexion of thought and language on
ethical subjects alters on crossing the line from heathendom
to Christendom; and even where the Pagan philosopher
draws more truly and more severely the outer boundaries of
right and wrong, the Christian disciple will show a deeper
apprehension of the inner quality and colouring of both,
How it was that the new habits of self-knowledge ripened
into no systematic Ethics, it would be foreign to my purpose
to discuss: I will mention but one disturbing cause, which,
from its vast and protracted operation, is too remarkable
to be overlooked. The Augustinian theology is founded
upon a sense of sin so passionate and absolute as to plunge
the conscience into unrelieved shadows. It pledges itself to
find traces everywhere of the lost condition of humanity, in
VOL. I c
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virtue of which there is no longer any freedom for good, and
a hopeless taint is mingled with the very springs of our
activity. This doctrine is evidently the utterance of a deep
but despairing moral aspiration: it estimates with such stern
purity the demands of the divine holiness upon us, that only
the first man, fresh with unspoiled powers, was capable of
fulfilling them ; and since he was false, the sole opportunity
of voluntary holiness has been thrown away, and we must
live in helpless knowledge of obligations which we cannot
Hence there has never been more than one
solitary hour of real probation for the human race: during
that hour there was a positive trust committed to a capable
will, and the young world was under genuine moral adminis-
tration ; but, ever since, evil only has been possible to human
volition, and good can pass no further than our dreams. [t
follows that, as the human game is already lost, we no longer
live a probationary life, and can have no doctrine of applied
Ethics which shall have the slightest religious value: the
moralities, considered as divine, are obsolete as Eden ; and
human nature, as it is, can produce no voluntzfry acts that
are not relatively neutral, because uniformly offensive, to the
sentiment of Ged. Tts restoration must proceed from sources
extraneous to the will; and unless snatched away in some
fiery chariot of grace, it must gaze in vain upon the heaven
that spreads its awful beauty above the earth. Thus a doc-
trine which begins with the highest proclamation of the
divine moral law, ends with practically superseding it. = The
history of the universe opens with -an act of probation and
closes with one of retribution : but through every interyening
moment is destitute of moral conditions; and man, the
central figure of the whole,—though a stately actor at the
first, and an infinite recipient or victim at the last,—so falls
through in.the meanwhile between the powers that tempt
and those that save him, that as an ethical agent he sinks
into nonentity, and becomes the mere prize contended for
by the spirits of darkness and of light. In this system, the
human personality, by the very intensity with which it burns

s
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“at its own focus, consumes itself away; and the very

attempt to idealise the severity and sanctity of divine law
does but cancel it from the actual, and banish it to the
beginning and end of time. The man of to-day is no free
individuality at all, but the mere meeting point of opposite
forces foreign to his will, —ruined by nature, rescued by God,
—Wwith no range of power, therefore none of responsibility
between. It is as if the Augustinian system took its doctrine
of nature from Protagoras and Epicurus, and.its doctrine of
grace from Parmenides and Plato: in the one not reaching
so high a level as that of moral obligation, in the other
overflying it with a dangerous transcendental wing; and
combining therefore, without any mediating term, the extreme
tendencies of the physical and metaphysical schools.

The consequence has been the forfeiture once more of
the great advantage which Christianity, by its appeal to the
moral consciousness, had promised to philosophy, and a
return, under the guidance and especially in the native land
of the reformation, of both the unpsychological tendencies,
whose dominance in the ancient world I have described :
France for the most part preferring the physical, and Ger-
many the metaphysical, substitute for psychelogical ethics.
With the proclamation and spread of Protestantism, the
#eligious value of morals disappeared, and they were deserted
by that sentiment of reverence which alone can generate a
true science. They were treated by Luther himself from a
merely outward point of view, as simply useful for civil peace
and order, matters of social police, fitly placed under
guardianship of the magistrate. Hence the political turn
given to almost all the disquisitions on moral doctring
produced under the influence of ‘the new learning’; the
State assuming in them the position which in Catholic books
is held by the Church, and secular regulation or human
compact replacing the divine law. The psychological clue
being lost, attempts were inevitable to evolve a theory of
society and morals from either physical or metaphysical
assumptions ; and in circles remote from Church interests

cz
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and animated by purely speculative aspirations, the oppo-
sition of these two directions became more and more
marked. At the one extreme stands Hobbes, as the great
representative of physica/ absolutism ; at the other, Spinoza,
of metaplysical ; and if the spirit of the former, after various
minor epiphanies, transmigrated into Comte, that of the
latter survives in the school of Hegel ; and in both we find
reproduced the very controversies and characteristics which
divided learned Greeks in the days of Heracleitus and
Aristotle. So much is this the case that it might almost
seem as if the current of Hellenic philosophy, when lost
from ‘the upper light, had taken a subterranean course
below the world where Christendom has had its history, and
had burst to the surface of our age again; were it not that it
makes a show of taking up and carrying with it the elements
of Christian truth, and perhaps does so cn condition of
dissolving them all away. In modern, as in ancient times,
the extreme points between which philosophy has oscillated
are the same: posifively described, they are the pantheistic
and (if I may invent a phrase) the pamphysical poles of
doctrine ; negatively, they are the afheism of Lamettrie, and
what Hegel calls the akosmism of Spinoza. But wherever
the Augustinian system has ze# prevai/ed, and whencesoever
it has receded in favour of a milder theology, the psycho-
logical tendency has re-asserted itself; has driven back, on
either side, the physical and the metaphysical demination
within their proper limits; has reinstated the superseded
personality of man; and re-discovered a religious significance
for morals. This return to the essential foundation at once
of the Christian religion and of ethical philosophy is due in
this country to Bishop. Butler. Unfortunately it has been
but scantily imitated and accepted ; and with the exception
of the writers of the Scottish school and their editors, critics,
and disciples in Paris, it is difficult to find any class of
recent moralists who have declined to betray their science
to the physiologist on the one hand, and the ontologist on
the other.

B
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From this rapid glance it will be evident that, of each
kind of system, examples might be derived from widely
separated periods. Without any primary regard to the order
of time, I propose to select and exhibit a well-marked
specimen of each, not only of the principal theories, but of
their most important subordinate varieties. Beginning with
metaphysic schemes, we might resort for illustrative instances
to the schools of Athens, Elea, or Tarentum ; to the con-
ventual class-rooms of the middle ages ; or to the auditories
of modern Heidelberg or Beilin. As, however, there is a
genealogy in the successions of ideas not less than in the
descent of race, it is desirable to ascend to the great
founders of our chief dynasties of thought, wherever history
has left their intellectual features still distinct; and I shall

therefore in the first instance seek i Greece the _incipient /[ »

line of approach to theoretic Morals; and only slightly
indicate its continued direction through the medieval times
to our own day. Our first category, however, we must
previously divide into two, and choose a representative of
each member. The ground of this division a few words
will exhibit,

The entire sphere of existence resolving itself before our
mind into the real and the phenomenal, metaphysics, we
have said, seize upon the real, and vindicate its rights
against the exclusive pretensions of the phenomenal
Among those, however, who agree to the general vindi-
cation, a question arises how far precisely those rights may
go,—whether to simple co-extension with the rival claims,
or whether indefinitely further. One says: * The real

leternal Ground of all must be older than the transitory

appearances that are born from it and perish : the infinite
and universal Cause must be wider than its particular
effects : the formative Thought which lies at heart as the
essence of each kind must be purer than its imperfect
embodiment ; so that every way, in time, in scope, in

‘quality, the divine potency whence all things come must
transcend the totality of phenomena: God is greater than



23 INTRODUCTION.

Nature ; and His resources of perfection are not exhausted
or fully expressed in the organism of the visible universe.’
This doctrine is called, in the language of the schools, the
system of Transcendency; and we may express its logical
characteristic by saying that while it declarcs God to b(. the
aud_afﬁrm el o oo Ag'un,
and in reply, another says: ‘If the ground of things is
eternal, so too has its manifestation been, for there never
was a time void of all phenomena ; while they are transient
one by one, their serics has neither beginning nor end ; nor
can we conceive that there are outlying deserts of space
where the Divine Cause exists, yet, for want of effect, is
truly cause no more ; and whether or not the types of actual
being spread around us are imperfect, they are the most
perfect that we know ; nor have we any reason to suppose
that their idea has existed in other time or other place or
less mixed with alloy, than in the very objects themselves ;
so that Nature is every way co-extensive with God; is simply
the appearance of His essence,—an essence intrinsically
incapable of being latent; and does “ exhaust,” in the sense
of fully covering, the whole ground of His resources, moment
by moment, though leaving still a fertility in reserve, adequate
to eternal demands.” This doctrine is called, in distinction
from the other, the system of Jmmanency ; and its logical
characteristic is given when we say that it makes not only
God to be the essence of the universe, but the essence of
the universe to be God. Within the present generation an
active controversy prevailed in Germany between these two
modes of conception: the advocates of the former,—the
younger Fichte, Chalybzeus, and Ulrici,—conceiving that in
upholding it they were vindicating the interests of Theism
against the unqualified Pantheism of .the new Hegelians,
The distinction, however, for which they contend, though
undoubtedly essential to their religious object, is a very
inadequate security for any proper scheme of Theism ; and
it is guite possible to present both doctrines in such a form
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as to lie strictly within the Pantheistic limits, as we shall
find to have been clearly the case in the ancient schools.
The accurate relation between the two is this: that the
doctrine of Immanency excludes Theism, while that of
Transcendency leaves it still possible; but whether the
margin of being and power beyond the phenomenal universe
be rightly termed Gop depends on something more than
this mere overlapping of the scope of nature ;—depends on
the presence or absence there of those moral attributes
which constitute a Person. It is to be regretted that so

_+ ‘momentous a truth should be made to take the risks of a
- distinction se fine and shadowy ; but this is the form which
the controversy between the two theologies assumes, when

denuded of its ethical and psychological conditions, and
reduced to a question of bare metaphysics. Though the
names by which I have denoted these modes of thought are
modern, the doctrines themselves are not so. They sus-
tained an active and prolonged conflict with each other, and
with a scheme that disputed the claims of both, during the
scholastic period: for the Nominalist doctrine which dis-
turbed Europe from the time of Abelard to that of Huss,
was opposed by two forms of Realism (Umvérbaha ante res
and 7 rebus) exactly corresponding to the transcendental
and immanental theories of the present day; and these
again referus back for their respective origin to the Academy
and the Lyceum. To each of these chief types we must
assign its characteristics ; and T propose to select Plato as
the best developed example of the first. To give anything
like a complete account of his philosophy would carry me
too far away from my limited object; but I hope to show
how the main elements of his metaphysical system propa-
gated their influence downwards upon his ethical doctrine
and imparted to it the peculiarities of its shape and contents,
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PraTO, in common with the rest of his speculative coun-
trymen, did not trouble himself at all with the question to
which the whole of our modern philosophy addresses itself,—
how do the mind and the universe communicate with one
another, and what security have we that they really find
each other out? He never raised the doubt whether, per-
haps, there might not be a cheat or forgery in their con-
ference with one another, an optical illusion of our faculties,
which prevented any correspondence between the phantasms
of thought and the scenery of fact. He assumed, as every
one then did, that nature out of the mind was just the same
as nature in the mind ; that w#as 75 must be identical with
what &5 thoushi ; wwhat Passes with what is felt. The uni-
verse did not stand gpposite to the sox/, to be its object and
antithetic term; but came Up in us i the shape of soul,
and simply looked in its own glass and broke into its own
soliloquy. Like only could know like, or anyhow act on
like; so that things to be cognisable by thought, must

FLATO, 25

be thoughts themselves; and thoughts, to hold good of

things, must be of the essence of things themselves®,
Hence we do not want two sets of terms, one to de-
signate the world within us, the other to describe the world
without us: it is the same world, taken at different ends 3
and psychology is but the translation of nature, and nature
but the potential germ of psychology. O, if we choose to
speak separately of the two great departments of the uni-
verse, — viz. the permanent ground and the transient
changes,—we may say on the one hand, that perception
is only phenomena at their sensitive end, and phenomena
only perception in the bud ; and, on the other, that ideas
are but the rational side of reality, and reality the cosmical
side of ideas®. Thus merging into one system these sub-
Jective and objective spheres which we find it so difficult to
adjust, Plato was haunted by another question: how do the
real and the phenomenal conduct dealings with one another ?
how manage to co-exist? and what prevents either from
altogether swallowing up the other? and how are we to

‘answer Heracleitus, who will have nothing but phenomena ?

and Parmenides, who fuses them all away into the unity of
being? Into Plato’s polemic on these points I must not
enter ; in the Thestetus he attacks the one-sidedness of the
negative or phenomenal school ; in the Sophistes and Par-
menides, that of the positive or ontological.  His own
answer to the question is contained in his celebrated doc-
Zrine of ideas ; to which, as the centre and turning-point of
his whole philosophy, I must devote a few pages; the more
$0, because it is here that he encounters the direct resistance
of Aristotle, and that the two philosophers,—both Realists
and both Pantheists,—separate as representatives respecs
tively of the transcendental and immanenta] theories,

! See e. g the argument that knowing and being involve inferacting
power, Plato. Soph. 247 E ; 248 D, E. ;

¥ Plato, Soph. 248 A, Sduarc piv Huds yevéoe 8 alghfoews Koverery,
818 AoyiopoB 62 fuxy wpds v dures obotay, fy det kard TadTd Hoairws
Exew ¢aré, yéveow B dANore dAAws,
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§ 1. Doctrine of Ideas.

There can be little doubt that Plato’s doctrine, so far as
it modified that of previous philosophers, arose in his mind
from the same point which in later writers gave birth to the
theory of ‘universals;’ viz. the logical distinction between
the invariable attribute of a class, and the variable accidents
of its individual members. The constant character which
repeats itself in every sample of any natural kind, and which
neither wanders over into any other kind, nor absents itself
from any cases of #izs, presented itself to his mind as a wazt
of wltimate reality, serving as a nucleus for the play and
maovement of successive change®. This constant character
not only pervades all the simultancous individuals of the
same order, but perseveres through the generations of or-
ganised beings ; 50 as to force upon us the feeling that it is
a determinate type given in the very ground of things, the
look which expresses a single meaning in nature. In us it
appears in the shape of a general notion, the notion of the
essence of the class, cleared of all that is special to any of its
members?; and as in the universe the type is the base of
all individualisation, so in the mind is the general notion
the ground of all particular inference, and the only thing
which has scientific value and productiveness for the intel-
lect®. This configuration of existence, this rational and
invisible image, which lies at the heart of things as their
essence and of knowledge as its principle, is an eidos, or
idea*. It is variously described as the universal in the
individual ; the durable amid change; the rational amid
the sensible; the unit amid plurality; the selfidentical
amid the diverse. It was evident that no asfual object, as

1 Parm. 132 C. Efra bk eldos éorar Tovro 7O voolpevoy &v elvau, del
by T8 aird éni waow ;

* Theeet. 148 D. Euthyph. 5 D, 6 D. Parm. 132 A, D,

3 Thewt. 135 E—186 E.

£ Rep. 596 A. Eidos ydp mov m & &nsroy eldbaper vifeofan mepl
ZenoTa T4 TOAAD, ols TAUTOV Gropa Empipoper.
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it comes before us in the physical world, is the same that
presents itself to our mind when we hear its common
name ; and if all its attributes were on an equal footing, and
there were nothing in it more intrinsically reliable than its
individual features, it would be a mere shifting bundle of
phenomena, on which thought would have no hold. But
so far as the #ung coalesces with the #hought, the abiding
essence is present, and rests with one end in our reason
and the other in the world. Were there not these durable
essences, were the evanescent phenomena of sense the
whole sphere open to us, knowledge would be impossible ;
for of the evanescent there is no knowledge %

The ideas of Plato are then the fundamental essences of
things, in virtue of which they are what they are. DBeing
thus constitutive of all reality, they are co-extensive with
all reality ; and there is an idea for whatever can at all be
made the object,—not indeed of perception, but of #ought.
That of which there should be no idea would be s facto
a non-existent ; and of the non-existent there can be no
thought, only the negation of thought® = The number of
ideas is accordingly indefinite ; and they are present, not
only in the generations of organised being, but in whatever
plurality may be indicated by a single name, even the most
insignificant ; so that when the young Socrates in the Par-
menides hesitates to allow that there can be an eidos of hair
and dirt and bed and table, as well as of likeness and un-
likeness,—of the just, the beautiful, the good,—he is told
that philosophy has not yet got the hold of him which it will
afterwards obtain, or he would not be afraid, from the
apparent meanness of these things, to allow their partnership
in ideas®. There are ideas, common to nature and the mind,

1 Soph. 249 C, D. Crat. 440 A, B.

? Parm. 134 B—E. Theat 188 B—18g A.

* Parm. 130 B—E. Compare, however, Anvistotle’s statement,
Metaph. 1070 a, 13, that Plato did not include among his €idy con-
ceptions of fabricated objects, or negative and merely relative conceptions.
Vet we find Plato himself assigning ideas to ded, and fadle, Rep. 596 B.

See Zeller's note on this inconsistency, Fhil. der Griechen, Th. II.
Abth. i. Abschn. 2 sec. 6, § 3. 5. 587.
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for every sort of geometrical figure and grammatical form :
of attribute (as colour, sound, magnitude, strength), and
relation (as equal and unequal, double and half); and even
of the contradictory opposites of these ideas, as the bad, the

shameful, the unreal. In short, wherever a plurality of |
phenomena is capable of being gathered up under any one |
notion, and does not yet fly off into the absolutely individual |
and transient, there you are still within the circle of ideas’. ¢

All these €8y, however, though equally hypostatised by
Plato, are not left side by side as a democracy of real being.
As it is their general or notional character which saves them
from the fate of phenomena, so the more general exhibit
this title in a purer form and stand in higher rank than the
less. There is, accordingly, a regular series or graduated
organism of ideas, from the confines of particular phenomena
to the highest unity of being; and of these, each higher is
to be conceived as determining the lower, and having
priority in respect to it ; so that in the order of reality and
causation, the course is ever from the wider notion to the
narrower ; as in the process of rational deduction the under-
standing descends from the universal to the particular®. In
fact, if you take the logician’s account of the predicamental
line, with its summum genus including secondary genera,
and coming down through species and sub-species to the
individual, and, applying this pedigree of notions to the
objective universe, accept it as a true history of the develop-
ment and relations of real being, you will approach very near
to the Platonic system of ideas. The procedure in the
universe that makes it what it is was held to be the same
with that of a deductive science, which carries outa compre-
hensive formula, first into vast groups of facts bound together
by some inner analogy, and thence into instances more and
more particular: the system of things was regarded as having
thought itself out into its present form; and all that our
science had to do was to copy and repeat in ourselves this

1 The boundary line of the world of ideas is traced, in Phil. 16 D,
2 Soph. 253 B—D.

.

a __.___.__-:;n.;_.-z@:u—n—;,‘______,-ﬂ
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dialectic of reality. Human deduction was but the photo-
graphic transcript of the development of positive existence.
Plato, however, encountered a manifest difficnlty, when
he endeavoured to describe the relation fnéer s¢ of the higher
and lower «idy. He could not resort to our logical method,
of regarding the lower as confained in the higher, or the
higher by merely unfolding themselves yielding the lower:
for'this implies movement and explication, the free merging
and evolution of ideas,—the one with the other ; and Plato
had barred himself from this resource by assigning a fixed
objective existence to his ideas, and giving to thg unideal
phenomena the exclusive privilege or discredit of genesis
and change. True, his ey were invisible, incorporeal
entities, abiding not in any conceivable space, but in the
seat of thought (rémos vonrds): but as they were affinmed to
be self-subsisting and numerically plural and distinet without
being successive in time, no means were left of describing at
once their objective co-existence and their logical relation :
the expressions which served the one function sacrificed thé
other. The most usual device for marking the relation of
ideas is to say that the lower Zas part iz the higher, or com-
maenify with it ; as when it is said that selfrestraint has part
in the idea of courage, or the sphere in that of roundness .
a phrase hard to reconcile with the unextended and in-

divisible character ascribed to the «idy %

This difficulty, however, was far from being Unperceived
by Plato; and, in common with most others that can be
advanced against his doctrine, is stated in the Parmenides s
and the illustration employed to relieve it, viz. that the sl
deq is present to eack object all at once, just as ke day exists
undivided in many places at the same time, is rejected as
inadequate ; on the ground that, in its extension, the day

1 Parm. gassim: e.g. dvwiryros &) peréye 76 8. 16
253 A, mas odv olber omota émolois BuvaT&FKOvave?v. St
“ Parm. 130 E; 131 A, doxel cou elvar €iln drra, &7 vdPe 74 dara
perahauBareyta 7as Eneyuplas adrév toyenr, ofor SpotdryTos Hév peraa
Bivra 8poa, peyéfovs 88 peydra, kdAhovs B¢ kal Oukat06tiys Bikag Te
zal kahd yiyreatar.
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is like a sail spread over a number of men, each of whom
has only a part of it over him, whereas an idea, in each of
its individuals, is whole and indivisible’. Yet, a little
* further on, these perplexities are declared to be insufficient
reasons for rejecting the doctrine, as the only ground
whereon a basis of real knowledge can be won®,  For this, it
should always be remembered, is the interest in which
Plato’s doctrine is propounded, and without regard to which
its purport cannot be rightly estimated. He assumes know-
ledge to be possible. He found both the previous doctrines
which divided the schools unsatisfactory and paradoxical,
as rendering it émpossible. Knowledge implies something
persistent, and something déverse and plural: the Heracleitic
school denied the first, by resolving everything into the rela-
tive and unstable : the Eleatic denied the second, by com-
prehending all existence in an unchangeable unity. Plato
insisted on the existence and apprehension of wnily amid
variely ; and detected the ity in the intcllectual or uni-
versal element with which science has to deal, and which
the mind could not apprehend, were it not really there ; and
wariety in the sensible or individual accidents, which change
with the mutations of feeling and the successions of in-
stances. Yet this variety he did not relegate wholly to the
perceptible world. He left room for it also within the
sphere of the real by the plurality of ideas,—the multitude
of kinds,—which that sphere embraced. As, all of them,
partaking of being, they were one: as having each its own
determinate essence or type of being, they were many: and
so far as £4ss is what #2a# is not, the being of one is the non-
being of another; but, since that other is there, being and
non-being alike exist; and any negation which you can
truly predicate is not absolute, but only relative, simply
affitming otherness of being, and not its absence. Such
otherness, constituted by mere exclusion from a definite
kind, is any otherness ; it is unlimited (dmeipor), as opposed
to determinate (wépas). It is among the dijerences of the

+ Parm. 131 B, C. 2 1bid. ¥35 B, C.
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«ify that the whole scope of true and false predication lies
and human conceptions hit or miss the essences of things.
Take away these definite differences, whether by concen-
trating the essences into one, or by blowing them off into
an infinite dust of phenomena, and knowledge becomes
impossible . ' But the ideas, at once efiznzal and uncreated,
yet present in the fraumsient and originated, at once pleral
and yet ranged in gradations which carried them up into a
supreme One, at once essences subsisting #eally in things, and
#houghts present in the mind, combined the requisites which
earlier doctrines had separated, and completed the condi-
tions of reconciliation between knowledge and being. In
its results the doctrine is tantamount to that which Aristotle
has expressed in one short maxim: that ‘like is known by
like, and that things have existence from their first prin-
ciples®’ The dpyat whence things g7e must be the dpxa
whence things aze fnown ; and the first principles of knowing

and of being must coalesce.

The tentative character of Plato’s speculation, intention-
ally marked in the prevailing structure of his dialogues, is
nowhere more evident than in his efforts to define his doc-
trine of ideas. They present the liveliest image of a mind
struggling with the inadequacy of language to shape into
consistent expression relations which, nevertheless, co-exist
in reality. ‘That he was not wholly satisfied with the terms
in which he had recorded his written thought we know
from Aristotle ; who tells us of quite a new form into which
his characteristic ‘doctrine had been cast. 1In this, his iy
are called ‘numbers’ (dpifuoi), only with the strange quali-
fication that they are not made up of units, and are not
susceptible of additive combination (o povadicol and doip-
BA\yrac®), Under such conditions, one naturally asks, what
numerical characteristic can remain ? what else do we mean

* Soph. 254 C—258 B.

3 De An. L ii. 7, peyvdoreafar yap 7§ duolp 70 buoror, 7d &2 mpdypara
e Thv Gpyiv elvar.

# Metaph, 1080 a, 12 seqq.
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by ‘number’ than the aggregation of units? How Plato
would have answered these guestions can only be conjec-
tured ; as Aristotle, in interpreting his comparison of ideal
with mathematical relations, specifies only the features of
difference and is silent about the points of analogy. But
as each eidos was é& 7, in nature and in thought, and yet
was not excluded from mere or less concurrence with others,
it seems to be and to do much the same as an arithmetical
unit which enters now into this, now into that higher figure.
Further than this, however, the resemblance cannot be
carricd. The units of calculation are all self-repetitions; the
ideal units are all separate essences. To combine the former
into greater values, you have only to tie them together into
lots of various size ; to unite the latter, no such mechanic
process will avail, but you must see how far the essence
of each kind agrees with that of another. The proposi-
tions which arise in the former case are guantitative equa-
tions ; in the latter, are qualitative predications ; measured,
in the one case, by the extension, in the other, by the
comprehension of the terms. In the comparison of eidy
that are not wholly heterogeneous, the specific conception
is fuller than the generic, and corresponds with the higher
of two numbers; and in the order of genesis it must be
regarded as the later, since it presupposes and carries the
other, while the other can exist without it. Hence it is that
Plato claims the relation of /defore and affer’ for his ideal
numbers ; they range themselves in a predicamental line of
unalterable order. 1t is true that he also speaks-of a certain
¢ before and after” having place among arithmetical numbers ;
but tkere the phrase denotes guite a different relation, viz.
that of factor and product : if 6 arise from 2 x 3, it is pos-
terior to them. The difference is that between ideal sub-
sumption and numerical multiplication ™.

If the several forms of expression which Plato gives to
the ‘one and many’ are closely scrutinised, it will be

1 See an exhaustive note (5) of Zeller's in the third edition of Phil.
der Griechen, IL 1. S. 569-574.

Branch L.} . PLATO. 33

found that there are three distinct subjects of the plurality :
(1) the €idy themselves are many entities: (2) each eldos
fpartaking of’ any other which is predicable of it, has a
Plurality in ifs confents : (3) each eidos has dependent species,
except indeed the lowest, which has only individuals under
it. Many ideas: many qualities : many kinds.

In defending the claim of his €y to a place in the sphere
of real being, Plato was well aware that the alternative
theory must be, that they were only thoughts present to
some thinking subject. This position accordingly he assails
by a direct refutation, founded indeed on an inadmissible
assumption, but none the less forbidding us to impute to
him the opinion which he rejects.  If each universal is only
a thought in some mind, it attests, wherever it exists, the
presence of a mind. But the single thought must be of a
single something, and a single universal must be that of a
single nature, i.e. the subjective eldos is the cognition of an
objective eldos. By the hypothesis, this apprehended cidas
is only a thought, and everything that has it must be a
thinker; unless you will say that there are thoughts which
are never thought'. The argument, which thus reduces us
to the dilemma of ‘idealism or contradiction,” is evidently
a mere play with an ambiguity in the word eidos. Because
this same term is used to denote now a cogwitio and then a
cognifum, it is inferred that the predicates of the two must
be identical, though one is a psychological fact, and the
other a class of natural objects. But the reason, however
invalid, manifestly discards the subjective explanation of
the eldn as an absurdity. That in o> mind at all events we
cannot look for their seat is further concluded from their
absolute character, as coinciding with the very essences of
things; ‘for no one’ it is urged, ‘who assigns to each
nature an absclute essénce, can pretend that any one of
them is 7z s ; since this would make it not absolute?’
and reduce it to a phenomenon of another nature. There
remains, however, still a resource for saving the subjective

! Parm, 132 B, C. 2 Th- 133 C.

VOL. 1. D
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theory: may not the absolute ideas be referred by Plato to
the Divine Mind? Do they not simply mean, in his philo-
sophy, the preconceptions which the universe has realised ?
The suggestion promises so great a relief to the modern
imagination, and brings the Greek speculation so much
nearer to our own, that it has found favour with not a few
eminent critics, like Brandis and Stallbaum, whose judg-
ments always reward careful study. Yet the balance of
evidence appears to me decisively on the other side, True
it is that in several of the poetical and semi-mythical
passages of the Pheedrus, the Timeeus, and the Republic,
dealings are described between God and the eidy which
seem to subordinate them to His disposal: He knows
them!; He contemplates them ?; He gives them place in
the system of the world *; nay, in a single instance, He is
even spoken of as the Maker of them® But in none of
these relations are they presented as psychological phe-
nomena of himself; on the contrary they are data on which
a transitive activity is directed; he knows them because
they are already. there; he contemplates them as infinite
models of all finite order and beauty ; he sets them in the

1 Parm. 134 C, E; Tim, g3 D,

2 Th. 29, A—C.

* Rep. 597. The aim of this curious passage is, to show that the
nltimate source of each A7nd of objects must be a single essence ; and
that so long as our cognition stops short of this goal and isstill detained
among number, we are conversing with copies and not with the real.
Secondary agents can work out only imitations: these may repeat
themselves two or three deep, but are all dependent at the upper end
on an ideal type which must be credited to the very nature of things.
Resorting as usual to a homely example, Socrates supposes a drawing
to be executed of @ dedd: as the artist copies the work of the cabinet-
maker, so the cabinet-maker copies the idea of bed in its true essence,—
of bed as it means to be. Behind this you cannot go; it comes out ot
no workshop ; and if you want what shall stand to it in such relation as
that of the artisan to his wooden bed, you can name nothing but the
natare of things, or God. The purport of the passage is complete when
it has thrown back the €y into the last resort of reality. In allowing
the language of his analogy to carry him beyond this purport, Plato
commits a unique inconsistency. Everywhere else the eiby appear as
unoriginated ; and though God is represented both as mamrjs and as
ﬁgpungmu’w, the product of His work is quite other than the ‘eternal
ideas.

? Tim, 28 A, B.
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cosmos by mingling with them the conditions of visible and
temporal existence ; and if, for a moment, he is conceived
as making them, it is still as an artist creates an external
work, and not as a thinker experiences his inward thoughts.
Had Plato held the Divine Mind in reserve as the sub-
jective seat of his ideas, how could he have argued that, if
they are only thoughts everything that partakes of them
must be a thinker? This would not follow at all, if]
throughout the finite sphere, there were an infinite subject
to think them. Of the various epithets indeed by which
the iy are characterised, there is hardly one that is com-
patible with this interpretation: they are eternal’, self
subsistent ?, unchangeable?, separate in their existence from
the objects that partake in them*, and prior to these. On
this last feature (that they are ywpiord) it is that Aristotle
fixes in his criticism of the doctrine ®: a criticism which, as
Zeller justly remarks, would have no relevancy if applied to
ideas of the divine mind "

Thus relegated to separation from the world, and without
native claim on either the human or the divine mind, these
homeless essences seem lifted by Plato into a sublime but
somewhat disconsolate position ; and it is not surprising
that his later followers tried to leave them less at large.
When we ask him to take us more determinately into their
presence and show us their real seat, he only forbids us to
look for them in space, or any living natures throughout
earth or sky”, and sends us to an invisible heaven above
the heavens %, —a thought-sphere ®, where at last are found
the formless, colourless, impalpable essences of beauty,

temperance, righteousness, and truth .  Whatever else may

1 Tim, 29 A. §iBior. 2 Soph. 255 C. adrd xaf’ adrd.

¥ Symp, 211 A. ped” alTob povoetdes del ov.

4 Parm. 130 B. yepis piv dy abrd drra, xwpls 88 7d Tourwy ab
peETéxOVTA. i

5 Met. 1040 b, 26 seqq. 1086 a, 3T seqq. :

¢ Phil. der Griechen II. 1. IL vi. 2, p. 501. 3% Acfl.

7 Symp. 211 A. 8 dmepovpdmor Tomov, Phzedr, 247 C.

8 zgmor voprov, Rep. 517 B, t Pheedr, 247 C, D.
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lie hid in the glow of this transfigured philosophy, it at Jeast
means that true knowledge haw ity principle, not in the
perceptions of sense, but in the categor fen of reason ; and
that these, far from being illusory compends of animal
feeling, are the essences of real existence gmerging into
conscious thought,

The most difficult problem presented by the Platonic
¢ideas’ is also the most important; viz to determine
whether any inherent movement or causal activity is attri-
buted to them. The evidence, on the face of it, i not self-
consistent; and in dealing with the highly imaginative
writings which contain it, the interpreter on either side finds
it easy to dismiss as merelg figurative whatever tells against
him. When we remember that the ideas were the forms
under which all 72a/ being was conceived, and meet with the
statement, “ I therefore affirm, as the definition of real being
(v& vra), that it is simply power';’ when we are told, in
illustration of this, that real being is the object of know-
ledge, and the soul the knower of it, and that so a relation
of passive and active subsists between them, each in its way
operating on the other; we seem to have alighted on incon-
trovertible proof of the causality of the ideas; especially
when it winds up with the enthusiastic outburst=—‘And,
good God ! can we really be ready to believe that movement
and life and soul and thought are not present with absolute
being ; that it neither lives nor thinks, but, for all its august
and sacred look, stands fast in mindless immobility*#"
Before surrendering ourselves to the impression of these

words, two aids in their interpretation must be invoked and

estimated.: (1) They are put into the mouth, not of Socrates
(Plato’s usual spokesman), but of the ¢ Stranger,” whe in this
dialogue represents more nearly, and yet criticises also, the
Eleatic doctrine; and who, in a direct attack upon the
doctrine of ¢ Ideas,’ extorts from the Platonist the assertion
that < real being is always unchangeably the same, and that
variation is limited to the phenomenal 7 The stranger's

L Soph. 247 E, - 21h. 248 D, E. 2 Ib. 248 B,
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definition of being is therefore offered not in expounding
but in controverting the theory of eidy; and even if we
suppose that Plato is here confessing, in the person of
another, difficulties of which he had become conscious
himself, the conclusion will be, that he had receded some:
what, in the interlocutor’s direction, from his characteristic
doctrine ; not, that the doctrine, in its complete form, invested
the ‘ideas’ with causality. (2) It is easy to divine the mode
and degree of concession by which Plato made room, in his
system of real being, for the predicate of  power’ demanded
by the stranger. That demand is first pressed, in the
dialogue, not upon Plato’s manifold conception of real being,
but upon the Eleatic conception of real being in its absolute
unily ; and hence the speaker, to prepare the way for his
criticism, as directed upon his master Parmenides, deprecates
the charge of parricide,” and declares that he enters upon
his task with trembling heart!. He proceeds to show that
the doctrine of absolute being cannot be stated so as to
cover all the nature of being, and makes no provision for
any ‘coming into being’ which might supply the lack? It
is impossiblé to work out a theory which treats the All as
one fixed existence, without beginning, end, or parts, self-
contained and self-identical : contradictions without end
emerge from it, unless some principle of movement is
admitted into it.  This objection applies to every doctrine
of absolute being, to Plato’s many iy as well as to the Eleatic
unity : Being that cannot stir, or enter into relations, does
not complete the essence of being; it must at least be
capable of being known. Somewhere or other, therefore,
room must be found for the predicate of causality. In the
Eleatic unity it can have no entrance without contradicting
and annihilating the whole doctrine, by affirming and denying
immobility of the same subject. But in the Platonic plurality
of <idy there was already an organism of logical sequence and
interdependence, determining a certain track and movement
of thought, and participant communion of each with some

1 Soph. 241 D, e e o
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others ; and if only the supreme term were invested with the
required causality, the rest, taken one by one, might remain
as they were, partaking as before of its nature in the order of
their dependence, It would be still true, therefore, that the
€idy, as mohAa, were without activity : no one of them could
set itself in motion, except that which stood at the head of
all: only as &, i. e. homogeneous in entity with their head,
had they part and lot in its 8fvams. In thus far setting
them free from a state of fixity, Plato is avowedly relin.
quishing a feature in his published theory of them, and
confessing its need of amendment. The difficultics indeed
which meet the interpreter of the Sophistes are partly due to
its being, in more than one respect, a dialogue of retracta-
tion: in the person, on the one hand, of the °Stranger,’
before whom Socrates sits silent ; on the other, of Thestetus,
the Eleatic disciple who renounces Parmenides, while Plato
deserts himself: in each case under the¢ same conviction,
‘iz, that causality must receive a more effective recognition,
and not be put off with an ignominious banishment into the
sphere of non-being. In the Sophistes, the author contents
himself with acknowledging the defect ; his mode of remedy-
ing it is reserved for another oceasion,

Against this plea, that the admission of causality into the
scheme of “ideas’ was an afterthought, it is urged that they
are spoken of as causes in the earlier dialogues which are
specially their own. In the Phaedo, e.g. it is said?® that the
cause of any pair of things being two is their partaking of
the idea of duality ; and of each of them being one, its
partaking of the idea of unity ; and that whatever is beautiful
or good or great owes its predicate to an absolute ‘idea’ of
beauty, or goodness ; and that all other attempts to account
for these characters, whether by processes such as addition
or subtraction, or by material elements such as light or
shape or tone, or by sensations, such as warmth and fra-
grance, are nugatory and confusing. But here, surely, the
ambiguity of the word airia cannot escape us. The eldos is

! Phedo 100 D—101 D,
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no otherwise the ‘ cause’ of the particular sample of beauty
than as every generic whole is the cause of its own instances.
When you find that'the phenomenon is an instance of a
larger law (or, in Platonic phrase, belongs to a more com-
prehensive essence), it is indeed awounted for, in the sense
of being no longer an object of separate and isolated
curiosity, inasmuch as it is lost in a category already settled,
and its place has been determined in the order of yowr
7eason ; but its physical cause, i. e. the power which has pro-
duced it, or ordered its appearance here rather than there,
is not explained by naming its genus. This is only to say
that classification, whatever be its theory, is not causation.
If Plato had intended, in this passage, to endow his “ideas’
with susceptibility of action and passion, the interplay
involved in this relation must bave subsisted among them-
selves. Instead of this, however, he expressly contends?
that ideas admit of no modification or control by the influ-
ence of others which are opposite; on the approach of such
opposites, they simply #effre and decline to have their self-
identity compromised : the idea of ‘ greatness’ e. g. fées off;
when an object in which it was seated comes ‘to partake of
smallness:’ it disdains to stay and become small or become
in any respect other than it was. And so it is, he adds,
with all the ideas. No more distinct denial of their change-
ableness can be conceived.

The doctrine of these passages then leaves us free to
accept in their natural sense the epithets, excluding the
notion of active power, which are habitually applied to the
idp. 'When, by a natural variation, the ‘idea’ becomes an
“ideal’ (mapdderypa®), these epithets recur: as the pattern
contemplated not only by human reason in its intellectual
acts, but by the divine as the artist of the world, each
absolute eldos is eternal, motionless, unchangeable, self
identical, intrinsically apprehensible by mind alone, The
original of Zrme, e.g. is a living eternity ({bov didiov), sta-
tionary duration (uévar aiow & éi),—the copy of which

1 Phaedo 102 D, E. 2 Tim. 37 D, E.
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essence, anything more is included than definite propor-
tions. If the class lies within the bounds of the words just
cited, its constitutive condition is a constant ratio between
two components of a nature,—as between oxygen and
hydrogen in water,—‘number to number, measure to
measure.” Vet elsewhere it comes upon the stage without
any such mark, as a mere group of things resembling each
other in some single quality. The reputed work of Thoth,
e.g. in reducing the manifold elements of articulate speech
to their true classes of vowels, liquids, mutes, ete. is ad-
duced as an example of wépas discovered & v dmeipo L
And, in order to attain to any real knowledge, this detec-
tion of a uniting deouds must be applied to all things in
which there is wnity, Jikeness, sameness, and their opposites %
Moreover, in the final recapitulation of the results of the
dialogue, we find moral qualities, viz. the moderate and
seasonable (uérprov kal kafpiov), named under this head?®.
It is inadmissible, therefore, to confine the meaning of
mépas to mathematical relations. They are selected to
illustrate the conception, only as giving the most distinct
samples of definite finds,

What more wépas includes than quantitative relations will
best be understood, if we first clear up the opposite concep-
tion, of the ‘indefinite,” or ¢infinite,’ for the word &repov is
used to cover both these very different meanings. Plato
supplies two distinct keys for opening to us the contents of
this term : it signifies gradation without number; and it
signifies number without measure. The former presents itself
in every indivisible quality, as heat and cold, pleasure and
pain, whose variations of intensity are fluxional, not differ-
ential, and are without assignable beginning or end. The
latter presents itself wherever we meet ¢ the many’ without
‘the one,’ i.e. the irreducible multitudes that, having no
centres of common affinity, defy classification and remain a
mere sand-desert of individuals, Inthe one case its symbol
is padkéy Te kat frrov; in the other, it is whjfos. Vague sen-

1 Phil. 18 B, C. 21Ib. 19 B. & Ib, 66 A.
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sation, as opposed to discriminative thought; wild force
expended without rule ; the raw matter of creation prior to
the organic world ; are thus, for evident reasons, brought
under this negation of limit. In the phenomenal sphere all
changes that have no constancy of law ; in descending divi-
sion all singulars below the éufima species where likeness is
banished by pure difference, belong to the unreclaimed realm
of the dnepor. .

These things being premised, the proofthat the ‘ideas’ are
assigned to the first head assumes the simplest form. Things
which are identical with the same are identical with one
another ; and we find in the Philebus a middle term, viz.
‘the One,’ used as the equivalent, now of ¢ldos, and now of
wépas. The philosophical problem of the ‘one and many’
arises, it is said, not in the case of any single concrete
object (of ¢ things that are born and die’), but in regard to
the unity of essence involved in generic appellations and
abstracts, as man, ox, beauty, good : here we encounter the
questions, ¢ first, whether we are to assign real existence to
stich units: and then, how these, being each invariably one
and the same and admitting of neither genesis nor destruc-
tion, resolutely persist in this unity, while yet our next step
must be to plant this or that one of them in the infinitude
of originated things, either by dispersion and reduction to
many, or as everywhere entire in itself though separate from
itself, one and the same in the one and the many, which
would seem to be the most impossible of all’.” Here, it is
plain, the & which is subject of discussion is simply eidos,
the essence of a kind ; and the perplexing questions which
it starts are the very same which are raised in the Parmenides
out of the doctrine of ideas. The wo\\d, on the other hand,
called also drepa, are the phenomenal instances or objects
into which the essence is born.

The ¢ One’ which is here identified with “idea’ is on the
next page identified with ‘the determinate’ In a highly
curious passage? Socrates expounds the right method of

1 Phil. 13 A, B. 2 Th. 16 C—E.



44 METAPHYSICAL, TRANSCENDENT, [Book L.

discovery by the discussion of scientific conceptions; and
describes it as a process of logical division, copied from the
actual composition of things in the world out of the two
elements of real and phenomenal, Through this mixture,
present in all conerete objects, we are to pursue #4 one,’ and
disengage it in thought from the variable many, i.e. to alight
upon the essence of any genns which may lurk in the multi-
tude: then, we are further to look out for secondary unities
within this primary, i.e. for species which dispose the mem-
be_rs of the genus in orderly groups; and not to abandon
this successive quest of subordinate centres of union, till we
fﬁnd ourselves in a mere crowd of unallied individuals. This
1s expressed by saying that ‘we are not to apply to the
multitude the idea of the indeterminate (rod dmelpov) till we
have got into view every definite number (dpusr) which it
has between the indeterminate (or the infinite) and the one
(nerald 1o dmelpov Te kal Tob éés).” The ground assigned for
this procedure is, that it retraces the steps of nature in tite
genesis of things as they now are, laying out by analysis the
elements of her synthesis : for our postulate must be that in
their present existence all things are made up of the one
and many, of the determinate and the indeterminate !,

Here, the correlative of drepor is now given as &, and now
as mépas ; and these terms, while interchangeable with each
other, are also replaced by the word idéa® Surely there is
no escape from the conclusion that it is the category of the
determinate under which the ¢ideas’ are to be found, And,
if so, there is nothing as yet to disturb the €8y from their
eternal immobility.

The ‘ideas’ then, being in the first head, cannot carry
the causality which constitutes the fourth: they are, on the
contrary, the objects, with the dreppoy, of its blending and
evolving activity. It is from the union of these opposites
that the universe arises, and supplies the contents of the
third head. It only remains to press a little nearer to the

: w:%pas‘ B¢ rat ametplar & abrois flpduror exdvrar,
piav ibéav Bepevovs (nreiv,
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cause of that union, and collect any predicates which may
make the conception more definite.
In the first place, we find Socrates insisting on the abso-

lute necessity of setting up his fourth category, on the

ground that the others provide only the materials and the
products of the creative process; and ‘all that comes into
being must needs do so by reason of some cause’;’ and
‘we make a fourth head of this cause, having sufficiently
proved it to be distinct from the other three®” In the next
place, he asks what he is to put into this blank category;
and whether ‘a just reverence does not require that wisdom
and knowledge and mind should be placed there ; all philoso-
phers agreeing that Mind is king of heaven and ecarth®’ In
vindication of this position, he then turns the focus of his
scrutiny upon man, as a universe in little, in order to find
out what constitutes each of the categories in him, and
especially what are the elements which perform the function
of the fourth. Here, it is the living organism which is the
product of matter tempered by law: but that which wields
it with directing power and disciplines it for wholesome ends
is always some one or other of the forms of wisdom *: with-
out mind, man would be effect alone, and not a Cause.
From the microcosm learn to read the macrocosm. If the
former has its little modicum of material and of law from
the vast storchouse of the latter, whence but from the same
source can it draw its allowance of causality? Homoge-
neous therefore must be the ordering and acting power in
the human person and in the universe: the difference is
only that between the individual soul andghe Soul of souls,
And the position is thus made good, th¢#in the All there
is a copious indeterminate datum and adequate determinate
essence, and besides these a Cause of no ordinary kind,
which, ordering and disposing years and seasons and months,
has the fullest right to the name Wisdom and Mind.’ But
Wisdom and Mind can come into expression only through a
psychical life: we therefore say that ‘in the nature of Zeus

' Phil. 26 E. 21b2yB. *Ih.a8A,C. - *Ib30B
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(the living cosmos) there proves, by reason of the causal
power, to be an indwelling royal ywyy and royal Mind*’
The reasoning of this much-debated passage is unintelligible,
unless it runs thus: ° Cawse you must have: Mind is the
only cause: therefore there must be immanent Mind : else,
the need of a causal power remains unsatisfied.” It all
depends on the position (established in the previous sen-
tence) that Mind and Cause are two names for one and the
same thing, and, in their denotative character, are inter-
changeable ; and its cogency and meaning would be lost, if
we tore them asunder from this coalescence, and substituted
between them a successive relation by treating the wois as
the effect of the airia. Yet into this inconsequence we are
betrayed, if we accept Zeller's comment that the universal
mind ‘is here referred to a superior cause’ (viz. ‘die Idee,
i.e. the eify?), and Jowett’s corresponding translation,
“Would you not say that in the divine nature of Zeus
there is the mind and soul of a King, and that #%e gower of
the cause engenders ¢his{’ By this reduction of Mind to a
created thing, the argument is baulked of its plainly intended
conclusion, viz. that weis in the universe must occupy the
same relative place as that which it holds in man, i.e. the
fourth category, which, as Causal/, is intrinsically érepor from
the rest. From this category our critics displace it, and by
throwing it back into the third, allow the whole reasoning
to collapse in confusion®, Yet the care which Plato had

! Phil. 30 C, D.

2 Philosophie der Griechen, II. 1. S. [‘?8 :

8 The passage in the original runs thus: Obkoir év pdv 7§ 7o Aids
Epels pioer Bagtheiy piv yuyny, Bacthuedy 88 vovy Eyyiyrecfar Gid Ty
755 atrias dvramy. That this sentence, taken by itself and apart from
its logical context, admits of the translation given to it, I will not deny;
although, to express the notion of deing engendered, I should have
expected to find the word éyyerwdofae rather than éyyiyresfar. As the
word, however, may certainly mean * to be forz in,’ the difference is not
material. But this meaning itself, if not already archaic in Plato’s
time, had prevailingly given way to the more abstract signification, ‘s
be dn by nature, Ot fio show #tself as tnherent, or © prove o be infherent:’
Jjust as ebperis yiyrecfac means ‘to show ong's self well-disposed,’ of
é5fxol yevépevor, ‘ those who growe fo be good,” without any implication
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ta.ken to secure the fourth place for Mind alone is shown by
his repetition of the claim with every variety of ¢xpression.
*Mind is Cause:’ “#hat is its class :? “of that family it is:’
and if anything else among the four heads is ever called by
the family name, rsois is ¢ guestor’ (yevalorys) to the claim.
‘Nor is this doctrine uttered as a random word ; but in
support of those who of old set forth that Mind for ever
rules the universe 1’

The conclusion which is thus reached, that Plato with-
holds causality from his “ideas, and assigns it to another
category, is confirmed by the earliest criticism directed
against his doctrine, viz. that his pattern ideas in which the
conerete instances partake are but idle talk and poetic
metaphor ; inasmuch as he provides no working agency
to make copies from them® This remark of Aristotle’s
18 indeed quite groundless, made in forgetfulness of the

of “ coming o be’ so. Tn this use of the verb, the subject of it is sai
give evidence of the attribute affirmed respecting it ; a'.‘nd if tcf ::ht:a :1(3&:2
affirmation a &@ 7¢ is appended, it will tell what is o reason for
believing the attribute, not what is ks cazse of its being. What is 2%e
eason that has been pressed in argument and is here summed up for
believing in a cosmic Mind —that, without it, the course and order of
the w:orld will be destitute of their indispensable causal power: it is there-
fore ‘on account of the power of the cause,’ that we must say, ‘a kingly
intellect evinces itself as inherent in the nature of the divine universe,’
It will not be questioned that this rendering is more consistent than the
other with the PIOpET accusative meaning of the preposition fud; though
I am aware that instances may be adduced, even from this Eiialogne
(e.g. 26 E. &t 7we alriav), of a usage in which the distinction is
apparently lost between the logical and the physical ground. One more
remark ; Is it right to fuse the two phrases Bagiheiy pév Yo
Buq;)\md,y 8¢ o into one undivided conception, ¢ the soul and mind of
a king #* or is the distinction between them to be observed, that veds is
eternal entity, and fuys a medium constituted for its manifestation? I
camnot persuade myself that this relation between them is here to be
disregarded ; especially as the imme.-d.iatel;; preceding proposition em-
Ehaslses 1t as a step in the argument: ol e kal vods dvev wuyiis obi
o more yevolobyy, ‘wisdom surely and mind conld never come into
manifestation without fuxs * (sof * cannot evist ). From Mind as the
causal power two conclusions result: its supreme sway in the universe;
and its exercise of this sway in the phenomenal sphere through its
created medium of an dnima munds, Beyond the yuyy there is pois
ftsse;;s airia: beyond the vols there is nothing hicher; it is alria

* Phil. 30 D—31 A, # Arist. Metaph. gg1 b, 20-23.
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supreme powers that play so great a part in the Timzus,
the Republic, and the Philebus; but it shows that, in the
critic’s opinion, the eidy were inherently in want of a cause
to bring them to phenomenal birth.

I have already hinted that this passiveness of the class
was not absolutely universal, but admitted an exception
in the supreme term. Hitherto we have found Plato iden-
tifying Cause with Mind : we must now add that he identifies
Mind with the Good; and that ‘the good’ is with him the
apex and crown of the system of ‘ideas’ The first of
these positions is no matter of inference, but is laid down
fotidem verbis. After Philebus, in the dialogue that bears
his name, has been worsted in his advocacy of *pleasure’
as identical with ‘good,’ Socrates, who represents the
counter-claim of M7nd, sums up thus: ‘I think it then suffi-
ciently proved that Philebus’s goddess is not to be considered
as identical with the good.” Philebus retorts, ¢ Neither is
your Mind, Soerates, the good ; the same exception will be
taken to it.” Socrates answers: ‘ Perhaps so, Philebus, to
sy mind 5 but not to the true and divine Mind ; the case is

_ different there™’ Nor is it only under its name of * Mind’
that this subject is identified with ‘the good:’ under its
other name of ‘Cause’ the process is repeated. In the
latter part of the dialogue, Socrates, unable to define the
essence of ‘the good’ in its absoluteness, determines it step
by step through three of its contents, Beauty, Symmetry,
Truth: and winds up with the words, ‘ If then we cannot
seize “the good ” by chasing it with one idea, yet when we
have caught it by the help of three,—beauty, symmetry,
truth,—we may say that we have the best right to treat it as
Cause of the mingled elements, and may affirm that it
proves itself such precisely in that it is good %’

The evidence of the second position, that ‘the good’ is
the ultimate pinnacle of the range of ‘ideas,’ is contained in
some highly characteristic passages of the Republic. The
first which T shall quote might perhaps suffice ; for it directly

T Philaa e 3 Ib. 65 A.
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affirms the proposition to be established: ‘God knows
whether it be true; but this is what is evident to me ; inthe
sphere of the known #he idea of the Good is ultimate and
needs an effort to be seen: but, once seen, compels the
conclusion that here is the cause, for all things else, of
whatever is beautiful and right: in the visible world, parent
of light and of its lord; in the intellectual world, bearing
itself the lordship and from itself supplying truth and mind.
And this it is which must fix the eye of one who is to act
with wisdom in private or in public life’.’ These remarkable
words, besides determining the place of ‘the Good’ as the
culminating eldos, affirm its dynamic causality no less clearly
than its logical supremacy ; for it is the author of light and
of the sun, over and above being the absolute original of all
particular truth, beauty, and right,

If, under the loose cover of the word airla, the idea of
the Good could thus play the double part of physical cause
and rational ground, we may well believe Aristotle’s report
that Plato identified it with the absolute One ®; for if it can
unify those dissimilar things, it deserves no less. But every
system of monism has to break a number of antitheses.
which cling to the very nature of human thought ; and Plato’s
first principle has yet a harder feat to perform, in being at
once itself and another, the apprehender of truth and the
truth apprehended, the object which is not the subject and
the subject which is not the object. For this achievement
he lends it the aid of his happiest imagination, and main-
tains that it has only to do what the sun constantly effects,
in that it supplies both terms of the relation between vision
and the visible. ‘The idea of the Good, then, you are to
say, is that which imparts truth to the objects known, and
faculty to the knower: you are to consider it as the cause at

* Republic. 517 B, C.

# Met. 1091 b, 14, adrd 78 & 74 dyafiv adrd elvar. That Plato, though
not named, is here referred to, is to be seen from the context, and from
comparison with 988 a, 14. See Bonitz’s note, p. 587 of his edition of
Arist. Met. ;
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once of knowledge and of truth as known. And, beautiful
as are these two,—knowledge and truth,—this their Cause
you will rightly deem other and fairer than they. Yet, just
as light and vision were before rightly deemed by us sun-
like without being the sun, so now are these two rightly
referred to the type of the Good without being the Good :
for tkat a place must be reserved of yet higher honour'
Nor do the resources of this ingenious analogy stop here:
the Sun has other functions than to illuminate; and the
Idea of the Good, than to enlighten: from each goes forth
a creative energy over a boundless field beyond. ‘The Sun,
I think you will say, imparts to visible things not only their
visibility, but also their genesis and growth and nurfure,
without being itself a genesis *; and so, we must say, it i5 the
Good which imparts to things known not only their suscepti-
bility of being known, but also their existence and their
essence, though the Good is not itself an essence, but far
transcends essence in venerableness and power®. IHere then,
it is evident, this august principle is invested with not only
a primacy among the ideas (dkwirovs alolas, as Aristotle calls
them) *, but with a causality withheld from all the rest as its
progeny,—the derived essences of things. Relatively to
* them, as a class, it holds an exceptional position ; and when
we ask, ‘is it one of them, or is it beyond them?’ the answer
must be, ‘it is both :? it is one of them, by their participa-
tion of its being; it is beyond them, by its exclusive spon-
taneity of power. -

When we assemble together the predicates which, one by
one, have gathered upon the Idea of the Good, viz. sub-
jective unity, eternal reality, discriminative thought, affinity
with beauty, symmetry, and right, and finally, power to
realise them in the birth and growth of things, we cannot

! Rep. 508 E.

2 He recurs to this favourite thought respecting the ¢Sun, of this
great world both eye and soul:’ Adzds (i€, 6 fjAuos) & Tds 7€ &pus mapdywy,
Kat &navrods kal TarTa EmTporetaw Td fv 1O dpuuére Timw, kel éxeivar
&y gdels Ebpar Tpémor Tivd warTwy ainios.—Rep. 516 C,

* Rep. 500 B. 4 Met. 1091 b, 13.
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be surprised to find this supreme efos assuming the Divine
name. Intellect and causality directed upon the Good, and
occupying the absclute headship of all, must be spoken of
when fused into one conception, in terms of intending
thought, will, and character, and become interchangeable
with the idea of God. The only wonder is that Plato him-
self betrays so little consciousness of this, and instead of
passing off and on between eides and feds in any dialogue
which treats of either, only once® (so far as I remember)
identifies the @efos vols with rdyafér, and else conducts quite
separately his discussion of the Idea of the Good, and his
exposition of the Creator’s work and relation to the world,—
the one in the Philebus and Republic, the other in the
Timeeus. It is usually assumed that the former alone was
the expression of serious philosophical conviction ; and that
the theistic form of the latter is purely mythical, and, as
addressed only to the pupil’s imagination, has no significance
for the critic of Plato’s doctrine. To this point I shall here-
after revert.

§ 2. Classification of Sciences and Faculfies.

At the seat of Causality which we have reached, we hold
the link which connects the Metaphysics with the Physics, of
Plato. But before we avail ourselves of this transition, it
is important to say a few words of his application of the
theory of ideas to the classification of the sciences, and the
distribution of the human faculties. The subjective division
of our nature corresponds in his view with the objective
counterpart in the universe ; the senses putting us in relation
with the negative or phenomenal element ; the intellect, with
the eternal ideas. Vet his distribution is rather #irecfold
than dualistic; for, in consequence of his assumption that
like only could have dealings with like, a mediating term
was introduced, both into the universe and into man, in
order to unite the two extremes. We have seen from the

! In the passage already quoted from Phil. 22 C.
E 2
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passage in the Philebus® that a Juyn was thought necessary
in order to let the wois pass into the phenomenal world;
and so, in man, a sex/ or animating principle occupies a
middle place between the simply corporeal and the purely
intellectual nature. This soul is the seat, neither of mere
passive sensation on the one hand, nor of reflective thought
on the other; it is more than blind receptivity, less than
clear intellection; and constitutes the nstinctive and im-
pulsive Zife in 1egard to action, and the domain of aceidental
Judgment and mother-wit, of conjecture and ungrounded
belief, in relation to matters of mental discernment. Hence
the triad so constantly presented in the dialogues, of
alobnaus, 86fa, émioripy, in reference to the intelligent operi-
tions; and of émbupla, 8upss, and vois, in reference to the
principles of action®: the highest term in both series, be
it observed, denoting the same power, and giving pre-
ponderance to the rational element over the affectional.
Nothing can be more curiously precise than the relation
which Plato has established among the states and objects of
the human understanding, in a celebrated passage of his Re-
public®, He first distinguishes between the phenomenal and
the ideal world, calling the former visidle (Spardv) and the
latter cogitable (voprév) ; and then divides each of these apain
into two domains; the visible world including (x) images,
as () shadows, (&) reflections and such optical phenomena ;
(2) actual and material things (such as animals, plants,
fabricated objects, &c.), to which the images correspond.
The cogitable world distributes itself into the two depart-
ments of Matkematics and Dialectic ; which differ from each
other in beth the materials they deal with, and the procedure
they adopt. The materials with which the Mathematics
deal are Zmages or figures: while Dialectic uses only Jdeas.
The procedure of the mathematics is aZways from certain
assumptions (fmofévers) taken as dpyai or first principles,

L Phil.. 300

2 E.g. Rep. 439-441; 580 D, E. Tim. 69 E; yo A. Phedr. 246.
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down to the end (énl re\evrjr): while that of dialectic
is twofold, partly in the same direction with the mathe-
matical, but not till after a previous investigation in the
opposite. For (r) it picks up some assumptions (Smobéces)
not as first principles, but merely as starting-points and steps
(émBaoes and 6ppds) for the investigation, and therefore
distinguishable from the mathematical assumptions by being
zeally assumptions (6 Svm imobécas): and from these it
reasons #pwards to a first principle which is ot kypotietical
(drumrdberon) ; and having gained this prize, it then (2) proceeds
downwards through ideas, into ideas and them alone. It is
clear that by the descending process Plato denotes proper
deduction: whether, in the case of mathematics, in the
analytic or in the synthetic order, will depend on the nature
of the assumptions, taken as first principles ; if they are the
data already obtained, the procedure will be sym#hetzc ; if
they are the guesita, tentatively adopted, it will be analvfic.
Since he contrasts them with zea/ assumptions (1. e. assump-
tions in the strict sense, with no pretension to anything more)
he probably means to denote such universally recognised
conceptions as are found in the definitions of geometry and
arithmetic, and contemplates therefore the synthetic geo-
metry, of which these are the fundamental data. He illus-
trates them by examples thus :—* You know that those who
occupy themselves with geometry and calculations and such
studies assume the odd and even and the diagrams and three
kinds of angles, and the like, in each branch: feeling quite

familiar with these things, they set them up as their assump-

tions (fmefémess), without thinking it worth while to give any
account, either to themselves or others, of matters so plain
to everybody; and starting from these without more ado, they
pass on through what follows coherently to the final point
which they set out to determine’’ The defect which Plato
finds in this procedure evidently is, that it treats as first prin-
cipleswhat have no claim to anyhigher character than assump-
tions. Since we are accustomed to regard the elementary

1 Rep. 510 C.



54 METAPHYSICAL, TRANSCENDENT. [Bogk 1.

mathematical positions as exhibiting the perfection of * self-
evidence,’ it may well be asked how he could reduce them
to the rank of hypotheses, and what account he could ex-
pect them to give of themselves which would enhance their
authority. The answer will be found in his estimate of the
different faculties to which the several kinds of apprehended
things report themselves. The clearness of geometrical and
arithmetical relations is that of imagination, exercised in
pictures of co-existing parts or counting of successive
numbers, and is dependent on the lessons of external per-
ception : it is too near to the senses to carry us beyond the
phenomenal world. The figures with which theorems, and
the notation with- which calculations are worked, are only
representative symbols employed to set supposed cases before
the mind’s eye ; and whatever is proved is conditional upon
an ‘¢f’; it emerges from an Jypothesis. At the same time
the truth which the reasoner secks is not about these re-
presentative media, but about the things represented ; “and
while he is using his visible figures and arguing upon them,
his thought is intent not on them but on the originaly which
they copy, the absolute square and diagonal instead of this
particular one which he draws: and so in all other cases
The immediate forms which he shapes and draws, and which
in their turn have copies thrown off in their shadows and
reflections in water, he uses as likenesses, while really trying
to see the essential objects which cannot be seen except with
the Understanding’.” Thus, the instruments of the mathe-
matician’s work are empirical ; his results ideal: and Plato
feels a want of congruity between the beginning and the end.
As distinguished from these assumptions in the disguise of
dpxa, the assumptions proper on which dialectic seizes are
propositions provisionally taken for the mere purpose of
investigation ; some thesis as to the truth of which we wish
to prosecute an enquiry : beginning thence, we begin with
our guesiturz, and working it clear of foreign or false
adhesions, we isolate its essence and trace it to its real

! Rep. 510 D.
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ground, narrowing the way as we proceed till we re'ach_an
dpxh in the dwndferor. So far the procedure has a direction
the reverse of the mathematical; which from the original
assumption moves forward to its consequences, taking on
new truths and so widening its field as it advances towards
its termination. Here, however, the antithesis of the two
methods ceases: for dialectic having ascended to its source
in the adrd 76 dyafsy, then reverses its steps, and follows the
development of the contained eidy into the relations of the
actual world. Thus both the analytic ascent and the syn-
thetic descent are effected without any recourse to sensible
objects, every step from first to last being rigorously true to
the consecution of ideas. .
These things being premised, the proportion by \.vhxch
Plato expresses the relations of human knowledge will be
intelligible : he says that
dparlv: vonriy =images: actuallities-:mathc“matics: dialﬁctic.
Sg;&t:gg;ezgjégng mshllam’a: wi‘:-m = Bwarow :l’-"C;?jIO'I‘S or éme-
ORI
In Rep. 6or E. & 60z A. the single word 8éfa embraces
elxaola and wioms, while vdpows is extended to cover dudvoua.
And in Tim. 29 C. the expression changes again, dAnfeia
being substituted for émoripp: so that in Plato &)u-:ab’e{a =
émworiuy = vinous = Bwektien : and in accorc}ance with the
physical object of the Timeeus, the dpardy is there rfalle‘d
yévesss and the ponrdy, obala. This system of analogles. is
the only attempt preserved in Plato’s own writings to exhibit
under a mathematical expression the degrees of certainty
attaching to the several cognitive states of mind. But, ac-
cording to Aristotle?, he resorted to another, founded on 1_115
later doctrine of ideal numbers. Unfortunately, the obscurity
of that doctrine is rather increased by this special applica-
tion ; for, besides supplying no key to his ideal numerati.on,
it resorts to geometrical terms convertible only with arith-
metical equivalents. Mind (vois), he is reported to have

1 De An. L i 7.
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said, is one (70 &); Knowledge (fmoriun), two (r& 8io);
Opinion (3s£a), the number of the superficies (6 rob émmé-
duv dpduds) 3 Perception (alofpouw), that of the solid (6 rob
orepeo).  Here, the first two terms being numerical, and the
last two geometrical, it is not easy to gain a clear conception
of the quantitative symbols as a system. The most probable
conjecture is, that they were originally imagined as poinfs,
taken as geometrical loci, and then connted into arithmetical
expression : the single point, fixing the initial position of
all possibilities ; the two points, as limits of the straight
line; the three, as, when united, all in the same plane;
the four, as forming, when joined, the first and simplest of
solids, the pyramid. But how this series, when constructed,
symbolises the mental conditions severglly assigned to
its members, it is impossible to say; the interpreting idea
which promises well for one part of the series failing to suit
another. Thus Simplikius, the sixth-century commentator
on the De Anima, tells us why Knowledge is represented
by the straight line from point to point, viz. because it goes
in no path but one to its end (uovayds yip &P &), direct at
truth, which is single. And this supplies the next term with
an intelligible and consistent difference : for opinion, with
its contingency of truth or falsehood, is liable to deflection,
and even if it ever arrives at the right, takes circuits to it
through wrong intermediate points. But this clue will guide
us no further; for what other variety of judgment, besides the
true and the false, remains to make up (with the judging mind)
the fourth point which is brought in by sensible perception ?
I can think of only one plausible answer to this question.
Thus far, the states which we have supposed to be deseribed
are those of Z/ought alone exercising itself upon its proper
data: so long as thought is limited, it will be intrinsically
subject to error as well as capable of truth, in its communion
with the objects before it. But now that the Senses come
in, they cut it off from direct intercourse with realities, and
imprison it with mere images and shadows of them: and
with this additional feature, of dealing with representations
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instead of originals, Perception is at one remeve further from
pure Mind than even Opinion, Simplikius here, instead of
thus continuing to work out the same jfundamentum
diisionis, shifts to another, and says that Perception has
‘the number of the solid,’ because the objects it has to do
with are solid bodies, and of these the first—which stands
for all,—is constituted by joining four points. It is clear
that this in no way carries out the retreat from wots : it cites
a feature which might be put forward by one who placed
perception on the highest instead of the lowest step of
cativea. However curious this reported theory may be,
it is fortunate that, as it makes no appearance in Plato’s own
writings, it can be left in its obscurity without seriously
impairing our legitimate impressions of his philosophy *.

§ 3. Posttive and Negalive Factors of the Cosmos.

From the sketch which has been given of Plato’s doctrine
of Ideas, it will be evident that its function was to mediate
between man as knower and the universe as known; to
supply a middle term between the mutable and the absolute ;
to give a nucleus of unity to phenomena, and to the real
a principle of plurality. And the close connection will be
immediately understood between the dialectic of Plato and
his physics ; the first exhibiting the process by which we
untwine the transient and accidental from our thought till
we contemplate the essential ground of the universe; the
other showing how, in the first instance, naked eternities
clothed themselves with the transient conditions of relative
appearance, and came on to the decorated stage of sense:
each therefore being but the other read backwards. Accord-
ingly, the difficulty which we have encountered already, of
establishing a clear relation between the ideal and the phe-

. nomenal world, recurs in the physics and cosmogony of Plato.

! See Platonis de Ideis et Numeris Doctrina ex Aristotele illustrata.
Frid. Adolph Trendelenburg. Lips. 1826. And Christ. Aug. Brandis
De Perditis Aristotelis Libris de Ideis et de Bono, Eonne. 1826,
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We can approximately understand his description of the
eternal ¢ify, as the primitive types of being, alone possessing
reality and constituting the essence of whatever exists ; can
think of them as given forms, inherently without motion or
susceptibility of change, so that their presence may explain
the permanent and selfidentical in things, but not the
various and transient ; and can allow to their highest term,—
the Idea of the Good,—an exceptional causal spontaneity and
active power, capable of putting in motion all the rest.  But,
all this while, we remain wholly in the ideal world ; and we
want the means of passing thence into the sphere of phe-
nomena. Whence comes all that is 207 eifos in the objects
of sensible experience? How do transiency and admixture
join themselves to essences intrinsically unsusceptible of
them? Wherein consists the genesis of what for ever #&f
In order to resolve these questions, Plato. balances the eidy
with an element wholly opposed to them, which he places
on the other side of their supreme Disposer, as the condition
or material of their manifestation. Whatever predicate be-
longs to them is to be denied of this opposite datum: as
they are all rest, it is all motion : as they are self-identical, it
is @/l else » as they are determinate, it is formless and inde-
terminate: as they have all existence, it has no exisfence :
as they are rational essences, it is all #Znd necessity. ‘This
boundless realm, being the antithetic term to the only
positive being, is deseribed, as far as possible, by negatives;
and Plato endeavours to escape the necessity of admitting
its reality side by side with the €8y, by treating it merely
as their negation, and as baving no tenure of being except
as their contradictory. In the same way as Space is unreal
and indefinite itself, yet the condition of whatever is definite
and real, so is this immeasurable chaotic sea of non-deing
the condition of all distinctive being. The logical law, that
we can think of nothing except by cutting it off from the
circumambient sphere of a// efse, that to posit one thing is to
exclude and therefore to deal with and recognise an inde-
terminate residue, Plato employs as a cosmical principle.

’fé}__._.:.-
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He gives it both quantitative and qualitative expression ;
the former in the Philebus, where the origination of things
is imagined to take place by the blending of Measure (wépas)
with the immeasurable (#wepor), 50 as to yield, by mechanical
mixture of figure and number with formless material, definite
properties and relations of magnitude®: the latter in the
Timens, where the same process is conceived rather as a
merging of the indivisible ideals into a compound with the
indeterminate divisible material, so as to mark out this or
that same essence amid an énfinite other than this®. TEach
of these views supplies terms in which to describe the two
opposites, viz. the blind and negative element (vd ) év) on the
one hand ; and the seeing or intellectual element (vois) on
the other. The cosmical function ascribed to the blind in-
finitude as indispensable to the genesis of things is incom-
patible with the purely negative character within which Plato
endeavours to restrain it ; and in spite of every effort it passes
into a sort of matter, present as a datum prior to creation,
and performing a part in that process not less than the eify
which owe to it their manifestation : and the system, without
intending it, becomes in effect a dualistic scheme evolving
the universe from the co-operation of matter and mind. Or,
to express the same criticism in other words, Plato’s 76 psj v
is by no means tantamount to absolute non-existence *, but
has still something objective in it, so as to be the condition
of effects which would not otherwise arise. It is rather an
infinite fndeferminate somervhat which he sets as the back-
ground to all real and determinate existence, and whose
necessity he vindicates very nearly as Hegel asserts the
identity of his Nicht-seyn and Seyn, being only an Anders-
seyn as opposed to Etwas, and in general treats every
negative not as the denial, but as the differentiation of the
positive. In this chaotic realm then lie the rudiments of
the material world, but without form or distinction. In the
heavenly space, on the other hand, are the uncreated types
? E.g. Tim. 35 A; 37 A

i E.g. Phil. 25 D, E.
3 3 % Soph. 237 C—230 B.
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of thought, clear and perfect, but without active power.
The causal power, however, is found in the supreme intel-
lect of God, Himself designated sometimes as the highest
eldos, or the very Good (atzé 76 d@yafiv?). By Him the blind
waste of Necessity is persuaded to receive the edn? and
so allow the essences of things to embody themselves and
arise; and thus He becomes a true Creator, with peetic
function (memmis) as disposer of the ideas,—with deminrgic
(8ppeovpyss) as prevailing over matter to accept them?® The
execution of this work was impossible without some middle
principle to bring the two extremes into approximation ;
and since mathematical relations are regarded by Plato
as the middle term between the spheres of Sense and of
Thought, the Creator resorts to these, and in conformity with
them first blends the two elements into a living principle or
universal soul®. This Ywx# of nature is the centre and
meeting-point of the intellectual and the corporeal ; the prior
condition and the inner principle of the whole organic de-
velopment of the universe. Stress is laid on the position,
that God created the soul zof /ater than the body of the
world, but eardier, to be its empress and ruler from the first ;
and spread her presence co-extensively with the universe,
to revolve for ever in herself and bear the system with her,
and be its eternal and self-conscious life®. Next to the
production of this soul of the world, the Creator distributes
- the indeterminate mass into the five fundamental elements,
each distinguished by the geometric forms of which it is
composed, viz. earth, by the cube ; fire, by the pyramid ; air,
by the octahedron ; water, by the icosahedron ; ether, by the
dodecahédron ; and by accommodating these to the harmo-
nious relations of the universal soul, he frames the system
of the spheres® In their concentric circles are set the stars as
chronometers, and as receptacles cach of a divine eternal
essence’. The form thus given to the universe is the best
! Rep. 379 B, C. Conf. 508 E. ? Tim. 48 A.
? Phil.27 A. Tim. 28 C, Rep.596C,D. * Tim. 21 E; 35/A.

> 1b. 34 E; 36 E. & Ib. 55 E—356 C.
"Ib.30B; 38C, D; 40B. : 7

(5o
-

PBranch 1] PLATO. 61

possible, the most expressive of the divine nature itself,—the
spherical; and the motion imparted to the vault of the fixed
stars is that which is alone selfuniform and self-identical.

“In both respects God frames what bears the nearest possible

resemblance to Himself; for He is good, and goodness
grudees nothing ; and determines freely to impart Himself, and
frame a system copying into it all His communicable perfec-
tion. It is in this sense that Plato speaks of the world as
the product of the divine wngrudgingness; and of God as the
measire and standard of all things®. The universe thus con-
stituted is a living and animated nature (furuxov {Gov), nay,
a blessed God (etdaipwy feos) *: having all material things as
part of its body, and an imperishable life in virtue of its par-
ticipation in the divine intellect : incapable therefore of grow-
ing old and perishing, though the constant scene of phe-
nomena : needing no eyes or limbs, because having nothing
external to itself; and in all respects a transcript as perfect
as anything originated can be, of the self-living (airofwor),
invisible, and absolutely good Deity®. This notion, of an
unavoidable evil of imperfection in all created things, of
a Jimit of possibility beyond which the resemblance of the
copy to the divine ideal could not be carried, is frequent with
Plato; and the seat and source of this negative restraint he
undoubtedly finds in the unmanageable character of the
material (called by Aristotle the ¥Ag) which cannot but affect
the 8y with a portion of its own non-existence and hinder
their phenomenal realisation. It was this inertia in the
chaotic realm that led him to call it the sphere of Necessity,
and to contrast it sharply with the free spontaneity of Mind,
on whose action it put a drag® And it was with the same
feeling that he insisted with the greatest emphasis on the
distinction which the philosophy of our own time abolishes,
between a proper Cause (aivie) and a mere Condifion
(fvruric) ; claiming causality exclusively for Mind, and

L Tim. 34 A; 20 E.  Comp. Phedrus, 247 A. ¢00vos yip &w Oeiov

opoil ToTaTm. ;
e Tim. 68 E; 34 D. * Tim. 33. 29 E. ¢ Tim. 48 A.
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discriminating material nature as that without which a cause
could not exercise its causality .

It is a rule in Plato’s cosmogony, that the Demiurgus
himself forms swhatever is to be immortal in the universe, but
consigns the production of all that is perishable to the created
divinities . When the general stiucture of the world is com-
pleted, and the stars have been furnished with their godlike
natures, and the origination of man is taken in hand, the
created divinities fabricate the human body and the mortal
part of the soul, while God himself provides its immortal
element, compounding it in the same vessel in which the
general soul of the universe had been before prepared, and
by the same rules, only with a result less pure® In man,
as in the universe, the soul is the uniting term between the
rational and the phenomenal sphere, between thought and
sense. Without it, thought would have no life and move-
ment ; and movement would have no thought: its essence
unites the two ideas, %o #hnk, and #o /Jive, and can never
admit the opposite of either. Hence it is incapable of death *:
it so partalkes of the causal spontaneity of the originating
intellect, as to be a self-moving principle, having its action
from within, and not contingent on external commencement
or arrest ; consequently, without beginning and without end.
However strange and precarious may seem to us the depend-
ence of a doctrine of immortality upon that of the pre-exist-
ence of the soul, the two notions are inseparable and indeed

1 Tim. 46 C—E; 68 E. Phil. 27 A,

2 Tim. 42 E; 69 B, C, # Ib. 41 C—E,

* Phazdo, 105 C—106 D. This arzument, in proof of the essential
and inherent immortality of the soul, is hardly consistent with the
doctrine of the Timaeus, 41 A, where the Creator, addressing the
created divinities, tells them that all which is created is subject to dis-
solution, and that their own exemption from it is comsingent wpon Fis
will . “Whatever is compacted is dissoluble, though none but an evil
being would choose to dissolve what is well adjusted and right. Hence,
although as created you are not wholly immortal and indissoluble, you
shall be quite untouched by dissolution and exempt from the fate of
death ; having in my will a bond greater and more availing than those
which were fastened on you at your creation,” If this applied to the

created divinities, @ fossiosd it applied to the human race which they
were commissioned to call into being.
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identical in the philosophy of Plato. His reasoning on the
subject assumes, throughout, the division of all objects of
thought into two classes,—one comprising whatever & and
never passes in and out,—the other, what always passes in
and out and never s> and his only question is, to which of
these two, judging by its essence and characteristics, does the
soul belong? Grant this fundamental principle of classifi-
cation, allow that all genesis of visible things is due to com-
pdsition of the eternal with the evanescent, and the proofs
which the Phzdo urges of the soul's immortality will lose
their fanciful aspect, and the reason will be appreciated why
they are so framed as to claim a life before as well as after
this. Not indeed that Plato is content with showing the
soul to be no function of the body, and claiming for it a place
in the nom-evanescent part of man'; for this would only
establish the perpetual being of the soul in the same sense
in which every eidos,—(that, e. g. of tree or water) is eternal.
The vital point is, not whether the soul is an ¢iBos, 50 as
always fo be, but what sor of an €ldos it is, and whether among
its predicates the special ones of Zfe and of self-movement,
as well as the general one of exisfence, are to be found =
Plato decides that it belongs to the very essence of this
Kind to live; and if its opposite, Death, approaches, to get
out of its way and decline to admit it; else, it would lose its
self-identity and become another eldos; which is absurd, as
ascribing genesis to o aet 4». To this belief in the ur?created
and imperishable nature of the soul Plato adheres with such
evident earnestness, that we must interpret in harmony with
it the mythical account in the Timzus of the formation
of souls by the Creator®, Nor is this difficult; for as the
word Jruyd always expresses a step at one remove from pure
vois,—and denotes #hought in @ condition to appear,—the first

1 This is done in refnting the hypothesis that the soul is ‘a harmony’
(function of a material instrument), Phedo g3 seqq. The ideal argu-
t follows. :
mil]?haedr‘ 245 C—E; conf. Legg. 896 A, where Plato calls 73
Surapcvny abriy abry mvey kivqow the constituting essence of uxa.
¢ Tim. 41 D.
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creation of souls in the Timzus may be understood to mark
only their being introduced upon the stage of the universe.
The Creator, it is said, formed as many souls at first as there
are stars, on each of which, as on a chariot, He planted one,
to watch from that heavenly station the divine order of things ;
but, after a time, to be born into a human corporeal life.
According to the earlier doctrine of the Phaedrus, this fate is
the consequence of a lapse already from the destined blessed-
ness of that starry existence: so that men are, universally,
heavenly patures, fallen from their sphere’. But, according
to the Timzus, the consignment to a human lot is in virtue
of a general law, and the souls do not begin their probation
til the mortal birth® The Greek estimate of the sexes
betrays itself in the statement that on the first trial the souls
are permitted to be men.  If they conquer the tendencies of
Sense and vindicate their higher nature, they return at each
interval to their stars, and remain a thousand years free from
the body among the choir of the gods. If otherwise, they
are born the second time as women ; and if again unfaithful,
they are degraded the third time to the life of brutes; fior
will this circulation cease, till by subjection of the lower
nature they have found their way back to their original per-
fection. Between the different lives, however, is interposed
in every case not merely a judgment upon the previous
probation, but a period of a thousand years, spent in a
iourney of merited suffering or blessedness ; and not till
after that are they called to choose another life®. From
this return to the earth there are only two exceptions: the
incorrigibly guilty are denied all further opportunity, and
given over to eternal retribution*: and, on the other hand,
those who during three successive lives have devoted them-
selves to philosophy and been distinguished for sanctity,
are finally replaced, after the third millennium, in their
celestial abode, and troubled no more with a corporeal
existence ®,

! Pheedr. 248 C. ? Tim. 42 B, C. 3 Rep, 635 A,
£ Rep. 613 D. 5 Phadr. 249 A. Conf. however Tim. 42 B.
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T'rom this conception of the soul, as a divine nature sub-
mitted to the conditions of an undivine life, and for this end
united with perishable elements, Plato’s division of its powers
will be readily understood. The leading distinction between
its immortal and its mortal part is expressed by the words
Reason and Sense; and illustrated by comparison with the
sea-god Glaucus, of whom sailors and fishermen caught
glimpses beneath the green waters, as he yearly visited the
coasts’.  No one, to look at him, would suspect the immortal
nature shrouded in such a form ; disfigured by shell-fish and
sea-weed and pebbles clinging to him, he might be taken
for a monster rather than a god; and only those who know
how he can prophesy and will fulfil his oracles find out what
he really is.  So do the adhesive entanglements of sense and
passion grow around the soul, and cover her with an earthy
mass 8o dense and wild, that her primitive divine nature is
unperceived ; but if you only notice the insight she can
show into the true and good, and the conyerse she aspires to
with the god-like and immortal, you may imagine what she
would be if surrounded by these alone, and how she would ap-
pear if lifted out of the gulf in which her life is plunged, and
with the unsightly accretions all struck off. The immortal part
of the soul is simple and uncompounded ; but the other is
composed of a nobler and a less noble part, of which the
higher,—6 Buuds,—impulse, or energy of Will, mediates be-
tween the extremes of Intellect and Sense; and the lower,—
dmbupnrikéy or Qikoyprparov,—appetite, or selfish desire of
faving rather than of deing, is in complete opposition to
reason, and through the force of the intervening fuuds to be
kept in rightful subordination to it% This threefold distri-
bution of the soul on the practical side corresponds with the
triad already noticed. on the cognitive: desire bearing the
same inferior relation to pirfue that perception does to know-
Jedge ; while mere 2igour of character (6upoeidés), terminating

; Rep. 611 C. seqq.
Ib. 435 B; 449 E; 441 C; 530 D, E.
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in good Aabifs, is as far above appetite and beneath sanctity
as good sense, terminating in correct but ungrounded im-
pressions, is more than perception and less than reason:
and the topmost term is vofs in both. The body of man
itself is built in three stories, to lodge these three inhabitants
at their appropriate elevations: the immortal Reason in the
“ Acropolis’ of the uplifted head, scarcely deigning to be
united with the rest by the narrow isthmus of the neck: and,
of the mortal parts which divide the proper cozpus between
them, the brave energies find themselves at home in the
beating heart and panting lungs ; while the mere appetencies
occupy the basement beneath the diaphragm, and by their
low position confess a natural servitude and liability to
shame?!, These three components of the soul are differently
mixed in different men and nations ; the higher always carry-
ing with it and comprehending the lower, but the lower not
implying the higher. The trading nations,—the Egyptians
and Pheenicians,—are distinguished by the predominance of
Desire ; the northern barbarians, of Force of character ; the
Greeks, of Intellect?’. This last alone is exclusively human ;
for the brutes are not without the courageous nature j or the
plants without a share of instinctive appetency.

§ 4. Conceptions of Character.

This threefold nature of man’s soul on the one hand be-
longs to its very composition, and on the other prescribes
its appointed work ; and forms the transition therefore from
the Physics to the proper Ethics of Plato. The origin and
formation of man as an element of the universe determines
what it is possible and well for him to aim at: to define
his moral destination, his position and the factors of his life
must be appreciated. This order of derivation, by which the
doctrine of human character is deduced not from direct in-
terpretation of the moral sentiments but from the consideration

1 Tim. 6g C—%0 A; go A, B.
? Rep. 435 E.
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of man as a natural object p_lac:ed and constituted in a certain
way, is the characteristic of the ancient Ethics. Accordingly,
the notion of Dufy retreats with them into the background;

and in its place they investigate the Highes# Good, a more
comprehensive object, including, along with Morality, Beauty
also and Wisdom, acombination which, though fitted to dignify.
and adorn it, misses its peculiar and paramount awthoriiy,
and changes it from a matter of universal obligation into the
monopoly of philosophers. Plato’s highest good being, as we
have seen, identical with /nfellect as opposed to seuse, his
conception of perfect life assumes either of two forms,
according as he reasons from the lower or from the upper end
of our nature as his datum. Are we entangled in the delu-
sions and fascinations of Sense? we must clear ourselves
from them, learn to converse with ideas, subjugate the body,
and welcome death as an emancipation fromthe last hindrance
of our wisdom. Are we sharers in that divine Reason which
informs and organises the universe? we must recognise
and welcome it everywhere, and follow it out as it ramifies
through the world of sense, and touches pleasure itself with
a light of beauty. There is nothing inconsistent in this double
view, which regards the material system, now as the opaque
veil to hide, and now as the transparent medium to reveal,

the inner thought which is the divine essence of all ; and seeks

at one time to ascend into the intellectual glory by escape

from detaining appearances ; at another, to descend with that
glory as it streams into the remotest recesses of the phe-
nomenal world. But without reference to this negative
and positive side of the same doctrine, the opposite aspects
of Plato’s ethical delineation would present the appearance
of contradiction. At one time, in his polemic against the
claims of pleasure, he appears to advocate an ascetic con-
tempt for the senses, and to enjoin a cold separation from
human affairs, for the sake of attaining a state of intel-
lectual perfection®. At another, he denounces the life

I See e.g. Phwedo 64-68. Themt. 173 C—E; 176 A. Rep. 347
B—D; 519, 520. ¢
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68 METAPHYSICAL, TRANSCENDENT.  [Book 1.

without pleasure and pain as a miserable apathy, and con-
tending that the idea of the good distributes itself through
all the elements of existence, protests against its being
ignored even in the sphere of perception; stipulating only
for a careful distinction of worthy from unworthy pleasure,
for the ascendency of measure and the recognition of beauty
in'all®. Under this positive aspect of his doctrine, he finds
a function for parts and expressions of human nature
which asceticism is most apt to persecute and suppress.
Art, specially music, is with him an indispensable element
of culture®. And Love, in its various stages of impulse
from the lowest to the highest, he recognises as the sigh
of the mortal after the immortal, the tendency of the finite
back to the infinite, showing itself first in a fascination
with beautiful form,—a single form to begin with, ther
with all; next, in a passion for beautiful souls, and the
creation by interchange with them of noble thoughts and
endeavours ; then, in the aspiration after the symmetry and
grandeur of intellectual truth, wherever science may have
seized it ; and finally, in the aim to reach the divine eternal
beauty, in which love dies from having realised its quest®.
By a graceful and happy myth, Plato describes this yearning
impulse, that runs through the whole action of the mind,
as a joint product of the poverty and affluence of the soul,
expressing by features at once of sadness and of hope,
the influence of want and of possession; L7os is the child
of Penia and Poros. Nor does he leave it doubtful what
kind of possession it is to which this yearning owes its
life; for Poros again is the child of Mesis; so that we
have nothing and can sigh for nothing but what is born
of divine wisdom and inherits a spiritual nature®. In this
representation, carried out with the most exquisite grace
in the Symposium, and under severer limits in the latter

1 See e.g. Phil. 28 A; 6o Ej 63 E; 64 C. Symp. 206 B; 215 D.
? Tegg. 054 seqq.; 660 A, Rep. 398 C. seqq.
3 Symp. 201 D—z212 A, 4 Ib. 203 B, C.
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part of the Philebus?, it is evident how much beyond the
range of an ascetic doctrine was Plato’s conception of
the highest human good. The leading features of this
more comprehensive notion must be taken with us into
the study of his idea of virtue, as unfolded in his Re-
public.

In the Platonic notion of virtue, no distinction is observed
between voluntary and involuntary qualities, natural pro-
pensities and acquired tendencies. A soul happily consti-
tuted and healthily acting out its proper destination is
virtuous, whether its harmony be the result of native apti-
tude or of self-imposed discipline. Virtue is that action of
the soul by which it tends towards the highest good, and
realises so much of it as its faculties allow. How much that
is depends on the essence of the soul, which is the same in
all, and on the temperament and proportion of its compo-
nent parts, which are liable to differ in each. The three
elementary endowments, Reason, Impulse, Appetite, have
their several perfections or best conditions; and so supply
us with three fundamental virtues; Wisdom, as the ex-
pression of Reason : Courage, regulated by a just conception
of the proper objects of fear, as the acme of Impulse: and
Moderation, or Self-restraint, as the excellence which gives
an ethical character to Appetite. These so far follow the
order of rank and relation subsisting among the faculties
corresponding with them, that Courage is higher than Self-
restraint, and Wisdom as the highest virtue comprehends
the rest. While Plato’s ethical arrangement is thus made to
rest on a psychological base, and not upon any considera-
tions of the external objects and occasions of duty, a re-
markable difference is observable between his earlier and
his maturer writings in the function assigned to Intellect and
its virtue of Wisdom. According to the Phadrus? the soul,
resembling in its composition a chariot and its driver, has
Courage and Appetite for its steeds, and Reason for its
charioteer ; and the difficulty of directing its course arises

! Philebus 65 D—66 A. * Pheedr. 246 B; 247 B.
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in our case from this; that while beings diviner than we
have not only the reins in the hand of perfect skill, but
horses of best descent and mettle, ours are ill yoked together,
one being good and noble, the other just the opposite ; the
one akin to the living soul of all, and tending upwards on
the wing to catch glimpses of its native heaven ; the other,
without plumage to sustain it, and always wanting to sink
safely home into the rest of bodily existence. The function
of the wing is to bear the heavy aloft. into the abode of the
gods,—the place beyond the heavens, which no poet has
ever sung or can sing,—the formless, incorporeal, colourless
realm where the essences of thought and justice dwell, and
the divine steeds may pasture and grow their plumage on
the wise, the beautiful, the good, which are the food alike
of gods and men. Once gain that region, and the wings
will have new breadth and power: miss it and take inferior
aliment, and they become thin and waste away. When the
great Lord of heaven leads out with his winged chariot, he
is followed by the troop of gods and spirits, disposed by his
order in eleven trains; and as they make the round of the
lower heavenly vault, whoever can and will may join the
procession and survey the glories in whose neighbourhood
it sweeps. But at last comes the time when the godlike
race that leads the way goes to the banquet prepared for
them beyond the margin of the lower heaven, and the rim
is reached which only the spirits of strong pinion can pass.
Here then occurs the grand struggle of the soul: while the
gods have casily reached the inner meadows of eternal truth,
and turned out their horses to pasture on ambrosia and
drink of nectar, even the immortal power of the human
soul pushes on with difficulty to the near edge of that upper
heaven. A few may so far prevail as to stand just clem
above the margin, and look round through the divine space
and admire the beauties and sanctities it contains. Others
get their head just through, and have a brief chance of
gazing round ; but have so much trouble with their steeds,
that they have scarce time to look. There are more who
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push for an instant through, but are plunged down again
by their refractory steeds, so as to see a little, but miss the
most. Below and behind these comes the throng of in-
capable drivers and stubborn horses, whose sole proof of
nobleness is in a vain wish to follow, and who do but jostle
and trample one another, and with strife and wrangling
hurt a vast deal of plumage, and after all lose the entire
vision of divine realities.

In this celebrated myth, it will be observed that Reason
is the charioteer, and is thus not co-ordinated with the
steeds, which represent the parts of the soul, but set above
them on a different level. In the Republic the same
three principles re-appear: high spirit maintains its place as
distinct from appetency, and as the subordinate ally of
reason ; to which, as the superior of both, the care and
direction of the soul is frequently referred®.  But in repro-

* ducing this system of relations Plato becomes conscious

that it is not self-sustaining and complete. The right move-
ment and condition of the soul may still be insecure,
though no desire overrides and suppresses another, and
high spirit never dares too little or too much, and reason
keeps her insight always clear. For, each of these, however
well ordered in itself, may occupy too large a place within
the soul, and impair the functions of the rest; and then
they will quarrel among themselves; and some umpire is
needed, with authority to keep the associates in harmony
and prevent the intermeddling of any one with the business
of another. As, in the constitution of a healthy state, there
must be a due proportion of workers for industrial wants,
and soldiers for defence, and of guardians for governing;
so, in the individual nature, must the propensions, the im-
pulsive energies, and the reflective reason be held to their
respective places by some controlling influence embracing
all?. From this obvious need the proper conclusion would
be, that the three principles must be supplemented by a
fourth, which might indeed, like the rest, be separately

! Rep. 441 E; 442 C, * Ib. 433, 434
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named as “a part’ of the soul, but which, by its dominance
over the rest, would in fact be identical with the voluntary
personality itself. No such conclusion does Plato overtly
draw. Had he drawn it, and had he readjusted to it the
Phadrus myth, the chariot would have been a triga instead
of a biga, and the reins would have been delivered into
the hands of another power. Though this implied fourth
power, which imposes their proper bounds upon the rest,
is left without a name, a clue to it is indirectly given ; for,
- just as in the other cases, its best state constitutes a special
virtue ; which, accordingly, is added to the triad,—wisdom,

courage, and self-restraint,—and is set over it to ensure the

* harmony of the whole. And this new-comer is introduced
with emphasis and by name ; it is Justice or Right'. May
we not then ask, what is that power of the soul of which
this is the perfect expression, as self-restraint is of appetite,
and courage of high spirit, and wisdom of reason? If from
the fourfold ethical division we may complete a fourfold
psychology, what faculty can we name as having Justice or
Right as its manifestation, if it be not Conscrence or the proper
Moral Facnuliy*? May not Plato have felt that Intellect, as
such, could not after all be put upon the seat of guidance,
but must itself be made available in the career of life, by a
power over it, resolved to lash it to its work ®? It is certainly
remarkable that Plato, who first, so far as I know, in-
troduced the Greek enumeration of four cardinal virtues,
does not co-ordinate them, but treats duatooing as empress
of the rest,—the bond of unity which combines them into a
moral system, and obliges them to keep their place. The
comprehensive supervision exercised by this principle of
Right is otherwise expressed by Plato, when he says that

! Rep. 432 B 433 B.

2 Ib. 441 D: 443 D—y44 B.

% I do not mean that Plato withdrew »ofs from its supreme position
in favour of a new and fourth term; but only that into his conception
of »evs he imported a new function, of right-direction, not merely over
other powess, but including also self-direction, and making insight itself
the servant of Right.
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the individual soul is too small a sphere for its activity;
that, ruling as it does the whole moral life of man and
gathering into its hand all the threads of ethical relation, it
can be studied as a whole only on the scale of the State,
where its universality has full scope, and its features and
administration are seen magnified. Where can be found a
finer description of the office of Conscience than this?—
¢ And such (i.e. holding every function to its place) is Right
in its real essence: concerning itself, however, not with the
outward doings of a man’s affections, but with the inward
springs which are his true self and life ; forbidding each to
quit its own field, in meddlesome encroachment on other
elements of the soul: but when, by setting all in the order
of their own real limits, he has attained selfmastery and
self-disposal, with the fruits of peace within; and has
attuned to concord his three principles just like the three
notes, highest, lowest, and middle of a scale; with any inter-
mediates there may be :—then, when he has woven all these
threads into a web, and become no longer manifold in
character, but one compact and balanced nature, he is at
last prepared so to act, be it in affairs of property or health
or politics or private contract, as to think and call that con-
duct 77gk# and good which concurs with this character and
upholds it, and that knowledge which directs it Wisdom :
and on the other hand, that conduct wrsng which may ever
impair it, and that judgment Zogmorance which directs such
conduct .’

In the maturity of his philosophy, then, Plato conceived
of a plurality of virtues brought into unity by an organising
sense of Right. In his earlier years he had rather held by
the Socratic formula, that all virtue is one ; that its plurality
is nominal and deceptive; and that it is capadle of being
taught. The later doctrine is not a contradiction, but a
development of the earlier. For, in judging of this, we
must remember the peculiarity of Socrates’ idea of #acking
as the art (illustrated by his standing comparison of it with

! Rep. 443 C—E.



74 METAPHYSICAL. TRANSCENDENT.  (BookL

midaifery ™), not of depositing information upon the mind,
but of evolving the contents of ifs own latent consciousness Z
That virtue may be taught meant that, by simply interro-
gating the soul and making it fetch out its thoughts into the
light, you may cause men to sec and feel the right; and
that, if ever they seem to prefer the wrong, it is from the
undeveloped state of their moral insight. Really to see tie
good, and to know it as such, yet not to love and pursue it,
is impossible ; the vision carries with it its own persuasion
and authority ; and the vision is so far oze and single, that
either all is seen, or nothing with any clearness ; and it is
the character of the luminous soul to grow pure and good
in all its dimensions at once ; and it is only the unreal and
imitative virtue of mere habit and happy usage, that makes
it seem as though goodness could be broken into fragments
and be turned up piecemeal. This gives the true meaning
to the celebrated saying, that no one is voluntarily bad®, and
that all moral aberrations are reducible to mental blindness
and mistake. This maxim, by a curious fate, has become
characteristic alike of the systems of Plato and of Bentham ;
and there are passages in which it presents the momentary
appearance of announcing the same thought in both: yet
assuredly it is the symbol with Bentham of the doctrine (of
the supremacy of pleasure and pain) to which Plato every-
where manifests the intensest repugnance*. When Bentham
says, that wrong-doing is nothing but false reckoning, he
means, < Show the perpetrators how much more advantage
they would have in ancther course, and they will not repeat
the ill” , With Plato it means, ‘ Make them feel how much
better they would be with other preferences, and this new
light will change their soul’ In the one case, the rule
expresses the all-conquering power of external conse-
quences ; in the other, the subduing' suasion of moral

1 Thest. 150 B. seqq. z Meno 82-86.
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l:?eauty and intrinsic worth!. As if to put in the strongest
light the contrast between the conceptions which have

, both taken refuge in this same maxim, Plato has em-

phatically condemned, as among the worst of all, two
forms of conduct which Bentham treats, in the one
case with leniency, in the other with commendation :
viz. delinquency through ignorance, and obedience for
Fhe sake of its rewards. Of the former he declares that
ignorance and unconsciousness, far from palliating the
wrong, are just what constitute its badness ; and that if evil
pﬂ.ust be perpetrated at all, it is better, were it possible, that
1t.should be done intentionally and with open eyes, than
without purpose; for when you tell to others a conscious
falsehood, you deceive but #iem ; when an unconscious, you
deceive yourself as well, and shut out the truth at ‘every
door®. And as to the latter, Plato denies all character of
goodness to actions done for the sake of extrinsic benefits
whether in this life or in any other *: if you dare a little tos-
day from the prospect otherwise of greater terror to-morrow,
your very bravery expresses only fear : if you refrain from
indulgence now, that you may have a richer banquet here-
after, your very moderation is but greediness : and #e# can
be no true virtue which thus illicitly sets its heart on the
very things it professes to renounce, and secretly worships
the idols it dethrones; but a mere slavish counterfeit of
genuine goodness, whose attribute it is to stipulate for no
wages to personal appetite or desire, but accept the intrinsi-
cally good for its own sake as the sterling coin for which all
else may fairly be exchanged away. Instead of regarding
moral evil as deplorable chiefly on account of the naturacl‘
suffering which it brings, so that guilt would be guilt no
more, could the entail of its consequences be cut off, Plato
affirms that impunity is a more dreadful curse than any
punishment, and that nothing so good can befall the criminal
as his retribution, the failure of which would but make a

! Rep. 58¢ C—E. 2 Hipp. Min. 373 s¢gq. R 3=
# Rep. 362 E, seqq. Cf. 445, 612 4, B. i
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double discord on the order of the universe™. The offender
himself may spend his arts in devices of escape, and think
himself happy if he is not found out, or is easily let off ; but
all this plotting is but part of the delusion of his sin; and
when he comes to himself and sees his transgression as it
really is, he will yield himself up as the prisoner of eternal
justice, and know that it is good for him to be afflicted, and
so, for the first time, to be set at one with truth *

The identification of virtue with insight may perhaps re-
mind us of Carlyle’s favourite dogma, that stupidity and
wickedness invariably go together; and that clear intelli-
gence carries with it moral nobleness. Vet, as in the case
of Bentham, the agreement of the ancient with the modern
thinker is only apparent. At least, whatever it be that
Carlyle understands by intellect, it certainly does not agree
with Plato’s notion: for that very © Jnconsciousness’ which
the former pronounces to be a characteristic of genius is just
what the latter deprecates as ighorance, and tolerates only as
the prelude to awakened wisdom. The fundamental aim of
the Socratic school was to carry into every field of thought
and action that entire self-knowledge and open-eyed reflection
which Carlyle denounced as a disease ; and to banish the
instinctive spontaneity the loss of which he so pathetically
bewailed . Plato put no trust in mere natural sagacity and
sound moral health, except as the rudiments of ulterior dis-
tinctness of vision*: right to-day, they might be wrong
to-morrow, like the tact of an illtaught physician, or the
quick-sightedness of a pilot in a strange sea: nor could
mother-wit afford any permanent security, till brought to a
conscious’ and systematic apprehension of the real grounds
of truth and good, and capable of stating them to itself and
others®. Without this, right judgment depends too much
on happy accidents of bedily condition and favouring cir-
cumstances ; and accordingly no souls, says Plato, so often

1 Gorg. 472 E; 500 B; 511 A, # Tb. 476, 525 B.
2 Apo%. 22 ; Rep. 475 E—480. Cf Meno, gg B—D. e
¢ Meno, g7. ° Symp. 202 A. Rep. 506 C. Tim. 51 D, E.
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choose their second probationary life amiss as those who
have passed through the first in constitutional rather than
philosophical virtue!; insomuch that they run the chance,
by successive errors of transmigration, of getting down at
last to the life of bees or ants. 1In this satire, I admit, he
has in view not altogether Carlyle’s class of wnconscious
heroes, of strong and healthy instinct, but rather the regular
folks of decent habit, whose virtue is scarcely less a mere
organised routine than the orderly ways of some colony of
constructive insects®.  Plato, however, makes little distinc-
tion between the two classes; and charges upon both the
cardinal fault of a 8%z unconsciousness towards themselves:

§5. The Ideal State.

The unity of all the virtues being found in Justice, the
definition of justice involves the whole theory of morals.
It is to investigate this that Plato institutes his enquiry into
the nature and proper constitution of a State : which, as a
magnified personality, giving at once an enlarged image of
the individual, and a miniature of the universe, presents
ethical relations in the external form and on the middle
scale most suited to our apprehension®. This mode of
introducing his Republic sufficiently proves that Plato re-
garded the State as an expression of the mora/ /ife of man,
and not as a mere mutual assurance company : and makes
it certain that he was only ridiculing a current theory and
not stating seriously his own, when he assigns, as the ade-
quate cause of human society, the mere inability of mankind
otherwise to provide for their bodily support and enjoyment,
and pretends to regret the development which has removed
it from the primitive rudeness of a city of pigs*®. The trea-
tise, however, though professedly aiming at an ethical end,
really stops short with the mechanism adapted for reaching
it. It is a treatise on political philosophy, rather than on
morals ; and the reduction of the great picture into the

1 Rep. 519 C. ? Pheedo 69 A—C,
3 Rep. 368, 3609 A. £ 1b. 372 D.
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cabinet size of the individual soul is left to be accomplished,
for the most part, by the optical instruments of the reader’s
own mind. In truth, these two branches of human study
were to a Greek entirely inseparable ; the scope of private
life bearing a much smaller proportion than with us to the
whole, and the commonwealth presenting as it did the
highest and largest sphere for the exercise of character.
It is surprising that any one who has the least appreciation
of Plato’s philosophy should suppose him to be amusing
himself with a mere chimerical vision, in the delineation of
his imaginary State. The picture is drawn in deep earnest;
and when he speaks of it as little likely to be realised on
earth, he no more intends to resign it to the realm of fancy
than the moralist and the prophet mean to abate the claims
of divine law when, in proclaiming its sanctity, they deplore
the shortcomings of human weakness. It is not a dream,
unless every ideal is a dream, but the real standard of which
all actual social constitutions are but shadows and distor-
tions, and to which, in proportion as wisdom can find
opportunity, approximation should be continually made.
He computes throughout the difficulties which must oppose
themselves to its realisation, and allows for them ; he pro-
vides a mechanism for conguering or charming them away ;
and deals with them as his Demiurgos is said to deal with
the refractory and negative elements of nature,—not as dis-
couragements from the act of creation, but as ground for
ceaseless striving after a type too perfect for empirical exhibi-
tion. However hard we may find it to believe this respect-
ing a system which in several points so seriously offends
our moral sentiments, by giving sanction to regulated lying,
to community of wives and exposure of infants, it will be
found that even these revolting suggestions are products of
an earnest ‘moral idea,—of the unconditional self-sacrifice
- of the individual to the state, of the part to the whole.
With that feeble and dilute conception of gersonality which
marks every Pantheistic philosophy, Plato, in common with
all the great Hellenic thinkers, regarded particular persons
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a8 mere organs of a common social life, which, as the higher
and more real unity, was entitled to multiply or suppress
them, to move and mould them, according to the exigencies
of its perfection. Once allow that the universe is a struggle
of divine thought and beauty to express itself by conquering
negation and difficulty ; that society is to be the copy and
counterpart of the idea and method of the universe; and
the individual again to be the reproduction of society in
little ; and it follows that the macrocosm is entitled to dis-
pose of the microcosm ; that natural beauty and perfection
must determine the personal and ethical ; and that the
individual can acquire no rights and plead no duties against
the universal. The unrelenting rigour with which the Re-
public carries out this idea constitutes its great value ; and
while inevitably producing details repugnant to feelings that
start from the opposite end, attests the unshrinking earnest-
ness of the author. With this general remark I must be
almost content in dealing with a subject too large for more
special criticism. The outline of Plato’s construction of his
ideal society is well known. As the universe is a triad of
Intellect, Soul, and Matter; and as the individual man is
composed of Reason, Impulse, and Sense ; so the common-
wealth must be constituted of three classes ; the gwardians,
composed of gold (embodiment of its z‘/zmg/zt) the warriors,
brass! (who represent and provlde its physical and sentient
good). Each of these is to be the origin and treasury of -
an appropriate virtue : the first, of wisdom ; the second, of
high spirit ; the third, of self-restraint and moderation ; and
to secure the respective production of these, all the threads
of causation which draw them forth are to be gathered up
into the hand of Law. Hence, the connection between the
sexes, the number of births, the distribution of property,
the choice of occupation, the daily meal, the course of
training and instruction, the control of literature and art,
the construction of dwellings, and all the minutest particulars

! Rep. 415 A,
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of life and habit, are to be the objects of public care. This
however applies especially to the guardians ; and in no case
beyond the two higher classes ; to whom alone, in order to
screen them from the seductions of personal interest, the
obnoxious prohibitions of property and marriage refer’.
_As they are to be the embodiment of the highest and all-
comprehending virtue, their whole training requires the
most careful regulation, that no spoiling influence may
come near them. It is indispensable at any price to give
them true philosophic insight. ¢ Until in our states either

philosophers are kings, or the present nominal kings and

princes become genuine and competent philosophers, and
political power and philosophy coalesce, and the ordinary
natures that seek the one without the other are forced to
stand aside, there is no rest from ills for states, or indeed
for human kind, and this commonwealth of ours cannot
possibly be born and see the light®” The philosophic
training should begin with the mathematical sciences; to
be sueceeded, after the thirtieth year, by dialectic discipline ;
at thirty-five are to commence fifteen years of active service
among the military class ; and at fifty the proper inaugura-
tion is to take place into the ruling order. Exercises in
music and gymnastics are to precede and accompany this
course of education, and to be shared with the warrior
class ; the greatest care being taken to exclude all wild
Lydian music which excites the passions, and all poetry
which, like Homer’s and Hesiod’s, gives low and unworthy
representations of the gods., With a view to a vigorous

! The word ¢vAares is used sometimes of the political governors
alone, e.g. 421 B. (where the &mixovpoe coupled with them are the
warriors), 428 D, (where it is admitted that the epithet ré\eor or
arnbwe: should be added to make the limited meaning clear) ; at other
times, of the political and military orders taken together, e.g. 463 C.
(where it has the same extent as the compound phrase previously
employed, swrmpds 7e kai émrovpovs). This ambiguity makes it some-
times difficult to determine whether the regulations provided for the
responsible classes of the state are intended for both sections, or only
for the higher,
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physical development, Plato prescribes for women participa-
tion in gymnastic exercises and in war. Of the third or
industrial class he takes scarcely any notice ; they are
treated as by nature subject to the others as their zulers - nor
1 any higher hope or ambition manifested for them, than
that they should be brought to the life of orderly self-
restraint and willing co-operation with the public law. In
this respect, and in his unhesitating allowance of slavery as
the consequence of foreign conquest?, Plato betrays his
personal dislike of the Athenian democracy, and his Hel-
lenic pride towards the barbarian world. Indeed the mind
of Plato (unlike that of Aristotle) was throughout intensely
Greek ; and if in his sense of beauty, his dramatic per-
ception, his dialectic acuteness, his vivid simplicity, his
religious depth, he exhibits the genius of his race in the
richest blossom, we must deal tenderly with the limitations
incident to the same type of race and season of the world.
At the same time, the peculiarities of his social doctrine no
further belong to his race, than that his race determined his
philosophy. The complete merging of the individual in the
common life, the suppression of all egoism, which he re-
quired, the visible enthroning of the universal good in the
institution of a ruling order, all resulted directly from his
belief in the ideal essence of the universe, and in the neces-
sity of impregnating with it and regulating by it the material
sphere of phenomena and experience. The sharp opposi-
tion which he thus brought into the human realm from the
cosmic between the divine and the earthly, the universal
and the particular, is not unlike the distinction familiar
to Christendom between the kingdom of heaven and the
domain of secular affairs : and he justifies the philosopher’s
abstinence from actual political life by the very reasons
which have withheld enthusiastic Christians from the exer-
cise of a citizen’s duty and the strife of civil contest®
States as they are express chiefly the lowest (or epithumetic)
1 Rep. 469 B—D. Legg. 776 B—778 A.
4 Thewt. 1735 C—176.
VOL. L. ? G
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part of human nature, and are the arcna on which men
under its rule contend for the prizes of wealth and honour :
the just and wise will shun a sceme through which the
higher elements of the soul cannot pass uninjured'. An
ideal state there is, the model of which is stored in heaven';
and in that divine pelity, if ever it comes down to earth, he
will take part” Plato’s State indeed presents, amid unde-
niable contrasts, some curious points of analogy with the
hierarchical form of the Christian Church. Both aim at the
realisation of a divine idea in human life through the frame-
work of a social organism. Both regard this divine element
as having its unity in the corporate society, by affiliation
with which each becomes at once its participant and organ.
Both agree in treating the personal nature of individuals
left to themselves as wild and ruinous, and requiring its
subjection, if possible by internal surrender, if not, by ex-
ternal obedience, to the righteousness embodied in the
whole. When Plato says that if a multitude cannot be
brought to know and serve holiness itself, it is well for them
to do it at second hand by obeying holy men ?, we seem to
hear the very voice of a medieval priest. The systems again
concur in leaving the desires of the individual most free in
the class which is least in esteem ; and in demanding the
completest self-abnegation where there is the highest trust
of dignity and power. Nay, the very sacrifices by which
Plato would ward off temptation from his ¢idaxes are akin
to those which Catholicism has enforced upon her priests;
viz. the forepoing of domestic life, the relinquishment of
private property, and the surrender of all voice in the selection
of the personal position. The forcible repression of private
claims on behalf of a corporate personality, the allowance
of them only in so far as they give individualised expression
to the idea of the whole, the creation of distinet classes to
be living representatives of the divine type in its several
parts and functions, betrays the origin of the Roman

! Gorg. 521 D—3522 B. Rep 500, 517 C, D. # Rep. 592.
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Catholic Church from the same spiritual Realism which
constructed the Republic of Plato: as his commonwealth
was the carthly embodiment of a celestial and universal
righteousness, so was the Church the visible body of the’
invisible and heavenly Christ,—at once his witness and
h.ts_abode and as in the former case each particular man,
derived all his worth and significance from his intertexture
with the system, apart from which he became detached
from the eternal Justice, so in the latter did each one
re.ceive his sacred mark through baptismal inauguration,
W.lth()ut which he remained an alien from grace; and drew
his moral nourishment and life from the Church, which
superinduced upon his helpless and lower self a higher
spiritual nature. Hegel justly contrasts this relentless sub-
jugation of the individual, into which Plato was in part
provoked by the corruption of Greek cities through the
wantonness of private passions, with the principle of Chris-
tianity which raises every single soul to an infinite import-
ance, and so gives a religious inspiration to the claims of
democratic equality .  But this principle after all represents
only one side of Christianity, though the side most familiar
to Protestants ; and to complete it we must add the Catholic
c?nception, that the individual soul first finds her divine
d}gnity and receives the seal of consecration, when obe-
diently gathered into the great community which represents
the heavenly rule on earth. On #is side there is no con-
tms‘E, but the closest analogy, between the Platonic and the
Christian notion ; and it is by embodying this feeling that
Roman Catholicism so curiously forms the middle term
between the ancient and the modern systems of society and
polity,—the one dealing with individuals as organs and
media of a common life entitled to priority,—the other con-
stituting a state by the aggregation of individuals, who
bring to it their antecedent ends and constrain it to work
them out. Nor would either Plato or the hierarchy allow
that the restraints they put on separate selfowill at all

* Hegel, Geschichte der Philosophic, II "60
G2
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contradict the principle of the divine worth of the individual
soul. On the contrary, it was precisely on the souls they
loved and honoured most that they laid the heaviest burden
of restraint; they reversed the rule of worldly scorn and
tyranny, which strip the many of liberty and goods to
enrich and indulge the few; and conceding to the multi-
tude freedom of employment, with the rights of family and
of property, reserved the severities of self-denial to strew
with thorns the path of power, and deter the selfish and
unworthy from approach®. The real failure both of the
Platonic State and of the Catholic Church was this; that,
though they acknowledged each person to constitute an end
in himself as well as to be the member of a whole, they ful-
filled this end for him by social institutions, instead of
making it contingent on a subjective condition limited to
his own consciousness ; and it was not till the Reformation
proclaimed the doctrine of justification by faith, that Chris-
tianity vindicated to itself an element to which no parallel
can be found in the Greek or the medizval conception.

§ 6. Summary of Characleristics.

We have now examined in its leading features the
whole fabric of the Platonic system ; and have shown
how curiously its ethics depend upon its physics, and its
physics upon its dialectic. Before we leave it, we may
gather up the threads which determine its moral pattern,
and discriminate it from other doctrines with which it may
be compared.

(1) The proper aim of man is not pleasure or the con-
tentment of the sensitive nature, but a good which may run
counter to this, and the chief elements of which are truth,
beauty, right. These are to be sought, not for the sake of
anything ulterior, but on their own account, as having
intrinsic and ultimate worth, and entitled to legitimate the

1 See Ferd, Chr. Baur's “ Das Christliche des Platonismus, P- 28 seqq.
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pursuits which lead to them. Plato thus denies the pos-
tulate of the hedonist morality. _

(2) This gosd, though including the just regulation of
the active principles of conduct, does not terminate here,
but takes in also the right direction of the rational powers ;
nay, is so far intellectual in its' last essence that it is
properly called insight or wisdom,—a comprehensive term
which carries within it every form of excellence, be it of
intelligence or character. Plato thus sides with those who
seek for moral ideas in the rational faculty.

(3) The good which supplies the proper human aim, is
not merely subjective and dependent on the constitution of
the human faculties. It has an objective reality, which
would remain though we were not: nor in any possible
universe could the evil and the good change predicates.
Moreover, it is as little relative to the phenomena of
created things as to the temper of our minds; for it was
present and was good before all phenomena, and was at
once the sphere and operating cause from which they
sprang. [Ere yet any perishable thing arose, it was ready
as a universe of organising thought, able to persuade ne-
gation to assume a form. Thus the end to which human
life directs itself is declared to be superhuman, eternal,
absolute, divine. Its separate existence prior to all phe-
nomena constitutes its #amscendency ; and this, together
with its predicate of Jufellect, justifies its assumption of the
name God.

(4) This highest good then has its seat both at home and
abroad,—in us and out of us, How does it pass from the
one to the other? We are not mere recipients of it from a
foreign source; it does not come to us for the first time
from the external scene; but in apprehending it we give as
much as we take. [Its various types, embodied in the
visible universe, are also indigenous treasures of the human
mind, which has preexisted as well as they, and been
familiar with them'in an earlier state; and when now they
present themselves before our conscious-thought, it is that

®
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we recover them by remembrance, and recognise the ancient
face of truth and reality under its phenomenal disguise.
Whatever is good is evolved from us by appeal to memory ;
virtue is learnt; and learning is remembrance ',

(5) It follows from this that our relation to God as the

divine ground and source of the universe is a relation of

likeness, arising from identity of essence,—of the little to
the great, the mixed and disguised to the pure and clear,
the partial copy to the perfect original, within the compass
of the same &ind of being. All that is highest in the souls
of men,—the true, the beautiful, the good,—is not so much
2 possession gained by faithfulness of will, as the unspoiled
residue of an uncreated nature and a diviner life®. It is
the emergence and self-assertion, from beneath the over-
whelming floods of transient phenomena, of a godlike and
eternal element which may be latent but not lost. In this
conception, virtue is divested altogether of the character of
Law; theaim at it is in no sense an odedience; its realisation
establishes us in communion with God, but can hardly be said
to win His apgprobation. Instead of the force of moral legis-
lation and authoritative distinction of right and wrong, we
are referred to the inherent attraction of kindred being,
thought for thought, and harmony for harmony. In trusting
itself to'this principle of love and homeward aspiration,
Plato’s moral persuasion comes into comparison with those
forms of Christianity which insist upon the Gospel to the
exclusion of Law, and rely, for the sanctification of the
human mind, on the kindred established with the heavenly
Christ, and the assimilating affection directed upon His
holy natures There is, however, this great difference : that
while those Christians regard such love and tendency
towards an infinite perfection as praeternaturally super-
induced on a reluctant nature, Plato treats it as the very
ground and essence of the soul,—the sigh of the exile for
her native air.

(6) Whether this communion of the human with the divine,
1 Phwedo, 72-77. 2 Tim. go A, B.
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15 of like with like, amounts in Plato’s doctrine to conscious
sympathy or intercourse, as between mind and mind, is a
difficult question, depending on our sclution of a more
comprehensive one, viz. whether he teaches the personalily
of God. Tt is only between persons that sympathy and
intercourse can take place; and if there should be reason to
believe that in the dialogues of Plato personal predicates
are only mythically attributed to God, and that he really
never passed beyond the conception of some essence of
Thought without a Thinker, of spontaneous Power without
Will, of plastic Art without an Artist, we must deny to his
sense of relationship between the human and the universal
Mind any higher character than attaches to the yearning of
instinct, as contrasted with the mutual interchange and
intelligent interpretation of living looks. It may seem at
first sight absurd to raise such a question; for are not all
the terms by which Plato designates the first principle and
ground of things terms denoting rational being? Does he
not call God Zafellect, and ascribe to Him krowledge, justice,
ungrudgingness ¢ and how but in a person can these mental
attributes be conceived? It is, however, certain that in the
ancient philosophy such a rule as this would frequently mis-
lead us; words expressive of mental life and action were
employed where no proper idea of personality was present,
merely to describe a dynamical evolution by steps accordant
with the movement of intelligence in us. Diogenes of
Apollonia taught the origin of all things from an znfelligent
atmosphere ; and Anaxagoras referred the system of nature
to a formative wois; neither of which can be supposed by
anyone to amount to a doctrine of proper Theism. The
same remark applies to Aristotle’s definition of God, as
¢ thought of thought*;’ and Plato himself, not in his myths,
but in the course of strict philosophic exposition, speaks of
the cosmos, or created God, as an object of prayer; e.g.
Timazus at the commencement of the Crito implores this
being to confirm him in whatever may be right and true,

! gai Zorw § véyous, vofrens vonous, Met. X1IL g.
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and administer suitable correction for whatever may be
wrong in what he has advanced®’, ‘The notion of personality
indeed was held very indistinctly and with great fluctuation
by the Greek philosophers,—not less so in relation to the
human than in regard to the divine; and if we carry the
modern idea of its more determinate form back into the
ancient systems, we shall search in vain for any positive
answer to the questions which it starts all round. Were we
to push the enquiry, what Plato taught about the personality
of man, his anthropology might be shown to have the same
difficulties as his theology; the boundary between one’s self
and nature, between subject and object, is not at all clearer
within the human circle, than in the great whole is the
separation between God and the universe. I cannot resist
the conviction that, in whatever sense Plato conceived man
to be a person, in the same sense he supposed God to be
a person: nor can we go far wrong in saying, that (like the
modern German schools) he placed the essence of per-
sonality in reflective self-comsciousness. T'o awaken this and
evolve its treasures of truth and revelations of reality was
the great end of his dialectic, which was but the philosophic
path of the Socratic selfknowledge; and since, just in
proportion as it neared its final goal, our ideas became at
once distinctly aware of themselves and akin to His, the
perfecting of the personal attribute brought us into the
likeness as well as the friendship of God. This strict corre-
spondence between the human thought and the divine leaves
it but little doubtful that the selfconsciousness which was
the consummation of the one could not be denied to the
other. Moreover the transcendent existence attributed to
God (or the idea of the good), prior to any creative
efficiency, points in the same direction ; for though we may
perhaps, by a questionable strain of abstracting power,
fnfuse Thought into actual nature as its inner principle of
development without any idea of personality, we can hardly
assign to it a pre-existence or an existence beyond, without the

3 Crito, 106 A, B
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recognition of its selfconsciousness ; a Nafura naturans is
tied down by indissoluble relation to a Natwura nafurata;
and if not yet busied with this, if flung back into an anterior
loneliness, cannot remain idle there, but must turn in upen
itself and be self-conscious. The divine life was regarded
as a descent into the creation of phenomena by the same
steps,—the series of «idy,—which our reason ascends in the
opposite direction on its way to its proper goal; and if
studious regress suffices to invest the traversing thought
with personality, the creative progress cannot certainly do
less. Apain, if we turn to the Platonic triads and re-
member that, as the human being contains the three
descending constituents of reason, soul, and body, so the
entire system of things includes the divine reason, the soul
of the universe, and matter; and if we ask ourselves in
which of the three human elements Plato would find the
seat of selfconsciousness, we cannot hesitate to reply,—in
the zeason ; not certainly in the body, whose special dis-

_ grace is its resistance to this endowment; nor in the Yuys,

which is distinctly the animal principle with its group ot
mere instincts and impulses; but in the reason, which is
above them both and anterior to both. Residing thus in
the primzeval and eternal part of us, self-consciousness is
not a thing that has first come upon the stage in the process
of genesis; it is not incident to the transition from real to
phenomenal being; but, inherent in the former, is brought
down thence into the latter. Finding it then in ourselves
before we were differenced from God, we should violate
consistency were we not to attribute it to Him. This
conclusion is confirmed by the fact that Plato certainly

uniperse; whose formation is perfectly analogous to that

of ours; yet this he must have done, had he regarded

this endowment as due to the evolution and not to the
primal data of existence. His philosophy therefore either
provides no account at all of the faculty which is'its
constant pride and glory, or fixes it in that eternal reason

»
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which is the common ground of divine and human per-
fectness.

Against these considerations, however, the principle of
Plato’s own dialectic is turned. It is urged that his gra-
duated world of sdeas ascends by steps from the less to the
more general, ever more and more widely denotative, less
and less fully connotative; so that, as we rise, all compo-
sition and number disappear, and at the summit we reach
absolute unity, excluding plurality. That summit is the
“idea of the good, i.e. God. If He therefore, regarded as
thought or essence, is absolutely simple, He can have no
predicates ; for to predicate anything of Him is to attribute
characteristics to Him,—to say that He partakes of some
other elios. To speak of ‘personal Godhead’ refers us either
to personality that partakes of the idea of Godhead; or to
Godhead that partakes of the idea of personality ; either of
which gives us not the culminating Unit, but a lower plu-
rality. This objection is undeniably conceived in the genuine
spirit of the doctrine of {dn; the rigorous consequences of
which, as of every attempt at unitary deduction of a universe
by predicamental logic, carry us upward to an impersonal
First Cause, and downward to an unmoral world, But the
instances are so numerous in which Plato has committed
the inconsequence, that the argument from it has no weight.
‘He has eyerywhere left the upper strata of his Ideal doc-
/trine in great obscurity; its summit is lost in cloud ; and
though, as far as we can trace it, it slopes up as if it would
lead to a single pinnacle bathed in eternal light, yet wherever
a breath of poetry and love sweeps the veil partially away,
there is a’glimpse disclosed of the two-peaked Parnassus of
a majestic Dualism. We may the less scruple to admit in
Plato a religious theory inconsistent with his ideal doctrine,
because he has himself virtually allowed it. Having laid it
down that the /3y are in themselves motionless entities,
which, if active, are so by partaking of the further idos of
activity ; and having also deseribed the idea of the good as
one of them, though the highest; he could not overlook the
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fact, that he was thus destitute of any prineiple of motion,
unless he violated, on behalf of this supreme term, the rule
of inaction which he held for all the others. This, accord-
ingly, he openly does, and (as we have seen) expressly fixes
the seat of causality in reason and wisdom, to which, he says,
Zeus himself (i.e, the cosmic organism) owes his kingly
intellect and soul’. What is here denoted by the terms
reason and wisdom and made the causal fountain of all is
the same that elsewhere is intended by the idea of the good :
to this therefore he undeniably ascribes an exceptional self-
activity, which, in mind that is prior to all and destitute of
external relations, involves self-consciousness. On these
grounds I think that we must go a little further than Zeller,
who decides that Plato usually conceived of God as if per-
sonal, yet was restrained by a doctrine inconsistent with
such conception from approaching it closely or setting it
deliberately on any scientific ground; and that we may
regard him as fully aware of the conditions of the problem,
and, though unable to solve it without lesion of his dialectie,
yet dehbente]y pronouncing judgment on the side of his
religious feeling.

In these remarks, however, I have spoken as if the ger-
sonality of a being were propefly determined by the test of

‘his selfconscionsness. Were we to adopt a more exact

criterion, and enguire for his F7/, we should not be able to
vindicate so confidently Plato’s faith in a personal God. No
distinction is at all clearly marked, in either his anthropology
or his theology, between the two types of mental activity,
the voluntary and the involuntary ; both are fused together
into the common conception of the sponfanzous or self-
moving. That which is the Zeginning of motivn, which has
its initiatory activity within éf, is mind, according to this
philosopher ; nothing more is necessary in order to bring a
being under this category than to shut off all foreign impulse
and find that still it is not reduced to rest. The spontaneity
may work itself out by laws not less determinate than those

L Phil. 3o C,
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of the material world, only in the form of evolution from
within instead of pressure or impulse from without ; it may
be the simple outcome of the necessity of the being’s nature;
it fulfils none the less the conditions of personality. Ac-
cordingly, the divine action in constituting the frame of
things is described as an intellectual process, rather than an
exercise of choice; he rather #inks out the universe into
realisation than zez//s it ; and though he is said to create #e
best, to produce, as mear as may be, an approximation to
himself, and a faint background of inferior things rejected
is thus retained, yet the notion of wedition, entering the field
of contingency, and from indeterminate possibilities deter-
mining one actuality, never comes clearly forward. If
therefore we were to place the essence of personality in the
preferential power of the mind,—were to make a being’s se/f
consist in the individuality of this nucleus, and to regard
the streams of involuntary thought as the outlying conditions
of its exercise, we might be obliged to confess that the God
of Plato was émpersonal. But it must still be remembered
that his picture of human nature is, with some qualifications,
open to the same remark. And this concurrence of theory
respecting the mind of God and that of man is enough to
assure us that the communion between the two attained by
the wise and good was not regarded as a mere unconscious
partnership in the same possession, but as a living amity of
kindred beings.

~ (7) How far Plato’s ethics recognised the doctrine of
kuman responsibilify is a question of some difficulty ; but
the answer is partly contained in the foregoing remarks.

We must first observe that, in his view, all that is excellent
and noble and wise belongs to the uncreated element of our
nature, and inheres in us as pre-existent and eternal beings;

it is the very ground and essence of the mind, which may

be covered over by rank and deforming growths, but cannot

be brought to more than its original purity. In what sense

then can this eternal deposit constitute a ##sff In this

alone ; it is ours to £ezp, but not to @iz, however we may

__-_———-35-:.__.-__: b —
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spoil it, we cannot improve it ; it cannot afford a ground of
mertt, though by abuse it may turn to our disgrace; when
disengaged into clearest view, it is like the divine perfection,
which has not been gained, but always wes. Thus the

Platonic responsibility in any case limits itself to comser

_vation of the given. Next, we must admit that this task is
“sometimes descrlBed as so encumbered with difficulties as to
discourage the belief of its possibility at all. Plato insists
so much on the effect upon the soul of an unhappy bodily
constitution and depraving influences in early-life,
distinctly shifts the blame of evil-doing from the shoulders
of the offender to the society that trains him ill,—he seems
to hope so much from the disciplinary arrangements of his
State that a superficial reader might imagine him to be a
thoroughgoing advocate of the doctrine of circumstances .
And on the same side might be urged the celebrated maxim,
already explained, that ‘no one is voluntarily bad.” But all
this amounts in fact to no more than the admission, readily
made by the most strenuous defender of free will, that the
surrounding conditions on which the mind’s elective power
is exercised may become more and more oppressive, restrict-
ing the mental view and narrowing the range of choice and
palliating the false moral step. That every moral problem
was still a case of preference for which the agent might
justly be called to account, is never questioned; that the
entanglement of unfavourable conditions, and even the
depraved bodily conditions, are usually to some extent self
fncurred, is manifestly implied : and even where the whole
environment of this life seems unfavourable, Plato provides
an escape for the law of responsibility; for in the pre-
existent state, when the soul was called upon to select
a life, she was free to choose among various lots, and
warned that the decision was momentous: ¢here, at the
fountain head, was no constraint or necessity ; the responsi-
.blht}? was with the chooser, and no charge could lie against
God. Even the least advantageous of the lives presented

! Rep. 415, 416, 459. Tim. 86 B, seqq. Legg. go3 D.
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then afforded scope enough for wisdom and goodness, and
compelled no sin: virtue indeed is placed under no Lord,
and he who falls into any moral slavery is self-enthralled.
‘This idea recurs in the Timaus, with obvious reference
back to the Republic: the Creator is said to have explaine

to the human souls, when launched into temporal existence,
the decrees appointed for them, assuring them that *their
first birth would be the same for all, and that no one should
suffer at his hands.’ Indeed, in the myth which closes the
Republic, the relation between the freedom and the necessity
which meet in human nature is defined with purposed
exactitude. There is one fhing, it is there said, which it is
_ngt gpen-to the spirits to choose, when they elect their next
existence, viz. the #ank of the soul®; and for this reasen;
that its rank is affected by the conditions of its outward i{)t,
according as they are more or less favourable to the evolu-
tion of its worth ; and were a choice allowed both of its
inherent rank and also of its external life, combinations of
incompatible conditions would arise ; the very probation of
the soul would be lost, which consists in rightly determining
the kind of lot most fitted to raise the soul to the highest
excellence. Nor in this remark has Plato regard merely to
the life on which the soul is about o enter, but not less to
that from which it has already come. The lots offered to
the soul are flung out of the lap of Zackesss, the Fate of the
PLast; a mythical incident denoting that our range of choice
for the future is limited by the history and habits of time
already gone; that the herctofore is the seed-vessel of possi-
bility for the hereafter ; so that the soul, however intrinsi-

cally free:to choose, has her data in'part prescribed and!

restricted by the whole term of existence she has left behind.
This is one of the conditions imposed beforchand upon
human liberty ; and another follows as the posthumous
effeet of its exercise ; for, no sconer have the souls selected
their several lots than their filaments are made fast to the
spindle of Necessity and twined unchangeably into the

! Rep. 618 B,

i

e
i

Branch 1.) FPLATO. 95

thread of the Future. In other words, there can be no
exercise of our freedom which does not create a new neces-
sity, and make frrevocably determinate what was indeter
minate before ; and we live between a Past which brings
limits on our choice, and a Future whose open guestions we
are ever closing by our will.  Still, there remains a Present
with ample space for preference not thus hemmed inj;
and Plato urges these restrictions only to make more
solemn the responsibility of choice. Observe too the order
of sequence and derivation in which he exhibits the two
opposite factors of our existence. Does he represent the
soul’s freedom as a semblance,—a delusive phenomenon,
turned up by the play of composite necessities, the disguise
under which confluent physical laws meet in our conscious-
ness? On the contrary, he admits no necessity but as the
consequence or after-stage of freedom, and puts the W/
before the Must, fetching the determinate out of the inde-
terminate as its g#7or. It is not till the soul has selected
her life by unconstrained vote, that she finds it made fast to
the spindle of Necessity ; and if she complains that only
her outer lot and not her spiritual rank is given her to
choose, this is because she has already, in the freedom
of an eatlier being, done much to determine this, and made
some things impossible that were possible before. It is the
function of the Fates to wait upon the decisions of free
souls, to take only the threads which volition offers, and
lending them the machinery of the universe, to weave from
them the tissue of the irrevocable. I acknowledge the
difficulty of making safe deductions from the mythical
passages of Plato’s writings. But they often express the
doctrines most sacred to his faith, though least effectually
grounded in his philosophy ; and the careful construction of
the last pages of the Republic, the precision of the parts and
the balance of the whole, forbid us to set down to the score
of mere embellishment any marked feature of the picture, and
justify the conclusion that he attributed to the soul a free
will which rendered impossible her escape from responsibility.
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(8) At the same time, this doctrine occupies, it must be
confessed, an uneasy and unadjusted seat in his philosophy,
and has little effect on his applied ethics. How much the
soul’s freedom is expended at the juncture between her
successive lives, and how little may remain to her when
once she has made her irrevocable choice of a new lot, is
evident from this: that the choice determines not only her
particular place and function in the sphere of human affairs,
not only her re-appearance as man or woman, but even
whether her existence shall be that of mankind at all, and
not rather that of the birds or brutes. The very same kind
of souls, those that have already played their conspicuous
part in history, are represented as some of them returning
into the old field, and others retiring into the lower regions
of natural history and figuring as swans and apes. Asit is
impossible to apply to such creatures the notion of moral
responsibility, Plato must have conceived of the soul as
<exhausting its freedom in the one act of fatal choice, and
thenceforward passing into the captivity of an animal exist-
ence; and though no human life could involve, in his
judgment, a thraldrom so complete, yet the very mixture of
the cases together under the same head, shows that, even
here, an approximate loss of freedom might be incurred in
almost every degree. A primitive and ideal liberty common
to the souls of brutes and men could be of little avail for
the moral theory of human life ; and though attesting Plato’s
faith in eternal rectitude as the ground of the universe and
the key to its dispositions, proves at the same time that, to
find the just law and the moral freedom which his feeling
demanded, - he was obliged to look beyond the present scene
of things ; and that, when dealing with its interior, he had to
acquiesce in a pressure of necessitating conditions analogous
to the organic laws which fence off the species and regulate
the life of brutes. Thus there was nothing in his doctrine of

/free will to prevent his proposing to deal with human persons
* as he would with dogs and horses: to pay attention to the
breed, to study the breaking-in, to allot the proper work and
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discipline, and in all respects subordinate the individual to
the improvement of the race. It is necessarily a two-faced

_philosophy which fits.up all animated nature from the same

stock of souls, which recognises old Ajax in a lion, and
suspects its bosom friend to be no other than Argos, Ulysses’
dog: whether the doctrine tends more to humanise our
treatment of the brutes, or to degrade our sentiments
towards men, is a problem which the differing tempers of
believers will oppositely solve. For the soul in its own
essence, and for great and good souls among mankind, Plato
certainly had the deepest reverence; but he had no share
in the religious sentiment of democracy which dignifies man
as man, and regards with indifference the highest personal
qualities in comparison with the essential attributes of com-
mon humanity. He did not attain to the Christian feeling,
that the capacity for duty ennobles and sanctifies the life
and mind of smallest scale ; on the contrary, his intentness
on a supreme and ideal good made him look down on what
was far below, and gave-to his aspiration, so sublime on its
upward face, an expression, on the obverse side, of indiffer-

_ence or contempt. It has been said that his whole spirit, as

well as the institution of his ideal state, was intensely aristo-
cratic. In one sense, the statement is undoubtedly true.
He rated so high the difficulty of attaining genuine insight
and goodness, that he thought it much if they could be
realised even in a few; and had no hope that the mass of
men, overborne by the pressure of material necessity and
unchastened desires, could be brought, under the actual
conditions of this world, to more than the mere beginnings
of wisdom. To neutralise the evil in them, and dispose them
to recognise and obey the goodness of disinterested men
higher than themselves, was the utmost that Plato expected
from them. He did not even suppose that, left to themselves,
they would be likely to make choice of the persons best
fitted to govern them ; he held that to discover insight in
another requires it in one’s self; and to let loose upon the
multitude a free competition between the mild persuasion of
VOL. L H
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the wise and the demagogue’s appeal to blind and passionate
desires, was to give the good no chance. In the ballot-box
of ignorance and prejudice and self-will, there would ever be
a black ball against the noblest names. So far, Plato was at
one with the opponents of democracy. But his resistance
proceeded rather from a #heocratic than an aristocratic prin-
ciple; and brings him into analogy much more with the
position of the Roman Catholic hierarchy than with that of
the fendal nobility. The feeling with which he looked on
the mass of mankind was not the scorn of a Coriolanus, but
the compassion of a Gregory; and if on the one hand he
denied the virtues of mere aggregated littleness and medi-
ocrity, he no less denounced on the other the pretensions of
selfish oligarchy and usurpation, and invariably reckoned the
tyrant (the man who seizes a power to which he has no right,
and uses it for his own ends) as the meanest and basest
object in the universe,—the one offender for whom divine
retribution never relents. His judgment indeed of rulers is
much severer than of the ruled; and his exclusiveness consists
only in this; that he acknowledges no title or capacity for
governing, except wisdom and nobleness of character, tested
and confirmed by self-denial and laborious discipline; and
that for the multitude of men, who occupy a lower stage of
character, there is nothing so good as to be under the
guidance of this higher sway. The idea of submitting divine
questions to their suffrage he would have repudiated as
decidedly as the Curia at Rome: but those with whom the
determination rested were bound to regard themselves as
organs of a higher spirit, and to make that spirit felt through
the body wpolitic by letting it penetrate themselves, and
making the very exercise of rule a supreme act and expres-
sion of obedience.

§ 7. Myth of Er, the Armenian.

I have so often had occasion, in the foregoing summary,
to refer to the myth at the end of the Republic, that it may

AT
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perhaps interest the English reader to see the whole of it.
If it is not exact philosophy, neither is it empty fiction;
but presents views of life and the universe with which Plato
certainly intended his philosophy to be compatible. It runs
thus :

‘Such, said 1, are the prizes, rewards, and gifts which, in
addition to the good things provided by Justice herself,
accrue to the upright man during life from the hands of
gods and men.

“And right noble and solid they are, he said.

‘Yet these are nothing either in number or magnitude
compared with the awards which await each of the two
opposite characters after death ; and these must be told, in
order that cach of the two may get to hear what our subject
yet owes him.

“Speak on, he said, and believe that you have a hearer to
whom few things could be more acceptable.

“I shall not, however, said I, tell you an Alcinous (*AXdvou)
story, but that of a certain brave (@«ipov) Armenian, Er, of
the family of Pamphylus. He was once killed in war; and
when after ten days-the bodies of the slain were taken up
already in a state of decay, his was found in perfect pre-
servation, and was carried home for the funeral. And on
the twelfth day, as it lay on the pile, he came. to life again,
and on re-entering life related what he had seen in the other
world. He said, that on its exit his soul, proceeding in
company with many others, arrived with them at a certain
wonderful place, where were two clefts in the earth adjacent
to one another, and opposite to these two corresponding
ones in the heaven above. Between these were seated
judges, who, when tHe verdict was passed, ordered the
departure of the just, with certificates of their sentences
suspended in front, by the right-hand cleft upwards through
the heaven ; and that of the unjust, only with the certificates
of all that they had done hung behind, by the left-hand
downward cleft. On his arrival, he was told that he was to
act as reporter to mankind of what happened there, and

H 2



100 METAPHYSICAL., TRANSCENDENT. [Book L.

instructed to observe by eye and ear everything in the place.
So there he saw the souls after judgment go off by each of
these two clefts of the heaven and the earth; and by the
' other two were souls arriving; from that in the earth;
ascending covered with dust and dirt, from the remaining
one descending pure from heaven. The souls, as they
arrived, seemed to come as from a vast journey, and went
with joy into the meadow to encamp, as in a great gathering
of kindred tribes ; and greetings were exchanged by all that
knew one ancther; and those who had arrived from the
earth asked about the things above, and the new comers
from heaven about the things below. And in this exchange
of tidings, the terrestrial souls wept and lamented, on re-
calling all that they had suffered and seen on their subter-
ranean way,—it was a journey of a thousand years,—while
the celestial souls told of a happy experience, and sights of
unimaginable beauty. The greater part of the recital,
Glaueon, it would take (he said) too long to tell ; but these
he declared to be the chief points. For all his acts of wrong
and all the persons he had wronged, every one suffered
retribution in’ detail, ten times for each,—renewed, that is,
century by century, that being the estimated length of a
human life; that they might pay tenfold the penalty for
injustice. If there were some, for instance, who had been
the cause of many deaths, by betraying a city or a camp
into slayery, or had been accomplices in any other misdeed,
for every one of all these things they were to receive a ten-
fold anguish ; and if, on the other hand, there were some
who had shown themselves men of beneficence and upright-
ness and sanctity, they were to receive their desert by the
same rule. Of those who are just bérn and live but a short
time he said something of a different kind, which I need not
now repeat. But he declared that in regard to reverence or
irreverence towards the gods and towards parents, and in
regard to murder, retribution was awarded on a still higher
scale. For he was present, he said, when one of the souls
asked another where Ardizus the Great was. Now this
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Ardizeus had made himself tyrant in 2 Pamphylian city a
thousand years before that time, having put to death his old
father and his elder brother, and (tradition said) committed
many other impious deeds. To this question the soul, he
said, replied, “ He has not come hither, nor will he come ;
for among the dreadful sights we saw was this: when we
were near the mouth of the cleft, and having gone through
everything were on the point of emerging, suddenly we
beheld him with others, chiefly tyrants, though not without
some who in private stations had perpetrated great crimes ;
and just as they were expecting to emerge, the cleft refused
them passage through its mouth, and uttered a roar, when
any soul thus incorrigibly wicked or as yet inadequately
punished attempted to come out.  On this appeared instantly
at hand, knowing what this sound meant, certain wild beings
of human aspect and fiery to behold, who clasped some of
them and carried them away; but bound Ardieus and
others hand and foot and head, and hurled them down and
flayed them, by dragging them against thorns along the side-
wall of the passage; explaining at the same time to the
passing souls as they went by, for what guilt this torture was
inflicted, and how they were on their way to be thrown into
Tartarus : whereupon, greater than all the various fears
experienced in their journey, the terror seized each spirit
there, lest that roar should meet him when he reached the
top ; while, if all kept still, he came up with joy.” Such
was the nature of the punishments and retribution there;
while the blessings awarded were just the counterpart of
these.

‘Now when they had spent each seven days in that
meadow, on the eighth they had to break up and move on;
and after four days more they reached a spot whence they
saw a columnar line of light stretching from above right
across the whole heaven and earth, like a rainbow, only
brighter and purer. This itself they reached after another
day’s journey; and there, in the middle of the light, they
saw extending out of heaven the ends of its fastenings;
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for this light is the band of heaven, holding together the
whole circumference, like the undergirth of ships; and out
of these ends proceeds the spindle of Necessity, by means
of which all the revolving bodies perform their circuits ; the
shaft and winch being of adamant, but the spool a compound
of this and other materials. Now the nature of the spool is
as follows : in shape it is like what we employ ; but, accord-
ing to his account, we must think of it as if within the
hollow of one large spool scooped out all through in the
interior, were adjusted another smaller one of the same
kind, like barrels that fit one within another; and then,
further within, a third and a fourth, with afterwards four
more: for there are eight spools in all, lying one within
another, presenting circular edges as seen from above,
together making up an apparent continuous surface as of
a single spool around the spindle, which is driven in the
centre right through the eighth. The first and outermost
spool has its circular edge the bsvadest; after that, the
sixth ; next, the fourth ; then, the eighth ; followed in order
by the seventh, the fifth, the third ; and, last of all, the
second. And again, the edge of the largest is variegated ;
that of the seventh the most brilliant, while that of the
eighth has its colour from the light of the seventh: those of
the second and fifth are very like each other, and yellower
than the rest; that of the third has the whitest colour, of
the fourth a reddish, of the sixth the whitest but one. In
the turning of the spindle the same revolving motion is
given to the whole : but while the whole is carried round,
the seven interior circles glide with slow rotation in the
opposite direction ; and of these the quickest in its motion
is the eighth: next come, all with the same velocity, the
seventh, sixth, and fifth: after that, as it seemed to them,
was the cycle of the fourth ; then the third ; and, last of all,
the second?, The spindle turns in the lap of Necessity ;

I The several arrangements into which Plato here throws these bodies,
in respect of concentricity, breadth of edge, velocity of revolution, and
colour, may be exhibited in one view :
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and, carried round with the circles, one resting on the upper
surface of each, and uttering one single note, were Sirens;
whose eight voices together composed a harmony. More-

1 2 3 4
Concentric Breadth | Velocity o :
i of Edge. | Revo m?;-m{ Colour and Brightness.
1 | Fixed Stars, or
Zodiacal Band T moueihor,
2 | Satam 8 5 like the sth, far@iTepa
than the rest.
3 | Jupiter 7 4 AevKGTATOV.
4 | Mars 3 4 Ymrépulpov.
5 | Mercury | ] like the 2nd, farBérepa
I I g than the rest.
6 | Venus 2 f Sevrepov AevdryTi.
7 | Sun 5 Aaurplraror,
8 | Moon 4 I 70 xpirpe dud Tob 05
oy TPOTAGUTOVTOS. l

It is impossible to combine all the particulars given in the text into a
self-consistent picture of the universe, conceived as disposed around the
earth as a centre. The statements tabulated in the first, third, and
fourth columns correctly deseribe the apparent facts, except that the
places of Mercury and Venus in the concentric order are inverted, as
they are also in the Timzeus, 38 D. But it is impossible to reconcile
the ficures in the second column with any interpretation of the spools
and their breadth of edge. The object or system contemplated by the
observer is undoubtedly the Zodiacal belt of the heavens, which, if cut
out from the total sphere by disregarding the rest, would answer to the
description of a barrel, containing, one within another, the circles or
rims of the planets, sun, and moon. If the spectator looks at this from
the line of the polar axis, indefinitely produced, he will sce orbit within
orbit lying, like circles on a slate, sufficiently near to occupy in his
thought the same plane ; and the interval between cach two might be
regarded as the edgz of the outer barrel or spool. In this way the
different dreadihs would correspond with the distances of orbit from
orbit ; but the ficures do not range themselves in the order of any
intelligible geocentric estimate of these apparent zones. If we remove
the spectator to the only other conceivable position, and plant him in
the plane of the equator beyond the milky way. he would see each
orbit, in virtue of its inclination to that plane, ascending and descending
through the Zodiacal belt; and if, from the summit and bottom points
reached, planes were run out parallel to his own, the space embraced
between them would be a cylinder (or spool) presenting its side or
breadth, and not its top. to view. In this way, the several breadths
would be measured by the inclinations of the orbits; and neither with
these do the assigned figures agree ; if they did, they would run thus:
1, 6,8, 5, 2, 4, 3, 7. Notwithstanding this inexactilude, the reader is
probably intended to assign the observer to the polar point of view.
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over, at equal intervals around sat, each upon a throne,
in white robes and with chaplets on their heads, Necessity’s
three daughters, the Fates,—Lachesis and Clotho and
Atropos: to the Siren's harmony they sung, Lachesis, the
Past,—Clotho, the Present,—and Atropos, the Future. And
Clotho, from time to time, helped with the touch of her
right hand to turn the spindle’s outermost circle, and Atropos
with the left in like manner those within ; while Lachesis
with either hand touched both in turn. Now the souls had
no sooner arrived here, than they had to present themselves
at once before Lachesis. First, a prophet disposed them in
their order; then, taking out of the lap of Lachesis a
number of lots on the one hand and samples of different
modes of life on the other, he ascended a lofty bema and
said :—* This is the word of the Virgin Lachesis, daughter of
Necessity : “Souls of a day! for the mortal race begins
another mortal course : no destiny (8afuwr) shall cast lots for
you, but you shall choose your destiny: let him to whom the
first lot falls select a life, by which he will then of necessity
abide. But virtue is subject to no lord ; and each, as he
honours or dishonours it, will have more or less of it ; the
charge is with the chooser ; chargeless is God”” This said,
he threw the lots among them all, and each took up that
which fell at his side, except Er himself, who was not
allowed. And on taking up his lot, every one discovered
what number had fallen to him. Next, he put before them
on the ground the samples of lives, in number far exceeding
the souls present; and all sorts were there,—lives of all
kinds of animals, and human lives of every class. For
among them were tyrannies, some permanent, others over-
thrown in mid career and ending in poverty, exile, and
beggary ; and lives of men distinguished, some for their

The columnar band of light can hardly be anything else than the milky
way, which passes sufficiently near the poles to find its mythical
fastening there. And the spindle of Necessity is evidently the polar
axis, which, through the hand of Clotho, determines the motion of the
cosmic sphere from east to west, while the retrogradation of the planets
from west to east is provided for by that of Atropos,
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personal qualities whether of beauty or strength or athletic
aptitude, others for their family and the virtues of their
ancestry ; and of undistinguished men in like variety, and
so of women too. The soul’s rank, indeed, was not given
among the objects of choice, because by electing a different
life the soul necessarily becomes different ; but all the other
elements were presented in various combination with one
another,—wealth and poverty, sickness and health, with
every intermediate stage. So here it seems, dear Glaucon,
lies the whole stake for man; and hence the chief care must
be, that each of us, regardless of other attainments, prose-
cute and master simply this,—to discover, if any attention
can do it, who is likely to give him capacity and skill
through discrimination of the good from the bad life, to
choose always and everywhere the better of the possibilities
before him ; and by taking into account, in a spirit of
careful comparison, what has now been said, and distin-
guishing its bearing on the virtue of life, to learn under
what constitution of soul Beauty (for instance) in union
with poverty or wealth conduces to evil or good ; and how
high or low birth, private or official station, vigour or weak-
ness of body, facility or slowness of mind, and all such
conditions as nature and circumstances place around the
soul, operate in their several combinations : so as to be able,
by computation from all the given elements, and with due
regard to the inherent nature of the soul, to discriminate
the worse from the better life, meaning by the worse that
which will lower the sense of right, by the better that which
will exalt it, heedless of everything besides ; for this we have
seen to be the best principle of choice, whether for life or
for its sequel after death. Indeed, in going to the unseen
world it is indispensable to have this conviction fixed with
adamantine firmness, that there too the soul may be un-
moved by riches and such evils, and may not throw itself
into tyrannous usurpations and other acts of the same kind,
to the creation of manifold and irremediable external ills,
yet to its own still greater hurt; but may know how, in
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relation to such things, always to choose the middle life and
shun the extremes in either direction, both in this life as far
as possible and in all that shall succeed ; for so it is that
man finds his greatest well-being.

‘So our messenger from the unseen world proceeded to
relate that the prophet addressed them thus: “Even to
him whose turn is last, if he chooses wisely and lives
resolutely, there is reserved no bad or ineligible life: let
neither the first to choose be careless, nor the last de-
sponding.” No sooner had the prophet (said he) finished
these words, than the bearer of the first lot went up and
chose the greatest tyranny ; misguided by folly and greedi-
ness, he chose without adequate regard to all the conditions,
and failed to notice the destiny involved in his decision,—
the devouring of his own children and other ills ;: but when
he contemplated the case at leisure, he struck his head in
anguish and bewailed his choice, unheeding of the prophet’s
warning ; for he charged the evil not upon himself, but on
fortune and the gods and everything rather than himself.
Now he was one of the souls that had come out of heaven ;
for he had lived through his former life in a well-constituted
state ; only his hold on virtue was from custom, without
philosophy. Indeed one might say, in general, that those
who came from heaven were not less often caught than
others by such false baits, having had no experience of
difficulties : while most of those who came from this world,
having both witnessed and felt the struggle with difficulties,
did not make their selection on the first impulse. From
this cause, together with the cast of the lots, the result to
most of the souls was a change from good to evil, or from
evil to good. Whereas, according to the messenger’s tidings
from that world, if a man, on being sent into this life, were
to engage himself soundly in the pursuit of wisdom, and his
turn for choice had fallen not quite among the last, he
might not only be happy here, but make his passage thither
from this state and back again, not by the rugged sub-
terranean way, but by a smooth and heavenly. Now as to
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the way in which the souls severally selected their lives, it
was a sight, he said, worth seeing,—pitiable and ludicrous
and strange ; for most were determined in their choice by
some experience in their former life. Thus he saw, as he
declared, the soul that had once belonged to Orpheus
select the life of a swan, through hatred of womankind,
occasioned by his death at their hands, and reluctance to
be born of a woman. The soul of Thamyros he saw
choosing a nightingale’s life; a swan on the other hand
preferring the change to a human life; and other musical
creatures in like manner. The soul that held the twentieth
lot chose a lion’s life ; it was that of Ajax son of Telamon,
and it determined against becoming human from recol-
lecting the decision as to the arms.. Next came that of
Agamemnon; and as he too had been filled by his
sufferings with aversion to the human nature, he took
instead an eagle’s life. The turn of Atalanta’s soul came
about the middle ; and on observing the great honours an
athlete might win, she could not resist them, and made
choice accordingly. And after her he saw the soul of
Epeus son of Panopeus take the character of a female
artist ; and far on among the last he saw that of the
buffoon Thersites putting on the nature of an ape. It
so happened that Ulysses’ soul had drawn the last chance
of all, and advanced to make his choice: remembering his
former toils, he now rested from all ambitious cares, and
went about for a long time in quest of a private life remote
from the turmoil of affairs ; with some trouble he found one
lying somewhere that had been neglected by all the rest;
on seeing which he declared he should have done the same
if his turn had been the first, and took it with delight.
There were in like manner animals’ souls that would take
the form of men, and those of one species that would
change into another; the unrighteous souls turning into
wild beasts, the righteous into tame ; nor was there wanting
any kind of mixture and exchange. So when all the souls
had made their choice, they were brought in the order of
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their lots before Lachesis ; who sent with each the genius
(8aiuor) he had chosen to be the guardian of his life and
the accomplisher of his choice. He led the soul first to
Clotho, to have the chosen lot made fast under her hand
as she turned the spindle; and having attached it to this,
he led the way to Atropos, that her spinning might make
the thread of destiny unchangeable. Thence without once
turning round he went under the throne of Necessity ; and
when he had passed through it, and the others had passed
too, they all proceeded through parching and dreadful heat
to the plain of Lethe,—for it is bare of trees and all that
grows upon the earth, Evening having already overtaken
them, they encamped by the river Careless (duehys), whose
water no vessel can hold. A certain portion of the water
all were obligéd to drink, but those who were not restrained
by reason drank more than the portion ; and each, as he
drank, forgot everything. When now they had lain down
to sleep, at midnight there came thunder and an earth-
quake ; and suddenly, as with the shoot of stars, they were
snatched away in every direction up to the birth. The
Pamphylian was not allowed to drink of the water; and
how and by what course he came back into the body he
did not know ; but all at once, on looking up in the morn-
ing, he found himself already lying on the funeral pile.

¢And this relation, Glaucon, has been preserved from
perishing, and may be our preservative, if we are attentive
to it ; and then we shall cross the stream of Lethe well and
with immaculate soul. But if my counsel avail, then shall
we always, under persuasion that the soul is immortal and
equal to'the burden of every evil and every good, hold on
the upward path, and strive in every way after rectitude
with reason, that we may be in friendship with ourselves and
with the gods, not only while abiding here, but when as
conquerors we go round and gather in the prizes of our
victory ; and that both now, and on the millennial journey
we have described, it may be all well with us?*’

! Rep. X. 014-621 D.
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§ 8. Ethical Features,

If from the complex tissue of Plato’s thought we try to
isolate the ethical elements for separate estimate, we must
not hastily assume that they all legitimately belong to his
theory of the world, but must carefully consider whether
they are to be credited to his system or to his personality.
It is one thing to feel the glow of moral enthusiasm in his
writings, and quite another to treat it as an emanation from
the central principles which control the orbit of his specu-
lation ; and it will be found, if I mistake not, that the
passages which, by their solemn import, most deeply touch
the modern reader, are often those which have the least
coherence with the reasoning they affect to illustrate. Had
he been able to justify his irresistible convictions of right
and wrong by rigorous dialectic, he would not have dis-
pensed with that severer security, and left them to depend
on the persuasive charms of his symbolic myths. But there
was a limit at which his metaphysics stopped short of the
exigencies of his poetic and spiritual nature, and, bringing
his counted steps to an end, compelled him to take wing
and pass the barier through the air and in the light of
intuitive truth. It has been shown how, in his later period,
even his systematic thought brought him to the very verge
of a doctrine of Conscience ; and few dialogues are without
scattcred passages evincing his deep sympathy with the
primitive moral sentiments and beliefs, untouched as yet by
the disenchantments of philosophy. His estimate of human
life as a probation, of its sequel as a judicial recompense,
and of the whole circulation of the soul as determined by

“its deserts ; his anxiety to fix the responsibility of its lot

upon itself, and vindicate the equity of God ; his assertion
that to do wrong is a far worse evil than to suffer it, and to
escape punishment than to endure it, so that the best use
you can make of persuasive speech is to bring first yourself
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and next your nearest friend to justice for any offence com-
mitted; his indignation at the abuse of power, and especially
at the crimes of tyrants in order to grasp and to retain it
are among the many indications of a profound sense of
merit and demerit, of justice and injustice in their treat-
ment, of personal righteousness and guilt, consistent only
with that free-will which leaves each agent the architect of
his own character. These are the pure expressions of
Plato’s psychological experience.

Are they as true to his philosophy as they are to himsell?
Surely not. If the mind in me is but the local emergence
of the universal Mind, which again is the supreme term of
all the «fdp ; if these ideas are the eternal and unchangeable
essences of things, affiliated to each other by irreversible
interdependence ; if their passage from pre-existence to
birth is a union of them with material dvdyen ; then must
the resulting soul be a compound of logical and material
Necessity,—the former in jts immortal, the latter in its
mortal part; and though these two may conflict and
contradict each other, the issue must be scttled by mere
preponderance ; they leave no room for an acting per-
sonality between, free to elect the better or the worse, and
'to deserve well or ill accordingly. Hence Plato’s ethical
| appreciations remain without theoretical support ; and are
| apt to lose their purity and nobleness, when they cease to
be the expression of individual enthusiasm, and are deduced,
| by relentless intellectual process, from his assumed prin-
ciples. His metaphysics, e. g. lead him to group all living
and sentient natures together, under the category of souls ;
and conséquently to include all other animals as well as
man in his scheme of probationary government of the
world ; so that the same conscious will, without breach of
continuity, might conduet the affairs of a hero, a horse, and
a wasp. To the true moera/ feeling, based as it is entirely
on the distinction between human volition .and animal
instinet, such a conception can never appear anything but

a caricature ; a legitimate instrument of satire to humerists
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like Asop and La Fontaine, but precisely because, in any
serious application, it is grotesque and absurd. Equally
repugnant to all just valuation of character is Plato’s
preference of voluntary pravity to involuntary,—a prefer-
ence openly defended by him against the protest of natural
feeling’. Whence this paradox? It comes from the su-
premacy assigned to conscious Zhought. If this is to
have no superior, but to be identified with the absolute
‘idea of the good,’ it raises every state of feeling which has

- it above competition with all that have it not; and the

intending murderer may look down upon the blundering
homicide. Thus to affirm that the worst intention is better
than no intention, in other words that you had better be a
villain than a foel, might indeed convey a truth under one
condition, viz. that the villainy is a passing act, and the
folly a permanent incapacity : it would then mean that even
crime, as the expression of a nature great and free, is itself
a- potential goodness; while a blind creature of undis-
criminated instincts is dpso facfo excluded from all candida-
ture of character and is altogether out of the ethical field.
No such comparison, however, as that of the responsible
nature with the moral idiot is here contemplated : both are
supposed to be measurable by the human standard; and
the difference is simply the presence or absence, in the
same act, of intellectual apprehension of its bearings. So
great is the superiority given to this apprehension, that no
turpitude can forfeit it, and no innocence replace it. This
exaggeration of reflective Reason at the expense of intuitive
Right divests the moral law of that intrinsic and uncon-
ditional authority which is precisely what it means; and
reduces it from a universal light of humanity, flashing
through the soul wherever the springs of action meet, to the
monopoly of gifted and philosophic minds, which, like the
prism, can turn the common beam of day into the spec-
trum. Nothing can be more equalising than a proper doc-

trine of Duty: nothing less so than an ideal of character

1 Hipp. Min. 375 D. Rep. 535 E. Conf. 382 A—D.
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approachable only through skill and depth of thought, and
reserved therefore for ‘the gods’ and for the schools.
Ungrounded as a doctrine of Duty, Plato’s ethics must be
judged as a doctrine of Fir#we. In this aspect it has many
noble features, so long as it works upon its proper field, of
the woluntary life. Its high demands for the mastery of
appetite and passion, its scorn of flattery and pretence, its
undazzled estimate of wealth and honours and abhorrence
of selfish ambition, its insistency on public fidelity at any
cost of private interest, death itself being more welcome to
a good citizen than to do and say what is wrong, bespeak
a mind possessed by an intense and lofty conception of
Righteousness.” Had he stopped there, this impression
would have remained alone. But it suffers a disappointing
qualification, when we find his zi#7ue extending its boundary
and spreading over the #novluntary ficld of life, and denoting
the best condition of any quality, whether of natural genius
or of personal acquirement; so that intellect also and im-
agination have their virtues and enter into character, no less
than Will, irrespectively of the intentional direction given to
them. In other words, the idea of the £ig## is dissolved in
that of the Geod, and indistinguishably mingled with that of
the Trwe and that of the Beawtifu/; and is held to be
realised wherever a gain can be shown on any of these
types of ‘the Good! From this equalisation of rational,
asthetic, and ethical judgments it naturally follows that any
one of these may supply the placg of another; so that, in
order to save an advantage of the mtellectual or imaginative
order, we need not hesitate to let drop a nearly equivalent
moral claim. That this cause produces in Plato many a
relaxation of the nerve of righteousness cannot be denied.
In his impatience of helplessness and deformity, be recom-
mends the exposure and murder of unpromising infants™.
To preserve the purity and ascendency of the Hellenic race,
he would consign to slavery its foreign prisoners of war?,
and even its own hopeless inferiors®, In the service of the

! Rep. 460 B, C. % Rep. 469 B. ¢ Polit. 309 A.
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State, breaches of veracity are as freely admitted by him as
the administration of medicines on the part of the phy-
sician . To the preconceived perfection of the whole social
organism everything is to giv'e way,—not the interests only
of the individual, but his character; and, to be a patriot,
he must consent to become, in his own person, the liar, the
assassin, nay, the stock-breeder, of his country. And yet
the statesman, from whom these sacrifices are demanded,
belongs to the class which alone is to realise and represent
the consummate form and entire contents of virtue; while
from the others, on which he exercises his arts of govern-
ment, are expected only the inferior layers of character,—
courage and self-restraint.  Apart from any inconsistency in
its application, this moral stratification of persons carries
into Ethics all the mischiefs of the institution of castes;
paralysing the conscious universality of the Divine law,
superciliously dispensing with large portions of it for the
mass of men, and so marking them off as a race of stereo-
typed incapables. This feature, it is true, 1s softened by the
provision, that whenever natures of exceptional promise are
born in the industrial order, they shall be adopted and
trained among the ‘guardians’ But there is no elevation
of their class in such removal of them out of it ; rather is it
bereft of all the richer elements which might give it a pro-
gressive impulse, and condemned to perpetual stagnation.
The truth which suggested this artificial social structure no
doubt is, that your expectations from men are proportioned

“to their opportunities, and that to whom little is given, of

him will little be required. The error is, in treating this
variable requirement as a moral guanfity or constituent
element of characier; instead of mere unmoral material of
which the conscience disposes as the instrument of its ends.
Of the rich you expect, on behalf of others, larger gifts, but
not more generosity, than from the poor; of the full and
disciplined mind, more copious diffusion of knowledge than
from the uninstructed, but not more willingness to lend
1 Rep. 389 B, C; 450 C.
VOL. L 1
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what light there is; just as, with equal dependence on
industry of will, you would set a child to weed a flower-bed
and a man to plough a field. But the moment you lose
sight of this distinction, and fling Right and Intellect and
Beauty all into the same crucible, the ‘Good’ which you
turn out from their fusion will be but an alloy; and, however
fine the mould into which it is cast, will never have the true
ring of righteousness.

But the subordination of the citizen’s nature to the needs
of the state involved still more fatal sacrifices. From the
ideal or ‘#oetic’ character of Plato’s highest good, nothing
would seem less possible than that, in his imaginary
society, the animal passions should be released from
any of the refining and glorifying influences which trans-
form them in the élite of civilised men. To no require-
ment of his philosophy did he yield himself with more
evident zest than to its protest against the theory of the
materialists in its assumptions and in its supposed conse-
quences: nor has any Greek interpreter lifted the con-
ception of Eros to an intellectual height more nearly divine
than he in the speech of the prophetess Diotima. Yet what
his philosophy gained by being anti-materialist, it lost again
, by being anti-affectional. In the model citizens of his ideal
| state the propensions which institute the conjugal and

parental relations were retained and even provided with
their high festivals ; but the relations themselves were abso-
lutely expunged: the mother was not the wife; she knew
not her own child or his father; nor did they distinguish
her among the host of women of the same age. The con-
nections which, above all others in human life, must depend
for any blessed fruits upon their permanence, were to be
formed and forgotten in an hour; and %4 for the express
purpose of preventing those forms of home-love which
redeem the soul from vulgar selfishness, and those claims of
pressing duty which give sacredness to common work and
joy to sacrifice. It is difficult for a modern, with whom the
household is the fundamental unit of the commonwealth, to
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conceive a state of society which could provoke a desire in
Plato to extinguish the family relations, and encourage a
hope of universal devotion by disuse of all private attach-
ments. A country would not be a very promising school of
patriotism in which there were no domestic traditions of
heroism and faith, no hearth and altar, no pzirents, sons,
and daughters, but only public schools, and club-dinners,
and shameless temples of Aphrodite to defend; and to
tempt such a conception into existence, society must
already, one would think, have become putrescent at the
core. And even if the one disinterested enthusiasm, the
devotion to the State, were gained, how strangely mutilated
is the ideal of personal character in order to secure it!
Strike out from the individual soul the power of love, the
light of its romance, the fervour of its ambitions, the tender-
ness of its cares, the vigour of its purity and faithfulness :

‘take from the mother the office of queen of the hursery, and

leave her no function but that of child-bearing and wet-
nursing to the Republic; and from the father the responsi-
bilities of bread-winner, educator, and king of his own
house ; and from the child the filial trust and re‘verence,
the fraternal and sisterly heart-affinitics which can never be
generalised : and the human being is bereft of the mosi
precious springs from which the moral life arises, and car
emerge only as a strange medley of the brute, the politician,
and the philosopher. A commonwealth of such subjects
would hardly, in our estimation, be worth preserving. That
Plato thought of it as something divine, with pattern stored
in heaven till the earth became worthy to receive it, is
directly due to the fundamental principles of his philosophy,
that the idea of the absolute Good coincided with the intel-
lectual, which alone was immortal and real ; while all that
1s phenomenal, dependent on the processes of birth, growth,
and death, all that belongs to the sphere of genesis and the
mortal part of the soul, is at the opposite and meanest
extreme of value, and should, as far as possible, be subordi-
nated, if not suppressed, by the wise. Under this latter
I2
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head, it is plain, come all the affections that are incident to
the rise of successive generations, and to the differences
marking the beginning, middle, and end of human life ; and

so the domestic institutions and their feelings are flung

into the disparaged miscellany of material and emotional
things. By this fatal classification, the sweet charities that
best wean the heart from self-love are condemned as its
allies ; and the one social affection on which all demand is
concentrated, viz. civic zeal, is cut off from its tributary
nourishment, and requived to grow and blossom without its
roots. The perfection which consists in contemplation of
the absolute or the attempt to copy it may be the consum-
maticn of Reason, but not of character: the moral will
lives and moves among the conditions of the relative ; and
its whole material is found in those personal affections and
alternative motives and transient possibilities, which are
intermediate between the blind necessity of instinct and the
self-conscious gaze at the eternal Good.

These strictures, I am well aware, are chargeable with a
certain jnevitable injustice. They are the easy common-
place of a late critical age applied to the genius of an early
creative one; and it is not without a sense of inward
apology and almost of shame, that for a moment I estimate
the most productive of thinkers by a standard to which
he is not amenable. To know what he was, and by what
qluckemng elements he enriched the stores and still more
the powers of human thought, he must be studied in his
place and time, and in his transmitted life in other minds.
So it is that we judge of the poets, the historians, the dra-
matists of lands and centuries remote. But philosophy
aspires to rise above the transitory and gain the vision of
eternal truth ; and it pays the penalty of this proud preten-
sion in being tried by codes and courts for ever new, and
having to satisfy the claims of all. Appealing to the abso-
Tute, it forbids us to give it only an historical hearing ; and
we should do it its most aggravating wrong, did we not
bring it face to face with the cumulative experience and
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matured insight of the human mind. As ‘we want all the
help it can give to our own problems, we must transpose
it into the conditions and relations of the present; nor is
there any better way, than by such successive comparisons,
of realising its own end and saving what is imperishable

in it

In this process it is but too possible, in spite of scru-
pulous care, to commit involuntary wrong. Between the
abstract conceptions of widely separated periods and races
there is no accurate correspondence ; and the dialectic of
philosophic intercourse across the chasm is apt to become
faint and confused ; and whenever this happens, the per-
plexed inquirer vainly wishes for some clearing change of
phrase, and laments that the voices of the past are silent,
and that their words lie there without their wings. I have
honestly tried to say what Plato means; but it may well be,
that if he were back among his interpreters, he would
flutter us all with reproaches for our stupidity ; not, how-
ever, without I\indly allowance for the difﬁculties of our
was more aware of the 1mp(,rtection of 'ﬁnt’cen language as
the instrument of the higher thought, or more clearly fore-
saw the certainty of misconstruction. *Writing,” he says,
‘has this terrible disadvantage, which puts it on the same

footing with painting. The artist’s productions stand before

you, as if they were alive: but if you ask them anything,
they keep a solemn silence. Just so with written discourse.
You would fancy it full of the thoughts it speaks: but if
you ask it something that you want to know about what is
said, it looks at you always with the same one sign. And,
once committed to writing, discourse is tossed about every-
where mdib(.nmmately among those who understand and
those to whom it is nought; and cannot select fit audience
from the unfit. And when maltreated and unjustly abused,
it always needs its father to help it ; for it has no power to
help or defend itself .’
! Phadr. 275 D, E.
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Of the unpsychological series of ethical doctrines which
offer themselves to our notice I have selected Plato’s for our
first examination, and have sketched its outlines in the fore-
going chapter. It was chosen as the most well-marked and
eminent example of strictly Mesaplysical systems ; of systems,
that is, which assume as the proper objects of intellect a
certain store of real, eternal existences, the abiding ground
of whatever is transient and only crosses the stage. And
among these systems it occupies the place at which it was
desirable that our survey should begin; for it is the most
distinguished of Zranscendental schemes ; schemes, that is,
which assign to the eternal principle of things a range beyond
the sphere of all extant phenomena, so as not to be all ex-
pended within their limits of time, space, and quality, but
to exceed their measure every way. Plato’s first «ifos,—his
supreme type of the good,—his God,—we found to be not
only through all, but before all, beyond all, above all the mani-
fested expressions of himself. The effect of this mode of
thought upon the configuration of Ethical theory and feeling
has been traced.

We have not, however, done with the metaphysical sources
of moral theory. There remains the Zmmanental scheme;
which, while recognising, like the other, both 8vra and yywé-
peva, allows no overpassing realm to the former, but makes
them simply coextensive; equating in all the modes of
quantity, and distinguishing only by qualitative predicates
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Nature and God, the ground or meaning of the universe, and
its facts. The forms are very various in which this co-
presence, through just the same field, of the fixed Divine
element and the transient and perishable appearance, has
been maintained ; and somewhere between Aristotle and
Hegel we must choose a representative who will bring out
into strongest relief the characteristics of the theory, and
especially its bearings upon the Moral sentiments.

Who then shall guide us through the mysteries of the
Immanental Metaphysics? Who is fittest to stand up and
contradict the Transcendental doctrine of Plato, and correct
its overbalance into religion? Were we engaged upon a
mere History of Philosophy, we should go no further than
his own pupil Aristotle ; who on some accounts would the
more fitly represent to us this one special point of contrast,
from his large agreement with his master in other respects.
But in these two contemporaries the divergence of tendency
which we desire to notice is too near its commencement to
be very striking and conspicuous: their respective doctrines
concerning the divine principle of thought in the universe
stand at a less distance than it is in their nature to attain;
and if we would observe the difference in its full extent, it
is better to remove into a widely separated age, where the
real inner contrast is softened and concealed by no affinities
of place and culture. Indeed, the remark applies generally
to the comparison of Plato and Aristotle. Whoever has
been accustomed to regard their names as representing two
diametrically opposed directions of the human mind, the
mystical and the practical, abstract speculation and concrete
experience, poetical faith and sceptical analysis, will probably
be astonished to find, on close study of their own writings,
how much less ground there is than he had expected, in the
substance of their doetrines, for this competing position at
the head of extreme Schools ; and it is well if, trusting the
tradition of rivalry more than his own perception of extensive
agreement, he does not (with Whately and others) mistake
Aristotle for a Nominalist, and confound his polemic against
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Plato’s eidy with an approval of the modem sensational
theory of classification. The opposition of these great
philosophers in the general direction of their genius is no
doubt real; but in their own persons and writings it was not
half developed. If in the form of their works (which differ
as a drama from a memorandum-book) it is wholly expressed,
in the structure of their schemes of doctrine it is much less
evident ; and probably no Athenian contemporary ever set
them before his imagination in that sharp antithesis to which
the history of philosophy has consigned them. Considerable
as the conscious difference was, the unconscious was far
greater ; and could only unfold itself with time, as the seeds
of their thought fructified in minds congenial with their
characteristics but devoid of their comprehensiveness. As
my object is not that of the historian, to trace the mutations
of doctrine in their genesis, but of the comparative critie, to
find them in their full maturity, it will be better to change
the scene at once to modern times ; and though examples
of the Immanent scheme crowd upon us, we cannot hesitate
in our selection.  The quiet, systematic, unshrinking Spinoza
has claims upon us which no other name can bring; his theory
occupying a unique position in metaphysics ; his influence
being greater now than ever ; and the very faintness of his
personality being in a sort of mysterious harmony with his
system, and holding our eye unmoved as on the ghostly
presence of a thinking piece of space. Early in this century
it was the fashion to treat his name with contempt, and dis-
miss his work with a critical expression of amazement and
horror ; and Dugald Stewart reflects on Paulus, the learned
editor of Spinoza, for his audacity, being a Doctor of
Theology, in lending his sanction to such an impious
writer ;—surely an unworthy reproach, which would apply
no less to Bentley and Creech and Munro for their labours
on Lucretius, and to Franklin for translating Lucian, The
reaction in the present day is proportionally violent ; and a
paradoxical admiration is directed on a system which, rightly
understood, responds to no enthusiasm, pretends to no
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beauty but that of cold consistency, and maintains no higher
attitude than that of serene neutrality towards all that is and
happens in heaven and earth. It is a strange but unques-
tionable fact that in the fervour of young doubt and mental
need the precise and passionless propositions of the Ethica,
—the severest of all books,—have often been seized with an
intense eagerness. It is perhaps that the hottest fever loves
the coldest drink. The account which I must give of
Spinoza will be unaffected by either the horror of the older

_writers or the homage of the younger generation. His

influence is a fact, and his system a very curious pheno-
menon, in the history of philosophy; nor can they be
ignored without leaving blank vast latitudes on the map of
human thought.

To interpret him aright, we must study him, not in isola-
tion, but as completing a contemporary tendency, which had
other and less perfect representatives,



CHAPTER L
DESCARTES.

§ 1. From Monism to Dualism.

We cannot, however, leap down at once from the Academy
to the Hague, as if they were contiguous spots. The: tran-
sition is great from the genius of the Attic speculation to
that of the revived philosophy of the seventeenth century ;
and could be accomplished only through the discipline and
preparation of an intermediate period,—viz. that of the
medieval and scholastic learning, essentially different from
both. The difference which separates each of these ages
from the other in the spirit of its culture may be presented
in various ways, no one of which, taken by itself, gives any
complete expression of the whole ; but, for our present pur-
pose, the following statement will perhaps adequately serve.
The speculative curiosity of men moves about through the
circle of three great objects, God, Nature, and the Soul, and

_is ever attempting to determine the relations subsisting

among these. The problem is beset with peculiar difficulty -

because, while its terms are three, human thought does not
readily deal with more than two, but has ever a tendepcy to
place its objects in antithesis, and finds them more intelli-
gible whien they are withdrawn into opposite fom_and shed
the light of contrast on each other. Thus a dualism of the
intellect has to play with a triad of intelligibles ; and the
effect is always thus far the same, that one of .the t.h.ree
objects is thrown into logical subordination ; being either
silently absorbed into one of the other two, so as not to
receive its due rights; or else left outside them beth, un-
provided with any definite inner relation to either, and
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taking an uncertain chance of recognition at all. It will be
found that the several periods of philosophical development
award this secondary position to a different object ; and
apply accordingly a different antithesis as the key to the inter-
pretation of existence. The Greeks engaged themselves with
the relations of God and the Cosmos, and dealt with man as
not separate from these; the Christian Church was absorbed
in the relation of God and Man, and treated Nature as sub-
servient and accidental ; while modern speculation investi-
gates the relations of Man and Nature,—subject and object,
—either identifying God with the latter, or conceiving of
Him as essentially external to both. The human element,
the cosmical, and the Divine has each in turn failed of its
just rights. With this general formula the phenomena of
the successive periods will be found, I believe, to accord.

If it be thought paradoxical to describe the Hellenic age
as so occupied with settling terms between the universe and
God as to leave human nature to take its chance, I would
only recall the fact that-all its philosophical problems turned
upon the omnipresent antithesis of the 722/ and the phen-
menal, evar and yiyveofa ; and that of these, the former,
comprising the uncreated and eternal datum of being, is the
Greek equivalent for God; while the latter, including what-
ever has come up instead of being ever there, corresponds
with our sphere of Nafwre, Between these two claimants
man was divided ; his reason belonging to the divine, and
his body with its senses to the transient realm. He was not
therefore recognised as a third term at all, but lost his
individuality by suffering partition between the two remain-
ing extremes. This is quite consistent with the peculiar
humanism of the Greeks, and that lively anthropological
view of nature which leads them to regard nothing as dead
and inexpressive, but to discern beneath the veil of matter
the movement and meaning of thought and feeling like our
own. For, the divine principle which penetrated the whole
organism. of things had its fullest realisation in man, the
blossom and crown of the world, the culminating effort of
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poetic and demiurgic power. The intention and significance
therefore of the grand Cosmos was most distinctly reflected
_in this fair miniature ; and whoever would carry into nature
the true idea by which to read off the lineaments must fetch
it from the life of men. As this was the point to which the
evolution of being tended, this gave the solution to the
whole process; and to read the universe backward from
humanity was to apprehend its drift, and bring its thick and
confused utterance into just the clear articulate music which
lay ineffectually at its heart. Hence it was that the Greeks,
instead of stripping Nature of all spiritual attributes, found
its essence in these alone, and communed with it as a living
being, replete with anthropomorphic gods. It was not
because they took their stand on the human soul as any
cardinal point of departure for their philosophy; but because
it was to them the nearest and most perfect form assumed
by the one eternal thought beaming through the features of
the world.

Of the two antithetic terms in the Greek philosophy, one
only was real and self-subsisting; and that one was Jdeal;
Thought as opposed to that which it has to penetrate and
mould. The other, corresponding to our ‘ Nature,” was in
itself phenomenal, wareal, without any permanent footing,
having no predicates that held true for two moments to-
gether; in short, redeemed from negation only by indwelling
realities appearing through. Nothing in itself, it was the
mere condition of manifestation to that which alone is real,
but else were latent. Hence, the Greek has no power of
resting in the conception either of mind without visible
organistn, or of matter without mental expression. The one

. was to them only a logical abstraction,—reality construed
back into its own empty possibility ; the other, a nonentity
to which we resort when we want to denzy, instead of to
affirm, being. Their genius flew at once to fora, as the
indispensable means of fetching up reality into thought ; and
had recourse to matter only as the medium of form; and
when it had served this purpose, they dismissed all else it
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had to say to them into non-existence, as beingsnothing to
them. Nafure therefore had no separate metaphysicai
element for them ; take out of it the divine indwelling idea,
and nothing remained but the phenomenal flow of unreality.

The modern philosophy is in striking distinction from the
ancient on this point. Its Realism is not siugle, confined
to the intellectual pole of the universe ; but dowble, opposing
mind and matter as two substantive existences; the latter,
the basis of phenomena as they occur; the former, the
basis of phenomena as felt and known. We have no longer
the one Zivine intellect, constituting at once the meaning in
nature and the mind in man, and supplying the sole positive
existence and causality whether within us or without ; and
then, opposed to this, only the negation of being (vd p &v),
the blank realm without which causality would want a
theatre of self-display ; but we hear of (1) the human intel-
lect, known to us as the ground of the thoughts we have,
(2) external Body, as the ground of the attributes and
changes we observe; both equally rea/; neither before or
after the other; bearing the same fundamental relation to
the phenomena they issue; and having parallel rights to
recognition in their respective spheres. The materialism.
which Plato opposed was accordingly quite different from
the system known in modern times under the same name.
Heracleitus resolved everything into the flow of perpetual
change, and denied all abiding existence ; and as he thus
provided no source whence change could come, and gave
a doctrine of motion with nothing to be moved, he laid his
system open to the refutation of Plato and Aristotle, that
he constituted everything out of nothing, and used the
negative element of the universe,—the mere condition of
its development,—as its positive equivalent. There was
nothing in the prevalent doctrines of the time to prevent
Plato from describing what we should call mater by purely
privative terms, and treating it as being to reality in nature
what denial is to affirmation in logic; from identifying all
causalily with #oughif, and assuming that to trace the
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vestiges of dynamic action in the world was to follow the
steps of the divine intellect. On the other hand, modern
_materialism, though often affecting to resolve everything into
phenomena, is penctrated throughout with the notion of
force and causation quite distinct from thought, and of dedy
as substantive existence removed from negation at least as
far as mind. With Descartes we enter upon the true era of
metaphysical dualism, in which philosophy, developing itself
from pure self-reflection, and no longer from & priori deduc-
tion, recognises and equipoises, as having parallel and
original rights, matter and mind, spiritual and corporeal
substance. Even where, as in Empedocles and his school,
we find among the Greeks the modern positive notion of
matter, it is not as the companion but as the substitute of
the positive notion of intellect ; and the only question was,
whether the one principle out of which everything was to be
evolved should be regarded as corporeal or intellectual.
Monism constituted the universal assumption of the ancient
philosophy; the genius of the Ionic races leading the:m. to
explain everything by deduction from the material of which
it is made ; while that of the Doric people resorted to the
determining power of form ; the first tending to physical
atheism; the other to intellectual pantheism. At which-
ever end the primal reality was sought, the other was
contrasted with it as dependent and unreal. The balance
of independent prerogative was first held even in modern
philosophy, when nature was brought into antithesis with
man rather than with God.

Of the intermediate period of Catholic culture it is need-
less to’ prove, that it was mainly concerned in investigating
the relations between Man and God. I would only observe
that it vindicated the independent reality of both these
terms; attributing to the human soul a free-will which ren-
dered it a separate entity and gave it a sphere of its own.
To settle and harmonise the relations between these two
beings, to mediate between them in their opposition, and
preserve them distinct in their union, was the great problem

S
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of the universe, to the interests of which nature and events
were wholly subordinate. In its service, physical laws
became flexible, and matter itself pliant and transparent ;
the natural gave way to the supernatural; the universe
placing itself at disposal as its theatre and witness. The
Chureh paid no respect to the material world as having any
irrefragable rights or even subsistence of its own: it wae
but the fabric and manifestation of a divine power ever free
to mould it to special purposes and divert its customary
ways: it had nothing to oppose to God and the human
soul, when they were intent on finding each other out.
Thus the Greek intermingling of God and nature, the iden-
tification of their energies, was not contradicted,—rather
was it adopted,—Dby the medieval Christian theory: the
Hellenic monism was, so far, transmitted unimpaired. But
man was snatched from a like absorption, and set up in
separate preropative and trust. The transition therefore to
a dualistic philosophy began upon the moral side. The
liberties which the Church took with her neglected element,
—the realm of nature,—provoked a reaction on its behalf;
and in vindicating the inflexible certainty of external law,
modern science converted the dualism from meoral te
physical, and fixed the poles of primary belief in the mind
which perceives and the universe which is the object of
perception,.

§ 2. Theory of the Order of Knowing.

The modern dualism, which assigns an equal ontological
reality to mind and matfer; aconscious self, and unconscious
other-than-self, obtained its first distinct expression in Des-
cartes ; whose fundamental notions must be apprehended
as an indispensable condition for the understanding of
Spinoza. Those who have heard nothing of Descartes but
his celebrated inference, Cogi#o, ergo sum, and who are aware
that this was the point of departure for his whole system,
may be surprised at the assertion that he was a dualist, and
placed a second entity on the same line with this primitive
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Lgo. On the same line of certain knowiedge, he did not;
but on the same line of positive existence, he did. For there
is in his philosophy a curious want of correspondence be-
tween the logical order in which thought steps from truth to
truth, and the real order in which the objects of knowledge
stand inier se.

His theory about the order of certainty in human know-
ledge is perhaps best understood by its contrast, probably
intentional, with that of Bacon, who had passed frqm !;he
scene eleven years (1626) before Descartes’_ﬁrst pubhcatlol_'l
(Essays, 1637). The methodised observations and experi-
ments on which the English philosopher relied for the dis-
covery ‘of truth rested ultimately upon Percep'tion by the
senses : they were entrusted with the ingathe}-lng. of those
primary facts whence, by successive generahs.ations, la?vs
of widening scope were read off and carried into the in-
terpretation of the world ; so that the maxim of the schools
was still unchallenged, that ‘in the Understanding t?lere can
be nothing but the prior experience of Sense.” This funda—
mental principle Descartes disputes at the outset’, _He
insists that in the ‘evidence of our Senses’ and the vivid-
ness of our representations there is no security against illu-
sion : a person with the jaundice sees all things ye%low: the
stars give us no true report of their size ; and theh:mag‘e.s ot
our dreams are not less distinet than those of waking vision,
and perfectly simulate reality. In this field of cutward per-
ception, therefore, it is always possible that we may be
deceived ; and all that it gives us needs to be tested by some
principle of certainty more deeply seated in the Reason.‘

In order to find this ultimate ground, the only way is to
push your scepticism to the utmost l.imits of _possibilit‘y, and
suppose everything false which admits of being qu_estloned:
whatever then remains, when denial has done its worst,
must be the immutable base of certainty. ‘Follolwing t?us
rule, I may doubt the presence of external .t?}mgs, mcludmg,-
my own body, and say to myself, ‘ Perhaps itis all a dream:

L Dise. de la Méthode, Cousin. I. 163.
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I may distrust my reasonings, even about mathematical
quantities, seeing that geometers themselves are at times
entrapped into paralogisms: I may suspend my belief in
the existence of God as a probability that may be differently
estimated. But, though all else be in doubt, mny doubis at
least are matters of certainty : I cannot both have them and
deny them ; and in knowing them as mine, I knowthat T exist 5
‘je pense, donc je suis.’ In other words, the consciousness
of Self as the subject of thought is the primary certainty.
Let thoughts remain, I am sure of the thinker : take them
away, and though all else they had imagined be really there,
both it and I lie in the dark for me. “Thus I learn that I
am a substantive being, whose nature or essence it is £ #ink,
and to have, for its existence, no need of place or of any
material thing; so that this Self,—i.e. Soul, —whereby I
am what I am, is entirely distinct from body, and is even
more easily known than body, and would not cease to be
what it is though body were not 1’

Having gained this first certainty, Descartes submits it
to scrutiny in order to discover what is the feature in it
which constitutes its assured truth ; once found, the same
feature will serve as a general criterion of truth in other
instances. He decides that what makes me sure of the
proposition ‘I think, therefore I am,” is simply that I see
clearly it must be so; and hence lays down a rule, that
things which we conceive very clearly and distinetly are
all true; only that there is some difficulty in accurately
determining those which really possess this mark. Thus,
with Descartes, the ultimate test of truth is intrinsic, not
extrinsic ; an idea authenticates itself by its own clearness
and distinctness, and does not depend on any external
voucher. This is an important element of the whole Car-
tesian logic.

In advancing to the next certainty, Descartes takes as
his clue the contrast between his doubts and his assurance.
He is aware that to know is a higher condition than to

! Disc. de Ia Méthode, Cousin. I. 158-9, 332.
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doubt ; that the latter state is a mark of imperfection, and
that in seeking to remove it and conceiving of a mind with-
out it, he has the idea of a nature caempt from the limits of
his own. Whence this idea? Does it rank with his other
ideas, of the heavens, the e~cth, the light, the heat, and
other outward things? Not so; for in these he sees nothing
superior to himself; so that, if these be true ideas, they may
be due to his own thinking nature as an organ of truth ; and
if not true, he has them without valid tenure, in virtue
of some defect in himself. Does the idea then come from
" himself? That cannot be; for it is more perfect than he;
and ean no more therefore depend upon the less perfect
than from nothing can something proceed. The only
remaining possibility must be admitted as the real fact ; it
is implanted by a pature having in itself all the perfection
of which he conceives ; i.e. by God. There is necessarily
therefore a perfect being on whom we depend, and from
whom we have our all. In order to know God, as far as our
nature admits, we have only to ask respecting any attribute,
whether to possess it as an element of perfection or of
imperfection ; and to admit or reject it accordingly. This
rule excludes from His nature all such mental conditions as
doubt, inconstancy, sadness. And that our ideas of material
things are not to be applied to Him appears from this ; that
they are totally foreign to an intellectual nature, and repre-

sent properties which could be combined with such a nature’

only by composition ; and since composition is in itself an
evidence of dependence, and dependence a mark of defect,
God cannot be composed of two natures ; but, if there be in
the world: bodies, or minds that are not perfect, they must
depend upon His power, so as to be unable without Him to
subsist for an instant. Thus Descartes obtains his second
certainty, the existence of God. This, like the former, he
regards as immediately given, or selfevident from the idea,
without going beyond for proof or verification ; a grade of
certainty which can go no further.

In order to see, however, whether it may not be pushed

a'
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through one step more, he next addresses himself to geome-
trical relations as the reputed models of certainty in objects
of outward apprehension. The fundamental conception is
here that of continuous body, or of space indefinitely extended
in length, breadth, and depth, divisible into parts different
in size and shape, and variously moveable. On going over
some of the simpler demonstrations, Descartes found that
the special certainty lay in the necessary sequence of ideas
within the structure of the proofs, and not in the data whence
they start ; in other words, that it is Zypotkefical, not abso-
lute ; showing, for example, #a# if there be a triangle, its
three angles will be equal to two right angles ; but not that
there is such a thing as a triangle in the world. This is
quite different from the case of the Divine nature; the
existence of that nature is not hypothetical ; but is involved
in the idea we have of a perfect being, precisely as in
the idea of a sphere is involved the equal distance of all
points on its surface from its centre.

Hence, the existence of outward things, even in the
geometric form, has no metaphysical certainty, like that of
the two previous cases; and could never be freed from
doubt until we presuppose the existence of God. If we

suppose ourselves better assured of the existence of the

earth, the stars, and our own bodies, than of God and the
Soul, we delude ourselves by an irrational confidence in the
impressions of Sense; for we can give no reason, if the
universe be without a God, for trusting our waking images
in preference to those of our dreams, in which we seem to
have a different body and to see other earth and stars, The
very rule that our clear and distinct ideas are true rests on
the assumption that these ideas come from a perfect being
and are His gift of truth ; while ideas which have not this
character, but are confused, are false, because coming from
nothing, 1. e. because due to our defect of feing; for imper-
fection and falsity cannot come from God, any more than
perfection can come from nothing. However clear and
distinct our ideas, we could not treat them as certainly true,
K 2
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but for the prior knowledge of the perfection whence they
come.

This knowledge once gained, our dreams no longer affect
us with any distrust of our clear and distinct waking thoughts.
For, if the same sort of clear and distinct ideas, e. g. a
geometric demonstration, occurred in a dream, it would not
thereby lose its truth ; and if, on the othér hand, the mere
lively images of a dream deceived us, they are apt also to
practise the same deception on us when we are awake. In
either state our imagination leads us wrong, our reason

“leads us right. But this distinction holds only because the
former is a residue of defect, while the latter is a faculty
secured on the veracity of a perfect being .

This rule, however, still does not avail to justify our belief
in external things, unless they can be rescued from the field
of sense and imagination (to which they have been hitherto
referred), and shown to be in some way the objects of clear
and distinct ideas. To this task accordingly Descartes
addresses himself next. Besides the clear and distinct idea
which T have of myself as a thinking being (wherein the
essence of me consists), I find in myself another idea, per-
fectly distinct from this, of body as an extended thing which
does not think ; and since distinctness of idea means dis-
tinctness of fact, it is certain that my soul as thinking
essence is independent of my body and can exist without

it. Thus the idea of extension, co-existing with that of -

thought, yet in clear distinction from it, vouches for the
reality as external.

Again, when from the pure idea of the Ego I turn to its
special ways of acting, I find a variety of powers, e. g. sense
and imagination, which are not necessary to constitute the
idea of myself, but which, on the other hand, are themselves
inconceivable without that idea : they are a kind of thought,
and are related to me as a modification of my essence.
Similarly, I am conscious of change of place and power of
movement, which are inconceivable as unattached pheno-

! Disc. de la Méthode, 4@ P. 1. 160-6.
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.
mena, and imply in their idea some body or extended
substance to which they happen. Thus, motion discloses
itself as a mode of matter, like sense and imagination as
modes of mind.

Moreover, I undoubtedly have in me a passive suscep-
tibility of ideas of sensible things ; which involve somemhere
an active power of producing these ideas: where is it ? not
in me? for these ideas come without my having anything to
do with them, and presuppose no thought of mine. There-
fore it is in some substance other than myself, viz. either
from God or some superior created nature which has the
ideas enminenter ; or from bodies which have them formaliter.
Not the former ; because if God thus gave them without
enabling me to know it, and even with a natural disposition
to refer them to corporeal objects, he would be deceiving
me ; therefore they must be actually given me by external
bodies. This conclusion, however, must be limited to what
is clear and distinct-in them, and not extended to the part
of the sensible impression which is obscure and confused ;
1. e. it holds good for all that comes under the cognisance of
geometry, viz. the relations of space and its dimensions.

Having thus obtained assurance of externality in general,
Descartes uses the same argument, of the veracity of God, to
establish the reality of all particular things which our nature
permits us to see in it, provided only we find in ourselves
the means of correcting and clearing whatever is confused in
our first ideas of them. On the same ground we may trust,
on the active side of our life, the natural impulses to seek
this and avoid that, which arise from the union of mind
with body, until we learn to substitute the rule of reason for
this ruder guidance. But the mind, pure and simple, must
always be applied to win clear and distinct ideas from the
mixed and blind feelings to which our compound nature

‘'subjects us. If we are qualified to do this, and yet neglect

it, we cannot complain that our nature deceives us. If, for
example, we take up at once with the belief that the space
around us is empty, when we see and feel nothing in it, or
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that there is a resemblance between heat as existing in the
fire and heat as felt in us, we have only ourselves to blame
and not God, who has given us the means of knowing
better. His veracity is engaged no further than the universal,
permanent, and inevitable beliefs imposed upon us by our
nature ',

In the order of thought, therefore, we know (1) our own
existence as thinking beings ; (2) the existence of God, as
given in thought ; and both of these are immediately known ;

~and then (3) material things, given to us in mixed experi-
ence, and vouched for by the divine perfection ; therefore
mediately known.

§ 3. Zheory of the Order of Being.

When we address ourselves to the existences thus ascer-
tained, we may range them all under the name Subsfance ;
not, however, in precisely one and the same sense. For
this word is defined,  That which so exists as to need only
itself for its existence.” In strictness this holds good only
of God ; for everything else stands in need of Him every
moment for the continuance of its existence,—a need recog-
nised in the established phrase, Cencursus Dei. But to
created natures the word may be applied in a zelafive sense,
when any one of them exists without need of any other,
and so has its tenure from the divine concurrence alone.
¢ Hence,’ says Descartes, ‘the Schoolmen are right in saying
that the name “substance” is not wafweca/? in regard to

1 Meditation 6me 1. 331-343.

2 This is an example of an unfortunate abuse of the epithet univocal,
—an abuse not the less confusing from its frequency and long standing.
The Latin {/nizvocus and Fquivocs are trangaﬁcms of Aristotle’s pair,
guvdwupos and dpdwrvpos, which are applied by him never to =ewrds but
always to Zhimgs. Those things are symomynmrous or wervecal which
bear the same name in the same sense (or with the same definition);
while those things are femonymons or @guizccai which bear the same
name in a different sense (or with different definition). Thus, a dog
and a cat are upivocal, as coming under the term ©animal’ in the same
sense; the constellation Tirsz and a certain animal in the Zoological
Gardens are ®quivocal, as both being called Jeqr, but in a different
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God and His creatures, i e. there is no distinctly conceived .
meaning of the word which fits at once Him and them;

but since, among created things, there are some of such a

nature as to be incapable of existence without others, we

distinguish these from such as need only the ordinary con-

cursus Det, by calling the latter substances, and the former

gualities or attributes of these substances '’

By this rule, though neither mind nor body can claim to
be Substance in the absolute sense, both are on a par as
substances in the relative sense ; each, we perceive, being
able to exist without aid from the other. Whether either
of them is in actual existence here or there, now or then,
can be determined only by its proclaiming itself through
some propertics that speak to our perceptions or conscious-
ness : Zhen we know it, for if there be properties, they cannot
be properties of Nothing, but of something. 4ny property
will suffice to betray the presence of a substance ; but there
is always one in particular which constitutes its essence,
and on which all the rest depend. Thus, in the case of
Body, Extension in its three dimensions of length, breadth,
and depth is the defining attribute ; in the case of Mind,
Thought : on the former depend figure with all its relations,
and motion with its varieties of direction and velocity, and
(as Descartes assumes) every other property of material
things ; on the latter, memory, imagination, will, &c., as so
many modifications of thinking. Of these two created sub-
stances we have clear and distinct ideas, if we keep the
attributes carefully apart from each other. And so may we
of uncreated and independent thinking substance, i.e. of
God, provided we neither assume that this idea represents
all that there is in Him, nor attach to it any fiction of our

sense. But this classification of #idngs is constantly treated by logicians
and others (e. g. by Whately) as if it were a classification of wards or
mames ; and so Descartes uses it here, If this interpretation be carried
to the reading of Aristotle, he becomes unintelligible. See Arist. Cat. 1.
p- i a 1; Top. IV. iil. p. 123 2. 28, vi. p. 127 b. 6; Eth. Nicom. V. iv.
P- 11:08. 33.

1 Princ. Phil. P. 1. s1.
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understanding which is incompatible with perfection of
being.

.. There is a difference insisted on by Descartes between
the qualities or modes of a substance on the one hand, and
its attributes on the other. We never speak of the qualities
or modes of God ; and the reason is that these words imply
change and diversity, like the phenomena which distinguish
one species from another of the same genus ; and this cannot

be predicated of an infinite and eternal being. All that is

in Him is immutably there ; and this relation of inkerence
and permanent coexistence in one nature is expressed by
the word a#fribufe. This alone therefore can be used of
God ; and even in the case of created things we resort to it
when we wish to mark what they inpariably have, such as
their ‘existence’ and duration. Observe, however, that
Descartes reckons the ‘existence’ of ‘a thing’ as one among
ils atlributes, and not as #hat whick all atividules presuppose.
In this an important fallacy lies hid.

Descartes further distinguishes between qualitics or attri-
butes belonging to things themselves, and those which are
merely creatures of our thought, varieties in our mode of
looking at them. To exemplify this distinction he takes
the predicates duration and fime ; the former he plants in
the thing which endures; the latter he treats as merely
relative to us, as the way we have of thinking about that
duration. The only reason which he assigns is the follow-
ing: “We do not conceive the duration of moving things to
be other than that of things stationary ; as is evident from
the fact that, if two bodies are in motion for an hour, the
one fast and the other slow, we do not credit the one with
more time than the other, though we suppose more motion
in one of the two. But in order to bring the duration of
all things under one and the same measure, we usually
resort to the duration of certain regular movements that
form days and years, and call it time after having thus
compared it ; though in fact what we so call is nothing over
and above the real duration of the things but a way of
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thinking.’ This doctrine of the subjectivity of Time,
which reappears in Spinoza, derives so little support from
these illustrations, that it seems to me to be rather refuted
by them. If the quick and the slow hands of a clock
occupy the same time between 12 and 1, and are so con-
ceived by us, our thought makes no difference between
time and duration ; and if the cycles of the heavenly bodies
which we take as our standards of time are identical with
portions of planetary duration, and understood by us to be
5o, then where the time is there the duration must be; and
there is no ground for setting one of them to the credit of
our thought, and planting the other in the outward objects.
The difference is adequately expressed by saying, that dura-
tion is a continuum and time the segment of it occupied by
finite objects and phenomena,

§ 4 Conception of Matter.

In treating separately of his two created Substances,
Descartes vindicates in the first instance his conception of
matter, which lies at the foundation of his system of Physics.
He is aware that his resolution of it into simple extension
will appear paradoxical, and answers his objectors by antici-
pation. To those who cannot part with the idea of se/idity
(or “hardness’) from their conception of body, he remarks
that this quality is evidenced only by touch and resistance
to movement ; that if, on applying the hand to a body here
or there, it gave way and let the hands pass on without a
check, no solidity would be perceived, and yet, so long as
the body kept its dimensions, it would be acknowledged as
a thing in that place; there is no reason therefore for saying
that by so behaving it had lost that which made it body.
The same holds of its weight, its heat, its colour; we can
think of it as without any of these qualities, and yet we
should know clearly and distinctly that it has all it wants to
make it body, while its dimensions remain.

3 Prine, Phill P sk
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When it is objected that the same body, if rarefied, is
more extended than if condensed, without any change in
its essence, Descartes replies that rarcfaction is inconceiv-
able without more bodies than one; since it implies a sepa-
ration of particles to a distance not embraced in it before,
i.e. the existence or increase of interstices between them,
which are occupied by some other body, and therefore
belong to ##s extension and not to that of the containing
body. Thus there is no change in the total dimensions of
the original, but only a displacement of its component
items; and in condensation the story is simply inverted.
The case is similar to that of a sponge, now distended by
absorbing water, and now compressed by expelling its con-
tents: the increment and decrement of the external super-
ficies belongs, not to the sponge, but to the water. It
involves a contradiction to suppose that a thing can be
enlarged by a size which it does not possess; or that you
can reduce its size without reducing itself. In truth, there
is no difference between the largeness of a thing and the
thing that is large.

Hence, there can be no such thing as empty space. As
Nothing cannot possibly have extension, wherever extension
is, there must be something extended ; and all that we mean
when we speak of any place as empéy is, that it has not its
usual contents; e.g. a jug is said to be empty when it has
no water, though it is full of air; and a ship, when it has no
cargo ; and a house, when it has no inhabitants or furniture.
From observing that there is no necessary connection be-
tween a vessel's capacity and the nature of its contents,
which may be quicksilver, or milk, or gas, we fancy that
God could exclude everything from it, and keep it as it is,
without replacing the body removed by any other. But,
though there is no necessary connection between the capacity
of a bowl and any particular kind of matter, there is a neces-
sary connection between the concaity of the bowl’s internal
superficies and the outside compexity of the form which it
embraces, just as there cannot be a mountain without a

s
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valley ; and as No#hing cannot be convex, or have any form
or extension whatever, there must be an extended some-
what, 1.e. matter, inside. The answer therefore is, that,
were the supposition realised, of God’s removing all con-
tents, the sides now apart from each other would be in
contact; for to say that they are at a distance, yet that
that distance is nothing, is to afirm and deny the same
thing with the same breath. On these grounds Descartes
maintains the doctrine of a gz, and pronounces a vacuum
inconceivable !, :

Extension being adopted as the essence of body, the
curious result follows, that the quantity of matter is in all
cases to be measured by éz/k and not by mass.  No part of
material substance can occupy more room at one time than
at another ; and a vessel filled with gold or lead has no more
matter in it than when occupied by air; for the size of the
component parts of a body does not depend on their weight
and hardness, but only on the extension, which for the same
vessel is always the same .

Similar reasoning led Descartes to the conclusion that
matter as identified with extension is not resolvable into
ultimate atoms, but is infinitely divisible ; that it is homo-
geneous throughout the universe; and that its apparent
varictics are distinguished only by the different division
and movement of its parts. Motion is purely relative, and
should not be defined in the usual way as ‘change of place,”
as if ‘place’ were any absolute datum without share in the
change; but as ‘the transport of a body from the vicinity
of those which are in immediate contact with it to the
vicinity of others’ Unless you thus name the correlative
object, you allow your senses to leave you with a false
conception of motion. A pilot who stands still upon a. ship
seems to be at rest, as long as you do not look beyond the
limits of the vessel; if you are coasting within sight of land,
you say he has the movement of the craft and all that is
on board; if he could sail westward as fast as the earth

L Op. citt P TR 4= 8. 2 Th. 1q.
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spins eastward, he would indeed make the circuit of the
world, yet sce the sun (within a degree) stationary in the
heavens: and so he is at once in motion and at rest,
according to the confines with which you choose to com-
pare him ; and, for exactitude’s sake, these confines should
be named .

The total amount of motion and rest in the universe
Descartes assumes to be a constant quantity, assigned by
God’s omnipotence to the parts of matter at its creation;
all the observed variations in velocity being local, and
marking the transference of motion from one object to
another. In describing this transference, Descartes adheres
to his paradoxical measure of matter by bulk instead of
mass ; and says, ‘when a portion of matter moves twice as
fast as another, and this other is twice as large as the first,
we are to think that there is just as much motion in the
smaller as in the larger; and as often and as much as the
motion of one part diminishes, does that of another (propor-
tionately) increase.’” The laws of motion, like its quantity,
are unchangeable, in virtue of the divine immutability. It
is not necessary to follow Descartes’ enumeration of them.
The first of them alone has some interest in connection
with Spinoza ; it runs thus: ¢each particular thing persists
in the same state as far as it can, and never changes it but
by the impact of others;’ and is supported by the con-
sideration that rest and motion are contrary, and that a
thing cannot possibly be carried by the instincts of its
nature to what is opposite to itself®

§ 5. Relation between Body and Soul.

In the human person the Physics and the Psychology of
Descartes, long kept asunder as the history of separate sub-
stances, are obliged to meet and divide, if they can, their
rightful domains; no easy task for the keenest surveyor,
entangled as the territories are by numerous interlocking

! Op. cit. I 22-28. 2.1b. 36, 37
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regions. Starting with the principle that mind and body
are “entirely and truly distinct,’ so that in no case can body
be mind and perform the thinking function, he provides
two categories, and only two, between which all phenomena
are to be distributed. Yet, when he comes to treat of
perception through the senses, and of imagination, he is
obliged, on the one hand, to accept them as modes of
thinking, and, on the other, to admit that they could not
exist without body ; not the senses, because they are them-
selves a part of the corporeal organism; not the imagina-
tion, because the images which it gives involve extension.
Instead, however, of lodging these phenomena under a
third head, he regards them as a confused mixture of the
other two, due to the close union in which mind and body
live together in our nature; and sets himself to the task of
analysing the compound process, so as to clear the intel-
lectual from the physical elements, and let body and mind
each have its own.

The soul, i. e. the thinking principle, though united with
the whole body, exercises its chief functions in the brain ;
where, besides its own processes of pure understanding, it
imagines and perceives ; the medium of its sensations being
nerves running from its seat in the brain to every part of
the body. The movements propagated from the peripheral
extremities to the central spot excite different sensations,
partly according as the nerves are different, partly as the
motion in the same nerve is of a different kind. Descartes
enumerates seven distinct senses; two interior, of which
one is the vehicle of hunger and thirst and the natural
appetites generally, and has appropriated to it the nerves
from the alimentary and other corresponding organs; and
the second is the minister of joy, sorrow, love, anger, and
the other ‘passions’ (i.e. involuntary feelings), and de-
pends chiefly on a small nerve going to the heart, while
others pass to the diaphragm and its vicinity. The different
state of the blood affects these nerves with different kinds
of motion: if it be pure and well tempered, it quickens
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their sensibility, and gives them an action which excites
natural joy in the soul; if it be gross and sluggish, a

heavier movement ensues which carries a feeling of de-

pression to the soul. And whenever, from any other
cause than the state of the blood, these different move-
ments are imparted, the corresponding feeling will recur.
When, for example, we contemplate the arrival of some
good, this imagination does not, Descartes says, in itself
carry the feeling of joy, but sends ‘the animal spirits’ on
an errand from the brain down the muscles to the insertion
of the heart-nerves ; which are then, through dilatation of
its cavities, affected by the special motion felt as joy at the
head-quarters of the soul. This joyous sensation, however,
is to be distinguished from another and  purely intellectual’

joy of which the soul ger se is susceptible : if we are told a ~
piece of news, the soul first considers whether it is good or

bad ; if good, then is it affected by ‘a spiritual joy,’ so
completely independent of bodily changes that the Stoies
did not deny it to their * Wise man,’ exempt though he was
to be from every passion. But, as soon as this joy passes
from the understanding to the imagination, the process is
set a-going, as just described, which terminates in the
sensational consciousness. This may serve as a sample of
what Descartes invariably means by #%e passions of the soul ;
they are all of them states of confused consciousness which
the soul would not have of itself alone, but which, being
incident to its union with the body, are induced by the
contact of the soul with nerves of various movement. The
feelings thus excited, while including, besides the natural
appetites, Iove, hate, fear, anger, and a long list besides, are
wholly different from the desize and wi/i we have to eat and
drink, and #ie idea we have of what is to be loved, hated,
feared, &c. ; though from the frequent concomitance of the
passionate and the intellectual states, their names have not
been kept separate ™.

The remaining, or external, senses are the five that are

L Op. cit. P. IV. 180y, 1g0.
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ordinarily enumerated. On these as treated by Descartes
there is nothing special to remark, unless it be that here
again he attributes each separate feeling of the same sense
{such as of hardness, weight, warmth, moisture,—all assigned
by him to Zouck) to a distinct variety of movement in the
same nerve; and that by this quality in the external body
no more is to be understood than the power in that body,
whatever it be, to set on foot this or that particular
movement of the nerve. The possible qualities of bedy
are therefore simply the unknown causes of known sen-
sations in us. Thus far only can we speak of the causes as
known ; they cannot be anything else in the external bodies
than the different size, position, figure, and movement of
their parts ; but these differences we are unable to define.
We are also brought upon the track of a future doctrine
in the remark that, up to a certain point, an exceptional
excitement given to the nerve will intensify the * confused
thought,’ i. e. sensation, in the soul, and be naturally agree-
able as attesting the vital force of the body which is its
companion ; but that ever so little added stimulus beyond
this point, bringing injury to the body, reverses the sen-
sation in the soul and turns it into distress, in sympathy
with the harm that is done to the organism. Opposite
feelings are thus occasioned by causes nearly identical %

In support of his localisation of feelings in the brain,
Descartes adduces a striking case of their being experienced
as if at the extremity of nerves which had been already
truncated by amputation. A young gitl, under treatment
for a sore hand, was unable to bear the surgeon’s dressing
without having her eyes bandaged. When this had become
habitual, it was found that, after all, she must lose the
lower half of the arm. The operation was performed
without her discovering that there was anything unusual;
and the loss was concealed from her by arranging long folds
of linen into the semblance of an arm and hand. In this
state of things she continued to complain of a variety of

1 Qp. cit. P. IV. 191, 193,
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pains now in one, now in another, of the fingers that were
gone ; doubtless because the remaining section of the
shortened nerves were affected by the kind of motion
appropriate to these sensations and previously started at
the finger ends, This early mention of a fact now familiar
deserves to be remembered ',

By thus lodging the Soul in the brain at-the very seat of
the Sewnsus communis, where the nerve movements are de-
livered and whence the animal spirits carry understanding
and impulse to the muscles, Descartes set up a compound
being, from one or other of whose parts all our phenomena
might seem to be explained. But the Spz/ he pronounced
to be exclusively human, and, in the human being, a
substance ‘entirely distinct’ from the body. Take away
then the soul from our double constitution, and you leave
the animal nature complete ; to understand which we must
consider what elements, previously present, fall out by this
subtraction. Up to the cerebral centre, the nervous changes
were purely mechanical, initiated by movements in external
bodies, or by heat and fluid action in the blood, propagated
by the constitution of the nervous filaments themselves.
And if there followed any motion of the corporeal members,
this also was the mechanical result of a descending current

of animal spirits flowing down through the muscles. But

what happens at the meeting point between this up and
down transaction? It was the presence of the soul that
turned the nerve movements into sensations, and the sen-
sations that constituted the passions, and the passions that
wakened the instinctive energies manifest in all involuntary
action ; and Descartes habitually speaks of the passions of
‘the soul,’ and of the Seuse experience as belonging to it.
If then you subtract the soul, must not sensation, passion,
instinet, vanish too? This inevitable consequence was
accepted by the followers of Descartes, and apparently by
himself when he pronounced the lower animals to be mere
¢ quiomata,’ in whose nature processes which go forward

' Op. cit. P IV. 196.
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consciously in us were simulated by a clock-like mechanism.
And no doubt a coherent conception can be formed of the
make of an animal after this pattern, if only it fitted as well
to the facts of natural history as the usual doctrine which
lets the creatures feel.  As by the reflex arrangement of the
sensory and motory nerves, and their susceptibility of unfelt
stimulus, you can galvanise a paralysed or dead animal into
various coordinated movements, there are doubtless re-
sources in nature for extending such experiments till earth,
air, and water become a vast Polytechnic exhibition of
running, grinning, and roaring automata. The Cartesians
actually supposed themselves to be living in such a world ;
and pleaded the doctrine as a good answer to those who
thought it too bad that the sin of our first parents should
have brought suffering and death upon the innocent beasts
of the field ; and used it also as an excuse for taking cruel
liberties with their dumb companions who had only shem
Jeedings.  But Descartes himself did not mean to carry his
denial so far as this: he was too well aware of the close
analogy between the actions of the inferior animals and otir
own zzustinctive Jife (which we know at first hand to be any-
thing but insensible), to strip them of what remains to us in
this part of our nature; and meant to withhold from them
not sensibility, but self-consciousness alone; to say that,
while they see, and feel, and hear, they do not &zoz that
they do so, or reflect upon what it means, but are carried
impulsively to the appropriate objects or through the appro-
priate experience. He speaks of their ‘cries of joy or
pain;’ and of ‘acting on their hopes and fears of bodily
pleasure or pain; which is the principle of all training of
animals.’ ¢ All the things that you make dogs or horses or
monkeys do are only movements of their fear, their hope,
or their joy, which can be made without any thought’
Again, he says of animals, ‘all make pronounced natural
movements of anger, fear, hunger, and the ke, and speaks of
‘the signs which dogs make with their tails’ as being ‘only
; * (Buvres, IX. pp. 423-5.
VOL. L i
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the movements whick accompany the affections) Nay, he
carefully disclaims the very opinion which, strangely enough,
has come to be regarded as one of his chief characteristics :
‘I'must observe,’ he says, ‘that it is of thought, and not of Zfe
o7 feeting, that T speak; for I do not deny life to any animal,
making it only consist of the heart’s heat; nor do I refuse
them sezsation, so far as it depends on the organs of the body®.
It is obvious, therefore, that even with respect to the
lower animals, the modern doctrine of automatism, viz. that the
observed action of the organism is complete without feeling,
and in its absence would go on exactly as in its presence,
receives no support from Descartes. Far from treating sen-
sibility as a superfluous appendage to a mechanical process,
and as leading to nothing, he treats it as the sole instrument
for moulding dependent creatures to our will ; thus not only
" recognising its existence, but acknowledging its physical
power. The utmost that can be said is that, if he had
thoroughly carried out his dualistic antithesis of extension
and thinking, he ought to have reached the conclusion that
the body could go of itself and sit free of the mind. Na
doubt his logic got a fall when he stumbled on the phe-
nomenon of animal feeling, which he could not resolve into
¢ extension,” and which yet came short of ‘thinking” Not
knowing what to do with it, he awards it sometimes to the
corporeal, at others to the mental nature ; but in any case”
allows it-efficient power in the direction of living activities.
No such weakness of conception can be charged upon our
modern automafists who profess to carry out his doctrine.
With severe consistency they dispense, in their human physi-
ology, with. every form of consciousness, be it feeling or be
it thought ; treating it as altogether outside the dynamics of
life,—an ornamental flourish of Nature’s pen as she finishes
her story, adding nothing to its significance, and opening
no new chapter for its sequel. Whether the wavering lines
of Descartes’ doctrine are rendered truer by being thus
pulled out straight, I must not stop to consider.

1 (Buvres, X. pp. 207, 240. 2 Ib. X. pp. 207, 208,
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§ 6. Ethical Doclrine.

¢It is the nature of substances,’ says Descartes, ‘that they

 exchide each other’’ This mutual independence of sub-

stances seems to be forgotten as soon as Descartes treats
practically of the relations between the body and the soul
in the conduct of life. He divides our wvolitions, for in-
stance, into ‘two classes, viz. (1) pure actions of the soul,
which bezin and end within itself, as when we will to love
God, or, generally, to apply our thought to some object
which is not material ; and (2) actions which terminate in
our body, as when, from merely having the will to walk, it
follows that our legs move and we walk %’ ‘The will,” he
says in another proposition, ‘is so free in its nature that it
can never suffer restraint; and of the two kinds of volitions
which I have distinguished in the soul, the first are abso-
lutely in its own power, and can only indirectly be changed
by the body; while, on the other hand, the others depend
absolutely on the act which executes them, and these can
only indirectly be changed by the soul, except when the
soul itself is their cause. And every action of the soul con-
sists in this; that, by merely willing something, it causes

the little gland to which it is closely united to move in the

way required for producing the effect contemplated by the
will®? Here the reciprocal interaction of mind and body
is not only admitted but defined. And in the assertion of
Free-will we have a further important characteristic of Des-
cartes” doctrine, which is used by him in a most character-
istic way. He carries it with him into his intellectual philo-
sophy, to explain the nature of error; he leaves it behind
him in his ethical theory, which assumes the form, not of a
doctrine of Dudy, but only of a doctrine of Good ; thus
putting into it an illusory meaning, and missing its real

1 Resp, IV. Vol. I p. 4q.
? (Euvres: Passions de I'Ame, Art. 18, V. p. 54.
? Thid. pp. 7i-2, Art. 41.
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significance. We fall into errors, he supposes, because our
understanding is limited and our will indefinite ; that is, we
choose to affirm or deny far beyond the range of our clear
and distinct ideas : where the terms of a possible predication
are not yet free from confusion in the understandi.ng, the
will rashly puts them together into a proposition which has
only a chance of truth. 1Itisto be observed that bet-w.?en
understanding and will Descartes recognises no distinction
of Zind, but only this inequality of 7ange: every affirmation
is volition, and every volition is affirmation ; but we do not
credit the understanding with it except where truth is secured
by clear and distinct conceptions. In short, there is no
facultative plurality in the mind ; it is a single organ of true
judgment for all purposes, cognitive or practical ; just as we
have seen in Plato that »ois is the supreme term both of in-
tellection and of virtue.

As both matter and mind are merely creafed substances,
their separate essences and all the relations and properties
therein involved are derivative ; dependent on the absolute
will of God for their origin and their conservation, moment
by moment. But the essence of matter is extension, whose
properties and relations are defined by geometry ; and the
essence of mind is thinking, whether intellectual or voli-
tional ; whose laws of true knowing are determined by
Logic, and of right doing, by Ethics. God therefore is the
author, by absolute Will, of the true and false, and of the
right and wrong; and might, if he chose, have caused
Euclid to be a farrago of lies, and the devil to be the mOfﬂel
of perfection. The ideas of ‘necessary truth,’ and of “im-
mutable righteousness,’ are thus exploded, and replaced by
a doctrine of ‘arbitrary decrees] Hence the will of God
becomes, not the revealer, but the inventor, of moral dis-
tinctions, and has itself, as being prior to them, no moral
quality, and can be the object of obedience only, and not
of such homage and aspiration as the conscience renders to
perfect holiness. From this conception of a Divine abso-
lutism the Ethics of Descartes derive a peculiar character,

—— e am
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which made them more acceptable to the world than to the
Church of his own time.  As they are matters of mere insti-
tution (8éoe, not $iver), for the regulation of human society,
and rest only on power, they scarcely rise above the pru-
dential level, and, catching no religious fire, glow with no
‘enthusiasm of humanity” His supreme virtue,—Gener-
osity,—is itself presented in a highly aristocratic form, in
which self-appreciation and conscious dignity have at least
as much concern in a mild treatment of ignorance and
weakness, as any genuine sympathy and brotherhood with
the children of God. And not the least curious feature of
his sketch is that, although his philosophy leads him to
insist on the immortality of the soul, his moral conception
of human life remains wholly unaffected by this doctrine,
and keeps the narrow scale and the secular colouring which
it would rightly have, if there were no capacities in reserve
for larger fields of being, and no perpetuity for high affec-
tions which here can only try their wings.

And yet Descartes cannot be said to have consistently
carried out this conception of God, as anterior to the differ-
entiation of truth from falsity, of right from wrong. For
the idea of God which reveals His existence and expresses
His essence is that of an ‘entirely perfect being;’ and that
by ‘ perfect’ is meant not simply ‘ complete’ in the sense of
total reality, but ‘possessed of every excellence,’ is evident
from this,—that it embraces Feracity among its contents,
and is assigned as our ultimate ground of reliance on what
He imparts to our thought. “The first property of God
which we have here to consider,’ he says, ¢ consists in this,
that He is absolutely true, and the Giver of all light. It is
therefore impossible that He should deceive us, or, in the
literal and positive sense, be the cause of our errors, to
which, as experience shows, we are subject’’ Here is a
moral excellence implanted in the Divine essence itself, and
therefore eternally existing ; which could not be, if the very
invention and creation of moral differences were acts of His

! Princ. Phil. P. L § 29, Vol IIL. p. 81.
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“will- And the particular moral excellence which is singled
out,—Veracity,—is that which implies a ‘#utk of things’

*_ with which it is a perfection for the truth of inward and of

---eﬁrmnumcated thought to be in exact accord ; so that intel-
lectual discrimination and faithfulness in character are at
gne time assumed in the infinite nature, and at another
~ made to wait for the finite. A theory of the universe which
‘yesolves everything into the arbitrary power of the potter
over his clay is deduced from the assumption of the Divine
action within the limits of an eternal law of righteousness.

§ 7. Incompatible Positions.

When we look back upon this system as a whole, all its
minor inconsistencies are lost in comparison with the funda-
mental variance between its doctrine of being, and its doc-
trine of knowledge. In the former, we are introduced to
two natures, intellectual and material, of which as substances
neither can have anything in common with the other, or
any power of revealing it ; so that, although co-present as
neighbours, they are invisible to each other, and, for any
mutual converse, might as well be at opposite ends of the
diameter of the solar system. That our body and our mind
should lodge together on these uncomfortable terms would
be a sorry conclusion to a philosophy of knowledge ; resolv-
ing it all into mental self-knowledge, and, beyond that, and
in the field of outward objects, into universal nescience. To
avoid this failure, Descartes goes aside into his logical theory,
and borrows thence the idea of God which his self-scrutiny
has laid open to him, and invokes it to mediate between the
strangers that are waiting for an introduction to each other.
From this idea in himself he can pass to the reality of God,
for they are both of the same kind, viz. #hinking natures,
related moreover as effect to cause, finite conception to In-
finite source. And then, finding in this Divine reality a
veracity on which he can depend, and in himself a belief,
imparted thence, in a body which he carries about with him

e —
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among other bodies, he is lifted over} ‘the 11&113‘2?
and makes friends with his own limbs ynd-—the*_ orfs
the world. In this circuit of reasonin
no legitimate logical continuity, but an 3f
supposed ordo cognoscendi, to reverse g
ordo essends, and take away the rule of ndgs hlcl_,l};t
been pronounced absolute. And if the ju -_ S Héﬁmaﬂb
reversed, and it be allowed that the mind rlw
itself to know external things, then the doctrine proves fa]‘;e
that thinking and extension are incapable of dealings with
one another, and constitute parallel worlds that never touch.
If the word ‘substance’ is to be seriously taken in its proper
meaning as applied to all the factors of the argument, the
contradictions involved are still more marked. In that
case a third substance, viz. the Divine, is called in, in order
to bring the other two into communication : with the effect,
however, of increasing instead of resolving the difficulty ; for,
as substance, this third should have no contact with the
others, between which he is required to mediate ; while they,
as substances, should need no other in order to exist and
act, yet are made dependent upon Him as both their author
and interpreter. In both instances, therefore, functions and
relations are ascribed which are directly contradictory of the
very notion of Substance. If mind and matter are derived
from God, and operate only through His aid, then there is
another than themselves necessary to their existence, and
one mark of substantive being fails, and #%ey drop out of
the category. If, conversely, God acts on them, being sub-
stances, then He is not excluded from them, and the other
mark of substantive existence fails, and e drops out of
the category. And if all three be substances, then is no
one before or after the rest, or entitled to the preeminent
Divine name ; and it is not less impossible for God than
for matter to impart an idea to mind. This palpable incon-
sistency Descartes has no better method of evading than by
a confessedly equivocal use of the word substance, dispens-
ing with one of its two characters in the case of mind and
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matter ; with the other in the case of God. They exc/ude
each other, but need Llim ; e needs only Himself, but is not
excluded from them, A distinction is thus drawn between
infinite and finite, creative and created, substance ; at the
expense, however, of every advantage that could be hoped
from resort to this logical notion. In the lower part of the
scheme of deduction, its resources for explaining the genesis
of things are fairly used ; each of the two substances comes
out in its attribute, and the attribute ramifies into the modes.
But in the higher stage of the process there is no such rela-
tion, and an impassable chasm separates between God, as
supreme term, and the two which are said to be derived
from Him ; if He is called substance in relation to them,
they are not allowed to be attributes in reference to Him.
His existence, therefore, in this character explains nothing
respecting their origination; it is not from Him, ¢g#4 Sub-
stance, but in some other and unexpounded capacity, that
they proceed. In short, this theological apex of Descartes’
doctrine is merely suspended over it in the air, and does not
really repose on its foundations. God occupies merely an
external relation, as a festiom quid, to mind and matter ;
which He produces, sustains, unites, not by any intelligible
evolution from His nature, but by arbitrary miracle; by
passing out of Himself to set up other existences beside Him.
He is the physical creator of the universe, not its rational
ground : He has put into man this or that idea as a deposit,
and into matter this or that constitution, which might have
been quite different ; so that there is no deduction of things
as they are from Ilis essence, as there 75 of human know-
ledge and natural physics from the essence of mind as think-
ing and matter as extended. Causation, in the Cartesian
system, takes, on its upper step, only a dynamical leap ; but
on its lower proceeds by way of notional development. If
the appeal to God’s power explains the exisferce of mind
and matter, their essemce is permitted to remain arbitrary
and aceidental ; i.e. not elicited from His essence, but a de-
tached fact, which has fo be accepted, not deduced. This
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philosophy, therefore, had to be supplemented by faith ; a
feature which, however innocent and even necessary in itself,
is justly chargeable as‘a fault in a writer who did not intend
to omit anything from the scope of his system, but claimed
for it an all-comprehensive character. This failure to realise
its ambitious aim provoked into existence the larger doctrine
of Spinoza.

§ 8. Rejection of Final Causes.

One feature of Descartes’ philosophy I have yet to men-
tion, which, though not peculiar to him, recommended him
with special effect to the favour and disfavour of contem-
poraries and successors. He rejected the whole doctrine of
Linal Causes, and insisted that in studying the dependence
of things we can never reason, in the order of thought, from
the end to the means, but always in the order of production,
from the means to the end ; keeping strictly to the track of
efficient causation. *We shall not stop,’ he says, ‘to examine
the ends which God has proposed to Himself in creating the
world, and shall entirely reject from our philosophy the
search for final causes ; for we ought not to be so presump-
tuous as to believe that God has chosen to take us into His
counsel ; but, considering Him as the Author of all things,
we shall apply ourselves only to make out, by the reasoning

~ '\ faculties which He has implanted in us, how the things which
. we perceive through the medium of our senses can have been
produced ; and we shall be certain, from those of His attri-

butes of which He has willed us to have some knowledge,
that whatever we have once perceived clearly and distinctly
to belong to the nature of these things is secure of being
true’” This proposition was a natural consequence of the
author’s application of purely mathematical and mechanical
method to the study of nature, not only in its physics and
astronomy, but even in its animal physiology. The pro-
perties of an ellipse are not put into it by design, but are

* Prine, Phil. P. L 28, Tom. I1I. 81.
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elicited from its definitions ; nor can the laws of matter be
discovered by considering what they have to do and there-
fore ought to be, but only by noticing how it behaves in
spite of varying conditions. And whoever forms his concep-
tion of o/l knowledge from the procedure of these primary
sciences must necessarily repudiate all reference to the
question, ‘What is it for?’ But the modern naturalist is
well aware that, in tracing the relations and development of
animal life, he cannot avoid the frequent enquiry, ¢ What
is the advantage gained by this or that modification of
structure or of instinct ?’—a question with which no reader
of Darwin’s writings can fail to be familiar ; and which is
vindicated by authors so little theological as Schopenhauer
and Hartmann.

§ 9. Descartes Controversies, Influence, and Death,

Descartes’ verdict on this point was eagerly seized upon
for approval by scientific physicists in Holland, especially
by Le Roy (Heinrich Regius), lecturer on medicine and
physics in Utrecht, Ludwig Meyer (afterwards editor of
Spinoza’s posthumous works), and Balthasar Bekker, in
Amsterdam. On the other hand, it sharpened the hostility
of the theologians, to whose aversion vehement expression
was given by Gisbert Voét, Rector of the University at
Utrecht, and by Martin Schook, Professor at Groningen, in
a series of controversial tracts, and particularly in a Dis-
course by the latter on occasion of his taking possession of
his chair. , The passionate advocacy of Le Roy, dividing
the students of the University into turbulent factions, gave
an advantage to the enemies of Descartes; and the teaching
of his philosophy was proscribed by the Rector (1643)-
Though Descartes, on appealing to the magistrates, ob-
tained redress for some of the calumnies circulated against
him, and found a partial protection from the Prince of
Orange and the States General, yet he was indicted as a
public offender before the city court; and in 1645 the
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printing and sale of his works was prohibited. The reply
which he made to his opponents, in his letter to the magis-
trates of the city of Utrecht against MM. Voét, father and
son (probably June, 1645) 7 is able and vigorous enough,
but in its tone and temper gives him no moral advantage
over his enemies. While the Calvinists of Holland raised
this storm around him, the Roman Catholics were divided
in their feeling towards his philosophy. Under Jesuit in-
fluence the Curia at Rome put his writings under the ban
in 1663, and the influence of the Sorbonne was directed
against them ; but, on the other hand, they were studied
with favour at the Oratory, and especially treated with re-
spect by Antoine Arnauld ; so that Descartes’ prudential
deference towards the Church was not wholly without its re-
ward, He was more happy in winning the admiration and
regard of princely protectors really competent to appreciate
the characteristics of his thought. His correspondence
with the Princess Elizabeth of the Palatinate shows that it
was something more than a courtier’s compliment when he
said that, of all his friends, she best understood his philo-
sophy. This accomplished lady was the eldest daughter of
the King of Bohemia (Friedrich V. of the Palatinate), who
lost his crown at the battle of Prague, and died in 1632 of
the plague, at Mainz (the year of Spinoza’s birth); and sister
of the liberal-minded Carl Ludwig of the Palatinate, who
opened his territory as an asylum for persecuted faiths, and
offered Spinoza a professorship at Heidelberg; and niece
of Charles I. of England, on whose death there is a letter
of condolence to her from Descartes. Her mother's exile
had settled the family at the Hague ; and there Elizabeth,
already a linguist, 2 mathematician, and not strange to phi-

_losophical literature, fell in, before she was twenty, with

Descartes’ first publication. It so laid hold of her, as to
decide her devotion for life to philosophical studies. She
declined all projects of marriage, and though never in-
different to the practical course of human affairs, reserved

! Tom. IX. p. 250.
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her independence chiefly with a view to intellectual pur-
suits. It was his friendship for her that chiefly determined
Descartes to take up his residence near Leyden. His
Principia Plhilosophie are dedicated to her; and his cor
respondence with her, commenced in 1643, ended only
with his death. On its ethical side it has a durable interest.
Less fortunate was his relation with another royal disciple,
Christina; Queen of Sweden, the daughter of Gustavus
Adolphus. With strange reaction from her father’s faith,
she conformed to the Roman Catholic Church ; and, taking
Descartes’ professions of ecclesiastical allegiance au sérienx,
she felt safe in indulging her desire to become his pupil,
and earnestly pressed him, with liberal offers, to take up his
abode at Stockholm. He complied with her request, and
removed thither in the autumn of 1649; and for a few
months was daily at the palace at 5 AL in attendance upon
the queen’s leisure hours. But the life was uncongenial to
him : the language was strange to him; the food was un-
palatable ; the early morning hours intolerable ; the houses
uncomfortable ; the climate blighting ; and his own position
that of an exile. His strength and spirits gave way, and he
died of fever on February 11, 1650, at the age of 53,
receiving the sacramental ofaficurn in his last hours at
the hands of the priest. His remains, after sixteen years’
repose in Sweden, were sent to France, and re-interred at
St. Genevieve du Mont.

§ 10. f Occasional Causes’ of Geulinx.

I shall not attempt to follow the philosophy of Descartes
along the several lines of direction which it took after his
death. Ere long it raised up metaphysical thinkers suffi-
ciently strong to own their obligation to it, yet win an in-
dependent position ; and they cannot be passed by without
2 special study. A minor effort to remedy the most obvious
weakness of the system, admits of brief explanation, and
forms a natural link between Descartes himself and the
greatest of his successors.
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We have seen what embarrassments arose from recog-
nising Extension and Thinking as alike substantive, whilst
yet making them both dependent upon 2 higher, God, also
treated as substance. The only way of escape from this
embarrassment is boldly to strip mind and matter of their
substantipe pretensions, and, after reducing them to phe-
nomenal being, to carry the idea of substance up to the
supreme term (God), and fix it there as its exclusive seat.
To do this, however, was to complete the weakest part of
the scheme at the expense of the strongest; to win it for

. monism by relentlessly sacrificing that fundamental dualism,

of self and the outer world, in which the system arose, and
for which it subsisted. This was too heavy a price for the
first disciples of the school to pay for consistency ; and less
thorough attempts to remedy the imperfection were made,
before the keen edge of Spinoza’s logic cut away the solid
mass of the doctrine and preserved only the securer parts of
its nexus for the weaving of another. The impassable
chasm left between thinking being and extended being, for-
bidding either to operate on the other, left it unintelligible
how objects could appear to give us perceptions, and we in
turn could seem to act on objects. It was to solve this
mystery that Geulinx (Professor of Philosophy at Leyden,
1646-1669) devised his doctrine of ¢ Ocasional Causes,)—
a doctrine which so manceuvred the three substances, with-
out relinquishing any of them, as to explain the corres-
pondence of mental and material phenomena, yet save (it
was supposed) their independence. No influence ever
passed between body and soul ; but, on occasion of a cor-
poreal change, God put an idea of it into our mind; and
on oceasion of a volition on our part, God moved the limb
and did the act for us. The bedy and the mind thus
coexist, but pursue their separate courses without any
causal connection. With the succession of volitions in
the one correspond, term for term, the successive motions
of the limbs in the .other; but only as the beats of two
clocks may be made to keep time together, though really
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independent of each other. Causation in this view distributes
itself among the three substances in the following manner :
() Mind can act on itself, and, within its own enclosuie,
bring forward thought on thought, and will on will, but can
Znow nothing, and do nothing, in relation to the sphere
beyond itself; (2) Body can act on body, and turn up phe-
nomenon after phenomenon of the material world ; (3) God
interpolates all the mental phenomena of which outward
and corporeal things are the objects, and all the material
phenomena which answer to mental antecedents., The
hypothesis, no doubt, fills up the whole series of facts, and
supplies an exhaustive explanation.  But it still introduces
the first and Divine substance as operating on or within both
the secondary ones; which is just as difficult to conceive,
just as little reconcilable with the nature of substance, as
the agency of the secondaries on each other. Geuling him-
self was perfectly aware that his doctrine crossed the proper
boundary of philosophy, and passed into the supernatural;
for he declares that, did the earth itself tremble when the
word ‘earth’ was pronounced, the miracle would be no
greater than the actual movement of the speaker’s tongue
in uttering it. This escape into miracle, it is needless to
say, is no explanation, but simply a despair of explanation,
And the chief service rendered by the scheme of Oceasional
Causes s, that it brings very distinctly into view the logical
infirmities of the Cartesian School.

CHAPTER II.

MALEBRANCHE

To make room for the coexstence of finite and infinite
causality has ever been the crux philosophorum; for no
sooner is the infinite invoked than the finite flies. This is
just what happens in the transition from Geulinx to Male-
branche. The former seemed to have reduced our power
low enough, when he said that, in all our voluntary move-
ments, and in all outward perceptions, we are mere spec-
tators of phenomena without agency of our own. But he
charged upon us no other inability than of the mind to act
upon the body, and the body on the mind ; still leaving to
each the function of conducting its own history. This re-
servation is disallowed by Malebranche ; in whose theory
God becomes the sole and universal cause, within as well as
between the two spheres of mind and matter. Tn him
therefore philosophy goes over from the hesitating position
in which Descartes had placed it into complete supernatural-
ism; as, in Spinoza, it passes into complete naturalism.
The contrast between them is interesting, as showing the
divergent directions which the inevitable struggle for consis-
tency may take, when a system deficient in coherence is
seized on and worked out by minds of opposite tendency.
Had Spinoza really been influenced by the mystical turn of
thought which is ascribed to him, and which at first sight
his language sometimes appears to favour, he would have
found his task already accomplished by his French contem-
porary ; and his Ethics would have repeated, instead of
superseding, the Recherche de la Vérite. But the speculative
genius which was common to both men served a different
need in each of them; in Malebranche, to give base and
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persuasiveness to Religion ; in Spinoza, to give unity and
universality to Science ; in the one, to exhibit the universe
as-divine ; in the other to prove it ‘geometrical ;’ starting,
in each case, with premisses taken from Descartes. This
different interest, animating their philosophy, is conspicuous,
not less in their life than in their writings.

§ 1. Life and Personality.

Malebranche, son of a royal secretary in Paris, was bo_rn
in 1638 (six years after Spinoza), the youngest of a farr}:ly
of ten ; and being weakly and sensitive from a malformation
of the spine, was brought up at home till old enough to go
to college, first for the study of philosophy at the Colge de
Iz Marche, and then, at the age of twenty-two, for the thgo-
logieal course of the Sorbonne. So far he was carried }nth-
out giving indication of any superior gift : the drill of ordmal:y
education found and left him languid ; and neither the logic
of the schools, nor the Church history and technical theology
of his ecclesiastical teachers, laid any hold upon hlm or
touched any inward spring of power. Yet in Richard Simon
he had no common master in Hebrew and Biblical criticism.
As if conscious of a function for which he must still wait,
he declined a canonry in Notre Dame, and, for purposes
of further study, joined the congregation of the Oratorians.
During a walk in the city, he took up at a book—shgp Di.i‘S-
cartes’ posthumous treatise De Homine and looked into lt.:
it rivetted him, and struck right home to the needs of his
genius : as he read it, he was thrown into such palpitatiorzs
of delight’ that he had to pause for recovery. It was his
moment of ‘conversion,’” which waked up his sleeping gifts
and determined his career : he thenceforth devoted himself
to the systematic study of the human mind, in its relation
to the body, to external bodies, and to God, guided by the
light of Descartes’ leading principles, ~After ten years’ un-
mterrupted labour upon these themes, he gave the results
to the world in the first volume of his chief work, the
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Reckerche de la Viéri#é, containing the first three of its six
books, on the sources of error in the Senses, the Imagination,
and the Understanding ; the second volume following in the
next year (1675), treating of the Inclinations, the Passions,
and the method of attaining Truth. The book immediately
called forth the liveliest enthusiasm and antipathy, and
passed in twenty years through six editions, constantly
amended and enlarged by supplement and explanations,
till it received its final form in the Latin translation of the
Abbé L’Enfant in 1684. The attack from the philosophical
side was delivered against the first volume by an ecclesiastic,
the Abbé Simon Foucher, an ultra-Cartesian, who founded
his criticism on the sceptical principles of the Middle
Academy : he was promptly answered in the Preface to the
second volume.  Iar more numerous were the theological
objections, not only from the Jesuits, but from the Jansen-
ists ; Régis (Pierre Sylvain) assailed the transcendental turn
given to the Cartesian doctrine of ideas, which he had him-
self modified in the opposite or empirical direction; and
Quesnel (Pasquier), contreverting Malebranche’s doctrine
of Grace, referred the dispute to the arbitration of the aged
Antoine Arnauld, and drew from him the condemnation
which he desired. Malebranche’s reply, Z7aité de la Nature
et de la Grice, first sharply criticised in 1683 by Arnauld’s
Traité des yrates ef des fausses Tdées, led to a series of polemi-
cal tracts which will be found in the collected works of both
authors. In these writings, as well as in his Méditations
Chrétiennes et Meétaphysigues (1683), and his Entretiens sur la

Métaplysique ef sur la Religion, Malebranche’s favourite
appeal, notwithstanding his deference to the Church as the
interpreter of revelation, is to Reason, as the final ground on

which religion itself reposes. Among the adversaries that

were scared by his originality was the formidable Bossuet

himself ; who recorded his opinion of the treatise on Nature

and Grace by writing in his copy the words ‘ Pulchra, nova,

falsa,’ and who tried in vain to provoke him to an oral dis-

cussion of his characteristic doctrine ; and, on Malebranche’s

VOL. L . M
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resolute refusal to commit himself to an unwritten state-
ment, is believed to have consigned to Arnauld the literary
duel which was hardly suitable to his own dignity. He
won back, however, the good-will of Bossuet in a later con-
troversy (1697) with a Benedictine father, Francois Lamy,
who, in a Treatise on the Connaissance de soi-méme, had
attributed to him the Quietist doctrine that love to God
must be absolutely disinterested. Malebranche would not
accept responsibility for an opinion already condemned .in
Rome as an enthusiasm ; and explained himself in a treatise
De Famour du Dien, which completely satisfied the Bishop
of Meaux, but was accused by Lamy of inconsistency with
the ¢ Enquiry after Truth.’” The explanation consisted essen-
tially in identifying the ‘possession of God’ with the joy
attached to it, instead of separating them as means and end :
the union with Him is indeed the supreme pleasure, and in
desiring it, we desire the pleasure ; but only as an insepar-
able element and nurture of Love to Him, and not as a
private interest to which He is made subservient. His last
controversy was occasioned by a work of Boursier’s (Laurent-
Frangois) on the “action of God upon created objects,: the
purpose of which seems to have been to defend the idea,
favoured by the followers of Aquinas, of the preordination of
all physical movements, as against the new doctrine of God’s
immediate and living agency in the causation of every
change. Malebranche replied'in an essay entitled Réﬁ’exzh:z_s
sur la prémotion Physique (1715). Few of these metaphysi-
cal writings give any adequate idea of his attainments in
mathematical and physical science: he reserved for the
Academy of Sciences, of which he was elected a member in
1699, his essays on subjects of this kind ; but in one of
these (on the communication of motion) he criticises and
corrects a Cartesian physical doctrine which he had advanced
in his ¢ Enquiry into Truth,’ viz. that the quantity of motion
in nature is invariable.

Malebranche’s incessant intellectual activity was sustained
against the frequent oppression of infirm health. Like
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Berkeley, he had his favourite remedy for all maladies ; his
elixir wile was more accessible even than tar-water, for it
was water pure and simple; of which he took profuse
draughts, refusing everything else, whenever his ailments
returned upon him. If the story be true which is told
of Berkeley,—that he visited Malebranche in Parisin 1715,—
the two philosophers may have compared notes about their
respective panaceas; but if so, the event gave a deplorable
victory to Berkeley ; for, as the tradition goes, their discus-
sion, in spite of hydropathy, was fatal to Malebranche ;
inducing an inflammation of the lungs, which carried him'
off, Oct. 15th of that year. It is, however, very doubtful
whether the two idealists ever met. Neither of them has
recorded any interview with the other ; and though Berke-
ley, two years before this time, had a letter of introduction
to Malebranche, no evidence exists of its having ever been
presented. Had they met, however great might have been
their moral sympathy, based upon common virtues, no philo-
sophical approximation could well have resulted from their
intercourse ; for though both might agree to resolve the
changes of the physical world into the action of God, their
conceptions were irreconcilably different of the relation
between finite spirits and the infinite.

The life of Malebranche was essentially that of a thinker,
not of an actor, or even of a scholar. A despiser of mere
learning, without historical curiosity, impatient of critical
studies, careless of politics and social affairs, he communed
with himself, with nature, and with God ; and was never
tired of sounding the speculative depths to which the prob-
lems regarding them descended. For quiet meditation on
them he frequently retired to the country, alternating his
walks in the woods with seclusion in a room shaded by
drawn blinds. Not that he was an austere recluse ; for he
was always accessible and affectionate to his many friends,
and, when he could unbend, enjoyed nothing so much as to
talk and play with children. His ecclesiastical training had
done nothing to spoil his pure and open love of truth ; and

M 2 :
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his habitual piety imparted at once an elevation and a
winning modesty to his character which made him univer-
sally beloved. Few philosophical writers present their
thoughts in so lucid and attractive a style. His great work,
says Fontenelle, ‘left the impression of originality by the
author's great art of setting abstract ideas in the clearest
light, of connecting them together, of skilfully mingling with
them a number of matters less abstract, which, being entirely
understood, encouraged the reader to attack the rest, and
flattered him with the hope of understanding them. Besides,
the diction is pure and chaste; it has all the dignity which
the subject requires, and all ‘the grace of which it admits.’
In this eulogy there is, perhaps, a little French exaggeration ;
at least, the modern reader, accustomed to a more rigorous
treatment of philosophical problems, will, perhaps, be less
affected than Fontenelle by the diffuse elegance of Male-
branche, and would at times gladly exchange it for a more
compressed and severe exposition of his reasoning. Tis
minor controversial writings partake more of the vivacity
and point which are said to have given a charm to his con-
versation ; sometimes at the expense of the courtesy due to
worthy opponents : and yet, if they are tried by the con-
temporary standard of polemical manners, they bear
comparison with the best examples of temper and fairness.
So much for the man ; now for his system of thought,

§ 2. Jlusions through the Senses and Imagination.

An enquiry into the Pursuit of Truth is an enquiry into
the avoidance of error ; for error, the great source of human
misery, is but a missing of the truth ; and the sources of it
must be as numerous as our possibilities of knowledge. In
other words, each of our capacities for knowing is a liability
to ignorance, and must be examined in its turn, in order to
our protection from mistake. The enquiry, therefore, will
arrange itself into a review, one after another, of the several
faculties of our nature.

As matter is a substance having Extension for its essence,

g
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so is the human mind a simple substance having Thought
for its essence. And of these two each has a pair of capa-
bilities whereby a certain correspondency is established
between them. Matter is capable of assuming this or that
Jigure, and this or that motion ; Mind, of understanding, and
of wilZing. The liability of matter to be shaped, and the
liability of the mind to have perceptions and ideas, are pure
passivities, the states in question being gizez to the res-
pective subjects. Again, all motion in matter, however
commenced, tends to take and keep a rectilinear direction;
and similarly, all varieties of moving impulse in the mind
are towards Good, or Ged as the absolute good, each being
drawn to some particular aspect of this totality. Though
the Author of Nature is the universal cause, alike of material
movement and of mental inclination, there is this difference
between the two cases ; that matter cannot, without external
interruption, arrest or change its advance in a right line;
whereas the Will has an inherent power of variously deter-
mining, towards this or that, the indeterminate impression
or inclination towards good-in-general which it receives from
God. This power of specialising the good, which, in its
universality, is the object of the Will, is Zébessy. It is not
a ‘Liberty of indifference,” to will or not to will: will we
must ; it is the very movement impressed upon our nature,
which we can no more stay than the falling stone can stand
still in the air; but we can bend it towards any preconceived
type of good other than that which preoccupies it now. All
that is needful for the exercise of this power is, that the
mind be furnished with this preconception; to choose a
particular good, we must know it. Understanding, there-
fore, or the possession of ideas, must come before selection
and action: understanding never judges, or passes beyond
the reception of mental materials. It is the Will that really
judges and decides on what is presented to it by the Under-
standing ; and it may be variously betrayed into error by the
matter that is thus offered to its determining power’.

! De Inquirenda Veritate, I. I.
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The cognitive faculties which supply all the objects to
our will are the Senses, the Imagination, and the Under-
sianding. Through the senses, external objects act upon the
prain, occasioning an immediate sensation, and leaving a
durable vestige there. In the sensations themselves there is
nothing misleading or hurtful; and if we are deceived
through their means, we are self-deceived ; the fault is with
¢ne will, which, abusing its liberty, draws hasty inferences
gom imperfect data. The several classes of illusion, es-
pecially visual, are expounded by our author, involving mis-
judgments of the distance, size, form, and motion or rest of
objects. “All these it is possible to escape, by scrupulous
analysis of our experience. But for want of this, four per-
rectly distinct factors in the sensible phenomenon are habit-
wally confounded together; viz. (x) what happens in the
obiect affecting us (say, a burning log), ¢. g. the agitation of
patticles throwing heat-vibrations upon our hands; (z) what
pappens in our own organs of sense, e g the molecular
gndulations of the special nerves up to the brain; (3) the
sensation, a phenomenon of the mind; (4) the mental
judgment, that what we feel is in our own hand and in the
purning object. It is the union in us of body and mind
that occasions our confusion of these separate things to-
gether: so far it is natural ; but it admits of correction by
¢he application of reasonable attention. By far the most
considerable error, however, is found in the prevalent belief
that the senses give us a knowledge of an object as it is in
jself ; whereas they tell nothing except of its relation to our
pody. Only within these limits are their reports offered to
us and admissible by us™.

In the phenomena of /magination there is no external
object to initiate the organic movement; but, in place of it,
{he ‘animal spirits’ spontaneously institute the same agita-
gon of the nerves, and through these the same impression
on the brain, and the same image in the mind. We are
gware in this case that it is not external; but, coexisting

1 De Inquirenda Veritate, I, 6-13. 20.
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with the pictures given by outward objects, blending with
them and sometimes resembling them, it becomes the
source of many illusions ; as when men read a human face
on the moon’s disc, and see horses and battles in the clouds ;
or, if devoted to the study of some one object, find that
object everywhere ; like Gilbert, who, after long engagement
with magnetic phenomena, ascribed to the magnet all sorts
of natural changes which were due to other causes. To this
kind of mistake studious persons are exceptionally liable;
since it is easier to read than to think, they surrender them-
selves to a favourite author or an ancient authority, and
prefer a finished picture presented by another to the labor-
ious construction of a new one for themselves ; or, if once
an author has invented some new system into which he

 frames his world, he has no place left for disturbing facts,

and becomes a captive in his own prison. Others, again,
reading with critical intelligence rather than with any depth
of judgment, discern only the flaws and failures in the books
which pass through their hands; and draw the conclusion
that certainty is nowhere to be found, and that all supposed
knowledge is but insecure conjecture. The stronger the
imagination, i.e. the more susceptible the brain of deep
impressions from the action of the nerve undulations, the
more subject will the mind be to the tyranny of these
illusions*.

§ 3. Doctrine of Ideas.

In proceeding to the Understanding, as a possible
occasion for error, Malebranche apologises for the more
abstract treatment imposed upon him by the nature of the
subject. For here he takes leave of the phenomena due to
the presence of the bodily organism, and is concerned with
the intellect pure and simple; by which he means the
faculty we have of knowing external objects without forming
any image of them in the brain to serve as their repre-
sentative : i.e. the power of thinking of them. This power

1 De Inguirenda Veritate, IL 1. 1, 2. 5, 6; il 2. 4-8; #i. L.
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is relative, and has to be considered in itself as swéjective
to us ; and in respect of the object of our thought.

In the former aspect, it is simply the mind itself, and not
any modification of it, like sensation, imagination, will ; for
thinking is the very essence of mind, as extension is of
matter ; there might be matter without motion ; there might
be mind without will ; but if you take away thought, mind is
no longer there ; it thinks, and thinks always, even in sleep
or swoon ; but as this takes place in it as spiritual, it leaves
no trace upon the brain, and therefore is not in the custody
of memory, and is lost to our waking consciousness. All
modes of mind are susceptible of degree ; we may feel more,
and imagine more, at one time than at another; but for the
mind to #ink more now than then is as little possible as for
matter to be more extended at one hour than at another™
Here we recognise the Cartesian doctrine against which was
written the chapter of Locke's essay, entitled *Men think
not always.’

Next comes the question, what is the oé/ec# of our appre-
hension when we have cognisance of anything outside of us.
When we perceive the sun, does the mind quit the body
and run along the radius vector to get within familiar proxi-
mity to him? It is not likely. Rather is the immediate
object of the mind something which is in intimate union
with our soul, entering it along with the visual image but
not identical with it, viz. the /dez of the sun. The difierence
between images or representations and ideas s the difference
between knower and known: a perception of sense, a repre-
sentation of the imagination, is a modification of the mind
itself ; anddea is the object of the mind in its cognitive act,
presupposed in its perception, and the true cause of that
mental modification. Vou cannot have a representation of
an object unless you bave an idea of what is represented ;
but it does not follow that there is anything external resenm-
biing this idea; for we may have ideas of things which do
not externally exist, It is indispensable to conceive of a

1 Te Inquirenda Veritate, IIL. 1, 2, init. ; VL. i. v. init.
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relation between sensible objects and their ideas in an order
inverse to that which is usually given ; ie. the ideas are not
taken from an object as their samples 5 but are themselves the
models which created things imperfectly express, and which
have a real, immutable, and eternal existence, not even
depending on God’s will or causality, inasmuch as they are
uncaused and necessary L

There are five ways conceivable by which we may be put
in possession of our knowledge of objects. (1) The ideas
we have of them may come from the objects themselves.
This supposition is excluded by the following considerations
among others ; that whatever comes from the body must be
corporeal and therefore impenetrable; so that if repre-
sentative ideas, or similars, are for ever flowing off from all
things in heaven and earth to all persons, they must be very
much in each other's way, and arrive considerably out of
shape from collisions. And it is inexplicable how images of
solid objects,—say the different sides of a cube,—can be
sent out all of the same size and form, and arrive in per-
spective, variously reduced and contorted. (2) The mind
may itself produce the ideas by its intrinsic power. This is
an arrogant conceit: ideas are of a spiritual nature, with
more and higher reality than material things ; and to claim
for ourselves the power to create them is to credit ourselves
with work superior to that of the Author of nature. The
error arises from the common habit of treating concomitant
or immediately consecutive phenomena as cause and effect,
the real cause being latent ; as when the impact of one ball
is taken for the cause of movement in another. So, when
by an impulse of attention we call up ideas of which we are
in want, we set them down to our own account, and treat
our will as their cause ; instead of being content to say that,
in the order of nature, this is the usual connection in which
they are given us. (3) Ideas of objects may be implanted
in us by God, either innately or 7o #¢ #aés. This is highly

! De Inquirenda Veritate, ITL ii. 1, Illustr. ad IL sup. Nat. idearum.
Réponse & Régis, I 12, 14. 23.
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improbable. For, as the objects of which we need ideas
are infinite i number and heterogeneity, God would have
to create and store up in every mind an entire universe of
ideas ; from which, in some incomprehensible way, the mind
would have to sclect and turn out the particular ideas
wanted from meoment to moment. Or, if this dealing out
of ideas by exigency is assigned to God, it renders Him
subservient to our caprice, placing His creative power at
the disposal of human nonsense and folly. (4) The mind
may be supposed, by its mere introspection, to gain all ideas
of outward things in contemplating itself and its own per-
fection ; so that it needs nothing but its own nature in order
to read the world. This hypothesis, however, claims for
ourselves what can be affirmed only of God. In Him
indeed, i.e. in His ideas, the universe is preformed, and all
that is or can be exists in thought, while yet it is not; so
that He sees created objects in Himself. This is the attri-
bute of the Infinite being. But how can a finite mind thus
contain all beings within itself, and by its own reflective
light read the essence and the existence of everything else?

The rejection of these four doctrines brings Malebranche
to the characteristic principle of his philosophy, viz. that we
see all things in God.  Ze possibilily of this is evident from
two considerations ; that in God there must be ideas of all
things created, for else He could not have created them;
and that God is in intimate omnipresence with our minds.
Hence our minds are in contact with the very seat of all

ideas. God is the place of all spirits, as space is the place of

all bodies. 'This being so, can we doubt how the fac really
stands?’ God has but to leave this infinite store open to
our minds, i.e. to let us have ideal capacity for it (without
which what could ‘mind’ be?), and the problem of our
knowledge solves itself in the simplest way, without any
apparatus of an infinitude of ideas separately created for
each individual finite mind. Moreover, the process of
thought in fixing our attention on a particular object is

* De Inguirenda Veritate, TIL il. 1-5.
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always a descent from the general to conecentration upon
the special ; nor can we predicate about an individual
without referring it to a species, or about a species without
including it in a genus; so that the mind is ever furnished
with a higher term, and in the last resort sees all beings
comprised in One, i.e. all ideas in God. Further, it has the
idea of the Znfinite, which cannot proceed from finite re-
sources ; and, what is more, has it earlier than the idea of
the finite ; inasmuch as the finite can be thought only as a
limitation within the infinite. The very ground, therefore,
of our thinking is no other than the one boundless and
universal Being ; and its process is a communion with His
ideas. We, like all else, are made for Him as our supreme
end ; and He is the real object of all our knowledge and all
our love !,

The startling nature of this doctrine occasioned so many
objections, that Malebranche made it the subject of more
special treatment in his Appendix of illustrations. Taking
it as universally admitted that man is a rational being,
capable of knowing what is true, he insists that the Reason,
which is common to us all, and which makes us certain, not
only that twice two are four, but that this relation holds for

a Chinaman, an Egyptian now a mummy, or 2 man in the

moon, cannot be the property of any individuality, but must
be universal, the ground not of this or that created mind,
but of Mind in general, prior to all differences of personality.
It is therefore as partakers, in our imperfect way, of an
intellectual essence infinite and everlasting, that we appre-
hend certain immutable and necessary truths, not only
mathematical but also moral ; e.g. that a man must care for
his coachman more than for his horse, for his friend more
than for a dog; and that minds are superior to bodies.
These relations belong to an eternal order independent of
all legislative will, and are conformed to as unalterable even
by God Himself ; not that they are external or prior to Him
(for that nothing can be, and He has only Himself 10

! De Inquirenda Veritate, 111 ii. 6.
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consult) ; but they are coeternal and consubstantial ; identi-
cal with His wisdom, by communication of which we are
admitted to them. This doctrine, however, must be guarded
against two errors which lie upon its borders. The ideas
which we read in God are intellections of the pure reason
only, not the perceptions of sense or imagination which
often clothe and contain them : the former alone give us
the essences of things whence their properties are necessarily
deducible ; the latter would not be there at all, if the mind
were alone, but are due to its union with the body: the
former are clear and luminous; the latter confused and
obscure. Again, we are not to suppose that, because we
see things in God, we see /His Essence, i.e, Himself. What
we apprehend intellectually, i.e. in ideas, is the essence of
created things, in a successive and limited way,—now this,
now that, as these essences exist in Him. But thisis not
to see His essence, the containing infinitude and universality;
just as to see objects reflected in a mirror, does not involve
seeing the mirror itself. We apprehend only particular
beings, in their finite essence; but God is e being, and
although One, not one out of a number .

The place which the doctrine of ideas occupies in Male-
branche’s philosophy will be more distinctly seen, if we
‘examine his classification of the different modes of ‘seeing,’
i.e. of knowing. Of these there are four: viz. (1) efrectively
immediate, when that which is known penetrates or mingles
with our mind : (2) by mediate representation, i.e. through
ideas, which are other than the things known; (3) sué-
Jectively immediate, when the knower and the known are
the same, and the knowledge is mere self-consciousness;
(4) mediate by analogical inference, or * conjecture,’ when we
suppose an unknown thing to be present from marks of
similarity to what is known. The principle of this classi-
fication will be found to lie in the assumed parallelism and
mutual exclusion of body and spirit. To mind there can be

1 De Inquirenda Veritate, Ilustr. ad TT. sup. Nat. idearum. Object. et
Resp. p. 86.
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nothing immediate but mind ; nor is immediate interaction
possible to finite minds, so far as we have experience ; their
finiteness being constituted by their being lodged in a
bodily organism, and so kept apart from acquaintance except
through signs. But each mind is present to itself, and can
have thought direct from thought; and God is present to
all minds, and can pervade them with the knowledge of
Himself. On the other hand, between outside bodies and
the mind an impenetrable darkness spreads; and unless
they can find representatives in the ideal world, they can
never be known. Proceeding upon this principle, Male-
branche decides upon the range of his four categories as
follows.

(1) God only is known as immediate object; and though
it is conceivable that other spiritual natures might be put
into direct communion with each other and with ours, in
point of fact it is not so in this life; and He alone can
illuminate the mind by His own substance or very being,
To know an infinite being otherwise than directly is im-
possible; for what can there be to represent Him? All
other existences, being special, are Z5so facto disqualified for
representing the universal; and, as finite, are within the
infinite, and are the negation of its meaning. God is self-
revealed.

(z) Of the contents of the universe, viz. bodies with theiz
properties and spitits with their properties, the former are
known through their ideas; i.e. through their intelligible
essence which was in the mind of their Creator while yet
they were not, and is in our mind so far as we understand
them. Thus, the idea of Extension is that whence the pro-
perties of fizure and motion and all that follows thence are
deduced, and a system of thought censtructed corresponding
to the relations of physical nature. To have this idea is to
see the essence of matter as it is in God ; and so far we
know it as He knows it; and were our mind infinite the
two knowledges would coalesce ; but through the defect of
our intelligence, the properties we miss are in boundless
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excess of those which we apprehend.  Still, what we do see,
we see in Him. )

(3) Our own mind we know by what is called the ‘Inner
Sense’ OF CONSCEOUSHESS and, therefore, only so far as our
Consciousness goes; 1.e thc-.: paxticiular phenomena Wl}ich
Wwe have experienced from time .to time, such as sensations
of colour, feelings of anger desire of rest, &c. .But these
Scattered changes that turn up teach us nothing of the
essence of our mind ; nor is there any one of them from
which we could tell ouf capacity for another: from the
consciousness of vision for example, we should never
guess the pleasure of music or the pangs of remorse. This
knowledge therefore is al%ogcthel_‘ imperfect, anfi §tops at
the past gains without bem% fruitful of more; it is not a
knowledge through idess _(:od kn@wrs the essence of our
rind, but we only kno its variations as t'ney. pass. Of
the existence of our mind, however, and of its natural
superiority to the body, We are absolutely assured by the
self.consciousness. I !

(4) The minds of others are inaccessible to us by any of
these methods ; and are known only by their inferred
likeness to our own. Their cxlz'sz‘cme is Iindicated by the
appéamnce in other human bodies of actions and gestures

_ exactly like those which iR ourselves are the natural language
of méntal fates.  Lpen similitude to our own mind is
inferred with more or 1658 certainty according to the parts
of the two inner experiefces that are comp'%red, ie. whether
Srnot théy involve the bodily organisms, in which there is
room for difference. ~OQUr assurance that twice two are four,
that it is better to be righteous than to be rich, that pain
and evil are to be avoided, is absolute, and a matter of pure
intellection ; and wher€ver mind is at all, these positions
must hold good as unconditionally true.  In knowing them,
we know the universal mind of God, and therefore that of
all particular spirits. put when I feel hot or faint, when I
see this or that form oF colour, I cannot so certainly judge
my neighbour’s experience by my own; these sensible
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affections depend upon the union of the mind which 1s
homogeneous, with bodies which are separate and more or
less heterogeneous ; and may not therefore duplicate them-
selves in the twol.

§ 4. The Will: its * Inclinations’ and ‘Affections’

In passing from the cognitive to the active part of .our
nature, Malcbranche unfolds the analogy between motion
in the material and will in the mental world. If God had
left matter to its own essence alone, without adding to it
any motion (which does not belong to its essenceg), there
would have been no difference among bodies ; all would
have been a uniform spread of infinite dimensions, ex-
pressing the immensity and power of its Author; but
without the variety which makes the beauty of things, or
the succession which makes their history ; which together
fill created minds with admiration of the Divine wisdom.
Motion is the source of all physical differentiation.

Had minds been left without natural inclinations (all of
which are summed up in the word Will), they would simi-
larly have been undistinguishable from each other. It is
the variety of mental impulses which gives all the play of
character, and the lights and shades on the moral scenery
of life ; just as it is material movements that mould a chaos
into a cosmos, and that give to view not the bare sublimity
of God, but His justice, His compassion, His goodness®
In this new and dynamical realm, Malebranche distinguishes
two orders of impulses: (1) those which belong to minds,
as such, and which would still be operative in them though
they were pure spirit apart from any organism; (2) those
which are conditional on their union with a sensitive body,
and which agitate the mind through disturbances of the
blood and the animal spirits. This distinction is the same
in its basis with that which, in the cognitive part of our
nature, separates the pure understanding from the senses

 De Inguirenda Veritate, IIL ii 7. 2 Ibid. IV 1.
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and the imagination, rendering the former the source of
clear ideas, the latter of confused. Malebranche admits
that the purely spiritual will is presupposed in all the physical
tendencies, and is the generic type of all our energy; so
that the difference is between this type pure and simple,
and the same working under conditions of corporeal asso-
ciation. The impulses under the former head he calls
¢ inclinations’ or ‘natural movements of the mind ;’ those
under the latter, ‘affections’ or *passions;’ conceiving of
the first mainly as energies from within : of the second, as
what we receive or undergo from without, i.e. from our
organism; though this again is subject to the qualification,
that the ‘inclinations,’ though prime movers relatively to
the rest of our nature, are impressed on it by Ged, and
so far are data from another spirit, as the passions are
what we suffer from our own body® This distinction it
;s the more important to understand, because it plays a
large part in the psychology of that age, reappears in the
writings of Spinoza, and gives to the words ‘affections’ and
¢ passion’ a special meaning which with us they have long
lost.

from the peculiar Theism of that age the idea was in-
separable that the Creator was once alone ; and that in that
solitude He preconceived the scheme of created things, and
in due time executed the work which He had thought out.
Tlence, when the question was raised, what induced this
change from lonely existence to a peopled universe, the eind

#n wiew could only be sought within the Infinite nature

itself ; other nature beyond, foreign field of contemplation,
there was not ; what He made, He made for satisfaction of
His own Perfection ; if He made it for love, the product of
His love was but a function of Himself, a portion of a uni-
verse which is Himself externalised. In conformity with
this mode of thinking, Malebranche lays it down *that God
cannot have any other principal end of His agency than
Himself, though He may have many secondary ends, all

! De Inguirenda Veritate, V. L.
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tending to the conservation of the beings He has created.
He cannot have for His principal end anything different
from Himself, because He cannot have 2 mistaken aim and
set up His ultimate end in beings that do not comprise all
good in themselves. But for a secondary end He may have
the conservation of created beings; for since all beings are
sharers of His goodness, they are necessarily good,—yes,
“very good,” as the Scriptures say. God therefore loves
them ; and indeed it is by His love that they are preserved ;
for all things subsist simply because God loves them?’
Hence Malebranche concludes, that, as all things subsist
only by His will, God’s chief end is His own glory, but that,
with a view to this end, He wills also the conservation of
His creatures. Thus it is a consequence of identifying God
with the All, i. e. of predicating of Him an infinitude which
leaves nothing else, that in Him all other love is resolved
into Selflove or made dependent upon it: it is for His
own sake that He loves His creatures. Yet, when we
change the scene to the field of human character, we are
required to invert this order ; we are to love others for the
sake of God, and Geod for His own sake, and neither for the
sake of ourselves; and, without this disinterestedness, the
affection is but a moral pretence. A higher perfection is
thus possible to man, and demanded for him, than is acces-
sible to God ; and we are brought to the paradox, that in
obeying Him we morally transcend Him. This principle |
is the key to the mysterious dicta of the Pantheistic school, [
that both God’s love to His creatures, and also man’s love .;"
to Him, are identical with God’s Self-love ;—strange enigmas, |
taken in Spinoza for a sublime idealism, but really solved/}
by a quasi-trick of algebraic substitution. 3
The will, that is, the natural inclinations of all minds,
being simply the impulse imparted by God, is everywhere,
in us no less than in angels, like His own ; that is, directed
on the same object, namely Himself, the sum of all good ;
and, if specialised upon subordinate objects, yet, like His,

 De Inquirenda Veritate, IV. 1, 2.
VOL. L N
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none the less One Love for being distributed on partial

forms of good embraced within the whole and rendered

good on that account. There is therefore no inclination ofy
our mind that is not good and even Divine, nay, identical|
with the impulse of the most perfect natures ; nor has the|
entrance of Sin done anything to alter this fundamental
fact. All love is still of God, in the greatest sinner no less|
than in the saint: they do well to love ; they cannot love|
badly ; but they may love éad things, that is, the wrong

things, out of the due order in which God bids them set

their love ; especially, resting in this or that created object

which they like, as if it were the prime source instead of the

mere occasion of their joy, and so allowing it to turn them

away from God instead of drawing them to Him. To such

abuse of their liberty men are tempted chiefly by the inci-
dents of their corporeal life, i.e. by what the senses and
imagination mingle with the pure intelligence. With the
¢inclinations’ which come from God, the dangerous com-
petitors are the ‘affections’ or ‘ passions’ which spring from |
the body; and whoever chooses to surrender himself to
these, falls into oblivion of God, and loses himself by total
misdirection of His Divine gift of love.

§ 5. Errors in Pursuit of Good, Absolute, Personal, Social.

Notwithstanding the Supreme Source of our natural in-
clinations, they become the occasion, under our misuse of
them, of several distinctive errors ; in the survey of which
Malebranche refers them to three different heads: (1) those
avhich are connected with our inclination to Good in general,
the root of all our love; (2) those which belong to our
principle of self-conservation and clinging to our happiness ;
(3) those occasioned by our inclination towards other cre-
ated objects that are serviceable to ourselves or those we
love. A few words are needed on each of these’.

Of the first of these tendencies it must be said that, as it

1 De Inguirenda Veritate, IV. 1. 3.
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is our supreme prerogative, so is it our chief disquietude.
It is an infinite capacity lodged in a finite mind, and agi-
tating it with a yearning that cannot be satisfied, with a
straining of the spiritual vision for what is beyond its horizon.
Under its influence, the will, craving universal good, urges
the intellect to find some object that represents it; but
whatever is offered pleases but for an hour, and then is con-
victed of defect and flung aside, and the will cries out for
something truer to its boundless wants. For ever borne
away in love towards what is good and wonderful and has
a semblance of infinitude, the mind, in the void of the
common and familiar, oscillates between the spring of hope
and the collapse of disappointment ; and this unrest of will
betrays us into various errors.

From preoccupation with its own possible good, the will
enlists our intellect exclusively in pursuit of objects related
to ourselves and carrying in them the illusory promise of
personal happiness, the useful rather than the true; and
even within these limits, engages its efforts only by fits, now
upon this, then upon that, nothing finite being able either
to content or to arrest the pursuit of a good that is infinite.
Hence result a distaste for things in which we see no con-
nection with ourselves, an incompetency for disinterested
thought, and a consequent ignorance of matters related to
us in the highest but in the least sensible way. Whatever
subjects, for instance, involve abstract thought, are from this
cause in the most backward state, harbouring still, after
thousands of years, humiliating contradictions and paralo-
gisms. Thus Ethics, ranging over the whole field of duty, |
and even of life eternal, and susceptible of systematic proof, |
attract but little notice from men, because resting on meta—j
physic principles whick do not speak to the senses and™
imagination. And so, under cover of confused ideas, we
have false Ethics made to suit men's convenience and
pleasure ; just as, were men’s conception equally confused
of the proposition that similar triangles have their sides pro-
portional, and did their interests require that the sides should

N 2
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not be proportional, we should have a false geometry to
humour their passions ; the truth all the while coming in

their way as if it were their enemy. ‘The restless will of V

men incessantly turns their intellectual vision upon sensible
objects, which please by their variety ; for it is the multi-
plicity and variety of them which prevents the recognition’
of their vanity, and keeps men in perpetual hope of finding
in them the true good of which they are in quest.” Of this
another example is found in the stupid acquiescence of men
in doubt about so stupendous a question as their own im-
mortality ;—a question by no means difficult to determine,
only having its decisive evidence, not in sensible experi-
ence, but in abstract principles and rigorous reasening, and
therefore giving too much trouble to minds accustomed to
flit from one sensational object to another, and incapaci-
tated for steady and strenuous thought. ¢No doubt, atten-
tion and accurate examination of things costs some pains;
but what good can be won without labour? for sagacious
men and philosophers who concern themselves with the
investigation and defence of truth, it is disgraceful to talk
without understanding what they talk about, and idly to
acquiesce in that which they in no wise comprehend '’

The same pressure of their nature towards a good beyond
its grasp occasions also a tendency the very reverse of this
acquiescent indifference, viz. an intense curiosity about what-
ever is new and out of the way; a tendency vastly superior
to false and lazy security, and having a legitimate function
for every progressive mind ; yet, performing this function
only under certain conditions, which Malebranche reduces to
three laws:: (1) that men are not to seek novelty in matters
of Faith which are withdrawn from the cognisance of reason ;
(2) that novelty constitutes no ground for the acceptance of
opinions as good and true; (3) when we have adequate reason
for believing that certain truths are so recondite as to be
to all intents and purposes undiscoverable, and productive
of only slight and unsatisfactory advantage to us, we must

* De Inguirenda Veritate, IV. 2.
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not yield to the attraction of their novelty and specious
aspect. In commending the first of these rules, Malebranche
shows himself a good ecclesiastic in his deference to Catholie
authority and his contempt for heresy. In treating of the
others, he reverts to the habitual good sense which charac-
terises his writings quite as much as their better known
mystical piety. He adduces Hobbes as an example, in his
criticism of Euclid, of misapplied love of novelty ; inasmuch
as an inclination intended to operate for the attainment of
truth, and to subside when the treasure is secured, is here
morbidly bent on undoing what has been solidly done, and

. scattering in confusion the gains of the past. The passage

15 curious, as an evidence that Hobbes was well known in

France, even to one who was no great reader®.

The second of our natural inclinations, Self-love and the
desire of self-conservation, has an origin nothing short of the
highest ;*for it is but the human form of God’s love for us as
for all His creatures, and of that perpetual preservation of
them without which they would cease to be.  Since He loves
us, our love is not misplaced in resting on the same objects.
But then it must be only in due subordination to that which
we give to worthier objects, and above all to the infinitely
Good ; and it is in the loss of this relative position, and in
its various forms of setting up for itself, that it becomes the
source of aberration and misery. Malebranche reviews it
under two forms : the craving for a Zasge scaZ of being ; and
the craving for pleasurable being ; the one, intent upon out-
ward quantity ; the other, upon inward quality or tension®
The elements which increase the range of life are power,
dignity, independence,—all of them unfit objects, except
under severe restrictions, for a nature whose supreme rela-
tion is that of absolute dependence, and which forgets itself
when trying to play the god. In this first form the aim at
greatness is evidently relative; even in the field of know-
ledge and character, its ambition is to exce/ others in attain-
ment and virtue ; and with such emulative struggle towards

1 De Inquirenda Veritate, IV. 3, 2 Ibid. TV. .
2! 3 4 3
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the perfection of our nature there would be little fault to
find, if that perfection were truly conceived, and its parts
kept in their right proportion.  But in quest of distinction
we are apt to consult, not what is best in itself, but what
men most admire; and since they are wonder-struck by the
showy and the rare, rather than by the reasonable and true,
we are tempted to throw our energy into perverse directions.
The most essential knowledge is by no means that which
wins applause, viz. of such metaphysic truths as underlie
religious faith itself, and form the preconceptions of all the
sciences, and the basis of our knowledge of man. The
knowledge of Nature, and the mathematics as its indis-
pensable instrument, stand in close relation with the life of
God in the universe; yet are often treated with indifference
or ignorant aversion by pious people who say that they are
of no concern to a Christian, and by furious bigots who
denounce as an atheist any man who explains the natural
laws of the thunderstorm and its effects. This thought
kindles in Malebranche an indignant memory of Voet’s
attack upon the writings and personal influence of Descartes ;
and in a vigorous digression he defends the reputation of his
master against the feeble contumelies of the Dutch pastor.
It must be admitted, however, that his pleading for even
natural knowledge is far from being consistently broad: he
approves of Anatomy, partly as a study of man, and partly as
promising an abatement of human maladies ; but Aséronomy
he regards as an utter waste of time: what, he asks, does it
signify to us whether the zone round Saturn is a ring or
a great cluster of planets? And all Philological erudition
and scholarship, all the ponderous labour spent upon ancient
literatures, religions, and history, all Rabbinical, Arabie, and
Grecian learning, he disposes of as so much solemn trifling,—
a mere ¢ Doctrina stultorum.” It all rests upon false worship
of the exceptional, irrespective of worth; and results in
nothing but pride’,

Nor is the pursuit of wealth and dignity less fatal to the

! De Inguirenda Veritate, IV. 6, 7, 8.

Branch 1L] . MAILEBRANCHE. 183

attainment of truth than devotion to false learning. The
man ambitious of social or political eminence has neither
time nor taste for serious enquiry into subjects involving
deep reflection and remote from immediate interests. He
is surrounded by admirers and partisans, who fill him with
the idea that he knows all that is worth knowing, and
habituate him to look down upon intellectual superiors of
more modest station. And he is dependent on the suffrage
of others who know and think even less than himself, and
whose ignorant humours he must consult, if he is not to be
disappointed of his aim. Enveloped in these influences, he
lives and breathes in an atmosphere of illusion .

The second form of selflove, viz. the aim not at large
being, but at weX being, or happiness, leads Malebranche to
defend against the Stoics the position that pleasure is good
and pain is evil. The eloquent ingenuity of these philo-
sophers may persuade you, when you read them at your
ease, that you may be happy in the keenest sufferings, and
wretched amid pleasurable excitements; but when the torture
grasps you, nature will be too strong for their sophistries, and
an irresistible inward consciousness will ery out that it is not
well with you. God has created pleasure as a good, pain as
an evil : He uses them expressly as such, the one as reward,
the other as punishment : He constitutes all living natures to
welcome the one and shun the other; and it is an idle
paradox to ignore these indelible characters of good and ill.

Yet, though pleasure is always a good, it is not always
right to seck, or even to accept it. It is instituted, and
attached to the created objects which we enjoy, not to fix
our affections on them, or on ourselves, as if either were its
cause, but to draw us to Him who is its real and only cause;
but, since Sin entered the world, it has bewitched men with
sensible things and hindered their life in God ; and so far as
it catches us in this snare, it is to be shunned as an enemy.
Moreover, its institution is, in this life, not for its own sake
simply, but as a reward of conformity with Ged’s will, and

1 De Inquirenda Veritate, IV. g.
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as an encouragement to persist in that conformity: it is
therefore in place, only when we deserge if; and, conscious
as we must be, since the state of innocence was lost, of
deserving nothing, or far less than the least which we receive,
we should be ashamed to seek or to take what is not really
ours. If we do so, we are taking a kind of mean advantage
of God; and because He faithfully adheres to the order of
nature, which He established for an innocent race, we snatch
from Him the good prepared for guiltless souls, and put a
violence upon His justice. It cannot be expected that this
will remain unredressed : it is rendered possible now by the
union of body and mind in the same nature; when death
dissolves the union, the reckoning with the mind will be
made straight.  Of this moral disqualification for any large
volume of pleasure a secret suspicion, if not a clear con-
sciousness, lurks in us all; so that a shadow of uneasiness
and anxiety steals over the plenitude of happiness; and in
some at least of our bitterest pains, as in those of contrition,
there is a dawning light of peace.  For these reasons those
who do not yet identify all good with God, and habitually
refer it to the invisible hand that dispenses it, will do well,
while avowing that happiness is always in itself good, often
to turn aside from it into a more thorny path®. ;

The love of pleasure is followed by Malebranche from
the ethical into the speculative field, and made responsible
for the same misdirection of intellectual power, the same
inaptitude for abstract thinking, the same feeble sense of
the demonstrated existence of God, which he has already
charged upon the first type of natural inclination. In
support of his argument he enters into a defence, more
acute than satisfactory, of Descartes’ & prioss proof of the
existence of God: with the exception of this episode, he
moves entirely on lines of thought which we have already
traced %

! De Tnquirenda Veritate, IV. 10, :
2 Ibid. IV. 11. As nsual, when he wants an example of human
ignorance and slavery to sensible impressions, he cites in this chapter
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Finally, this quest of happiness is pursued beyond the
confines of this life; still with the same view, to illustrate
the errors and distresses into which its intensity betrays us.
When aggrandised by the stupendous idea of eternity, it is
apt to acquire an overwhelming power, far more upon its
terrible side, the dread of anguish, than on the opposite,
the hope of joy. This ascendency of religious fear is due
to the secret consciousness of sin, an intimate and haunting
reality which eclipses the mere faith in the infinite mercy.
This disturbing fear becomes, especially with the sensitive
and weak, the source of grievous ills. Some, unable to
bear the incubus of terror, yet confess it a delusion by
a suicide which else would instantly realise it. Others,
credulous as the sick from selfincurred maladies, resort to
the worthless nostrums of superstition, and impose on
themselves an external discipline of Pharisaic servilities
before God, which are simply deprecatory for themselves,
and are anything but the spiritual worship of a contrite
heart. There is yet a different class in whom this fear
produces an obstinate resistance to all new ideas in which
they cannot find the sacred formulas of the Scriptures and
the Church; e.g. they cling to the ignorant belief that
animals really feel pain; and that sensible qualities are
seated in the objects which affect us; their salvation will
be in peril, if they listen to the alleged evidence that the
earth goes round the sun; and they never ask themselves
the question whether Joshua was acquainted with the solar
system ; and whether, if he were, he would speak before his
soldiers in terms of his own or of their astronomy? Such
are the miserable effects of selflove, when it seizes and
profanes the hopes and fears of religion.

The third natural inclination, viz. to fellowship with
other created beings, especially of cur own kind, is again a

the common belief that the brutes feel pain when they howl and cronch
and whine under blows; men being too stupid to see that the abstract
proof of automatism is most clear and certain, with nothing to set
against it but a confused presumption from their own senses (p. 296).
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development and indeed a part, of God’s love to all that He
has made ; and is therefore another feature of our similarity
to Him, and of the organic unity of His creation. The sym-
pathy which connects us with the whole scene to which we
belong may be long latent, while we are immersed in
relations immediately proximate ; but betrays itself at once
when any sudden appeal wakens us to remoter interests.
Day by day we care little about the stars; but, when told of
a comet or an eclipse, we are on the ¢/ pive with curiosity.
Amid our private affairs, we may seem to care little for
the State of which we are citizens: but let a conflict break
out with a neighbouring country, and in a moment the
hidden affection starts up; in eagerness for the public
news we can hardly transact our private business; the
suspense of battle, the defeat, the victory, agitate us with
anxiety, with dismay, with exultation. Nothing indeed is
more marvellous than the natural co-ordination of mental
needs and bodily movement, and the contagiousness of
both among a multitude of men, constituting a very miracle
of latent sympathy., A sudden cry of pain mechanically
extorted from a sufferer strikes upon the ear of some who
are not too far to render help ; it startles their attention, be
they of what nation or condition they may ; for such a cry
is meant to be, and is, vernacular to every rank and every
tongue. It flutters the brain, and in a moment changes
the whole attitude of those whom it pursues. In a trice
it kindles in their minds a desire to succour the utterer of
that natural prayer, which speaks to them in truth less as
an intreaty than as a command!. In such closely woven
texture de the ties unite us to each other and to God,
which constitute the Divine organism of the world.

There is, moreover, a heneficent’ balance between our
self-love and our social sympathy. If the former makes us
ambitious of superiority over others, the latter reminds us
that this superiority cannot be acceptable to those whom it

! Compressed from a fine paragraph, too long to quote, De Inguirenda
Yeritate, IV, 13, p. 304.
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relatively depresses, and induces us to keep it in the back-
ground and soften the grievance by graciousness and willing
sympathy ; and when this proceeds, not from any assumed
courtesy, but from the true prompting of a gentle heart, it
smooths the inequalities of nature, and reconciles the social
union with the real varieties and inevitable competitions of
mankind. At the same time, even. this unselfish propensity
is not without its dangers and mistakes. In the narrower
circles of intercourse, it gives an artificial weight to the
opinions and dispositions of our friends ; predisposing us to
accept them idly and dispense with the rational tests which
they require ; or even to suppress incipient doubts of their
correctness and uphold them without clear assurance of
their truth. And in the wider relations of public life,
sympathy with the mixed multitude may too easily tempt a
superior man, even without ends of personal affection, to
conceal and excuse their errors, to overpraise their good
qualities, to make the most of their grievances and the least
of their faults ; and so, through an unregulated benevolence,
to become rather their corrupter than their guide. These
errors justify the frequent saying, that we have more to
learn from our enemies than from our friends%

§ 6. Nature, Process, and Errors of the * Affections.

The affections or passions of the mind, not less than
the natural inclinations, we have as impressions from the
Author of nature; with this difference: that they induce
love for our body and for whatever tends to preserve it ;
while the inclinations take us to the love of God as the
supreme good. “They are occasioned by a movement of
the animal spirits into an adjustment suitable to the object
perceived, and to the co-operation of body and mind with
regard to it. The adjustment is instituted, in order to
adapt the bodily movements for duly executing our volitions,

! De Inquirenda Veritate, IV. 13.
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and to aftach to the bodily movements, mechanically
excited by the presence of an object, a mental affection
which disposes our will towards what the body then wants.
This is the perpetual impression of the Divine will in us,
whereby we are closely united with a certain portion of
given material ; and were that impression of the Divine will
to cease for an instant, we should be set free from the
dependence in which we are held on all the changes in our
body!’ Through this dependence on an organism we are
bound up in relations more or less close with a vast system
of external beings, from the family and State to the earth
and stars. It is in vain for the Stoic to tell a race thus
constituted that they are kings of an independent realm,
masters of all things, and subject to no vicissitude that need
affect them : they know that the mind is superior to the
body ; yet liable, nevertheless, to suffer with it; nor can
they pretend that the pain is no ill. Instead of proudly chal-
lenging and defying it, a Christian man would deem it more
reasonable to avoid it, if he rightly can, and if not, to meet
it worthily, when he must.

There are varieties of range and degree in this our depend-
ence on external objects. It is limited by the area of our
knowledge: the peasant has few ties beyond his village,
while the statesman’s interest may extend over half a world.
Objects familiar only to the imagination are less to us than
those which we have seen and remember. And the more we
habitually discipline ourselves to withstand the importunity
of the passions and live on the pure good possible to the
mind, the slighter will be our thraldom to outward things.
Besides these general rules of variation, special differences
arise from age, sex, station, religion; and from predisposi-
tions occasioned by these influences we can often forecast
the action of men almost as surely as the astronomer an
eclipse ; ‘for though men are free, yet they seldom use their
freedom against the vehement resistance of their natural
inclinations and affections.’

1 De Inguirenda Veritate, V. 1, p. gra.
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It might be supposed that, as the ‘natural inclinations’ are
inherent in the pure mind, they would go through their his-
tory without any sensitive consciousness or cerebral change.
But it is not so. In consequence of the present union of
the mind with the body, these inclinations, directed upon
spiritual things, e. g. love of truth, of justice, of God Him-
self, are attended by movements of the animal spirits which
leave vestiges on the brain ; and so pass into sensible affec-
tions more or less vivid. And even as an aid in remember-
ing and thinking over abstract truths, such as the relations of
quantity, we resort to a zecord which can be émagined, like the
notation of arithmetic and algebra ; and by these means are
able to follow a texture of relations through intricacies
which else we could not disentangle, to truths beyond our
mere intellectual surmise. Thus, sensible affection or feel-
ing spreads over everything human ; nor is there anything
conceivable of which we could assert that, in regard to it,
all men are exempt from the sway of feeling %

Malebranche analyses the rise and operation of an affec-
tion or passion into seven stages, from the first presentation
of the external object to the final fascination of the mind by
it, and seizure of it by bodily action. This analysis, resting
on the obsclete physiology of ‘animal spirits,” it is needless
to follow. Two features in it may, however, be specified as
interesting in relation to later doctrines. (r) He lays it
down, that, although the sensation of pain is no more the
mere privation of pleasure than pleasure is the mere absence
of pain, yet there is nothing efjectively evil except what is
relative to some good and the negation of that good ; so that
the natural movement of the mind by which it wards off
evil is the same as that by which it is driven towards good,
viz. the Joge of good ; and there is no need to call in the
hatred of evil as a separate passion, Here we have already
the theory, afterwards important, of the purely negative
character of evil. (2) In treating of the transformation of
sensory excitement conducted to the brain into motory sent

1 De Inquirenda Veritate, V. 2.
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into the limbs, Malebranche attributes two simultaneous
effects to the same arriving stimulus, viz. a mental con-
sciousness and a mechanical delivery of motion ; ‘the same
cercbral agency stirs the mind and the animal spirits’’
This is precisely the position assumed by the advocates of
human automatism, unless they adopt the Leibnizian hypo-
thesis of parallelism: they simply add, that the line of
causation, after this divarication, continues on the mechani-
cal track, and goes no further than this one step upon the
mental.

The whole process of the faffections’ is instinctive and
involuntary ; and the sole concern of our will is to assent
and yield, or to protest and withstand. There is nothing
but confused impulse, nothing clear, nothing authoritative,
in these promptings of the senses ; we should have them if
we had no minds ; and they are subject to the dictates of
reason, i.e. to the inward voice of God. Only so far as they
stand comparison with this test can we assent to them with-
out misuse of liberty. It is indeed plausibly contended by

Epicurus that, as pleasure is admitted to be always either .

good or a sign of good, men cannot go astray in surrender-
ing themselves to the desires of their hearts; nor is the
Stoic denial of this principle rationally tenable, But the true
answer is simple. The good to which sensible pleasure isa
real and correct index is the good of the body ; and if this
were all our store, there would be no fault to find with the
hedonistic doctrine. But we have also minds, whereby we
are united immediately to God; in Him is our supreme
good ; and Him, as the spirit of our spirits, we are to love,
not blindly with instinctive drift, but freely, and with clear
inward eye of choice, and conscious reciprocity of thought.
To this end of our nature, no antecedent sensible pleasure
conducts us ; and though it is the highest peace, we canno:

know it until we have it : self-denial goes before it ; and the

joy is found only as its crown. Those who reverse this
order, and cannot stir till they take the hand of pleasure as

1 De Inquirenda Veritate, V. 3, p. 320.
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their guide, may indeed attain the condition of fine animals ;
but are hopeless wanderers from the true light and blessed-
ness of human life.

The union of the mind with God which constitutes
human perfection is effected by the knowledge of truth and
the love of virtue ; for this is to see things as they really are,
and appreciate them at their real worth; i e to have His
knowledge and His love of them, so far as the limits of our
nature permit. The identity between Divine and human
knowledge consists in this : that God Aas neither senses nor
imagination ; and that we, so far as our ideas are clear, wse
neither senses nor imagination ; so that, in both, the things
known are apprehended as intelligible, without representa-
tion ; and it is the light of God in our minds which gives
them whatever intelligence they have. Similarly, love accord-
ing to the law of virtue is love to God ; for then we freely
follow the impression of love in our heart by which God is
always drawing us towards Himself, and pervert it into no
self-love, or fascination with sensible things. “To love
according to the law of virtue is to love God alone ; to love
Him in all things, and love things as they partake of His
goodness and perfection ; i. e. to love them as they merit
love ; in a word, to live under the impression of the same
love with which God loves Himself; for when we love as we
ought, we are moved to that lm«e with which God loves
Himself and all related to Him. Therefore we then love as
God loves %’

Why is it that, while all men ardently desire the per-
fection of their being, they yet do not concern themselves
to deepen their union with God, which alone can bring
them to that perfection? It is because, while every good
renders them both more perfect and more happy, these two
effects do not always and at once follow in the same degree ;
and in the competition between sensible and spiritual good
under mutual interference, the former is readier with its gift

1 De Inguirenda Veritate, V. 4.
2 Ibid. V. 5, p- 335.
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of immediate pleasure, the latter offering a higher perfection,
but a less clamorous joy. That which we take to be a part
of ourselves, or to which we as a part belong, we naturally
regard with love, the stronger the more close the union.
The union is evidenced either by the instinct of Sense or
the evidence of Reason. By the former we feel ourselves
united with our body : our assurance of this arises from the
pain or pleasure we experience in the contact with other
bodies, e. g. from the difference it makes to us whether our
clothes are torn, or a lock of hair is plucked out. We are
thus led to fancy ourselves identified with the body ; but if
we listened to Reason, we should know that mind and body
are two substances intrinsically heterogeneous and inde-
pendent, and that the concomitance of their phenomena is
due to the will of God and our union with Him ; so that it
is an illusion to suppose that sensible things have any claim
to our regard as clements in our mental identity. With
intelligible things,—the objects of thought,—the opposite
holds good ; our relation to them is no foreign conjunction,
but inherent in the reason itself; which, moreover, we
know to be not oxr reason but the universal Reason
whereby all minds subsist in God. Without Him we are
nothing, can know nothing, can feel nothing; He is the
whole of what we are ; and, were the body gone, would
still be in the same intimate union with us, the cause of
every other union, and the total proper object of our love.
But this, which is clear to us in the light of reason, is not
thrust upon our sensible experience; we do not see it
like ‘the sun, or hear it, like the wind ; and, through the
effect of Sin, the impressions of Sense are more efficacious
with their momentary illusions, than the dictates of Reason

with their eternal truths'. And so the body, which ought .

to serve the spirit, sets up for itself, and intercepts, as a
pretender, our just allegiance to God.

The errors into which we are betrayed by the affections
are similar to those which have been noticed in treating of

! De Inquirenda Veritate, V. 3.
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the senses. | As in that case we take for qualities in the
body perceived the sensible phenomena which we ex-
perience, so in this we credit anyone whom we love or hate
with a like feeling towards us. Nay, we are apt to assume
that towards other objects he must direct the same senti-
ments ds our own; and, by a similar illusion, to endow
even the brutes with an inward life resembling ours. And
the love which unites us to a friend hides from wus all his
defects and faults, turning his personal deformities into
beauty, and elevating his common-places into effusions of
genius. Hatred, on the other hand, is blind to every better
feature in the object on which it fixes;, and blackens the
whole image it contemplates ; and thus becomes fruitful in
insult and injustice. For want of truth in these their pre-
possessions, such passions are liable to sudden revulsions ;
when you discover that your favourite dislikes you, your
feeling turns round upon him, and you fancy yourself
shamefully wronged : if your supposed enemy proves to be
your lover, your penitent surprise sets him at once into
higher favour than if you had never hated him. Such
errors and inconsistencies appear on a more conspicuous
scale, when multitudes are given up to the same affections,
—to party spirit, in the Church or in the State: right and
wrong are then determined no longer by reason and con-
science, but by blind sympathy and pledged admiration.
‘What is true in Spain is false in France; what Paris
receives, Rome rejects; what the Franciscans take for
certain, the Dominicans condemn as error. The latter
hold by Thomas Aquinas ; why ? because the holy Doctor
was one of themselves. The former embrace the doctrine
of Duns Scotus, because he was a Franciscan.” Prejudices
from this cause are even chargeable with cruel persecutions,
extending to multitudes beyond the original object of hate :
though' Mordecai alone among the Jews had offended
Haman, the whole race within his reach was involved in
his- revenge .
! De Inguirenda Veritate, V. 6.
VOL. L o
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From the general characterisation of the affections, Male-
branche proceeds to treat of them in detail, and, for that
purpose, to reduce them to some rational arrangement.
Were he to classify them according to the objects on wirich
they are directed, the enumeration, he says, would be end-
less ; for there is nothing open to human perception or
imagination which may not fascinate or repel our feeling.
Affections are not really differences in the external things
to which they tend: whether a man sets his heart on
obtaining a Marshal’s baton or a Pontiff’s crook, he is
swayed by the same Awe of Zonour. Malebranche prefers
therefore to seek a basis for division in differences among
the affections themselves. To the whole order, constituted
as it is by the sentiment experienced towards imagined
good or ill, he prefixes one tendency which seems to stand
alone, as not fulfilling this condition, and yet to be not
referable to the pure reason; viz. Wonder or Admiration.
It is the feeling into which we are thrown by the appearance
of enytfing new, whether a total object or an accessory to an
object already familiar; and its characteristic is simply to
fix a keen attention upon it, not as good or bad, but as
suitable to be scrutinised and understood. Hence the
physiological concomitants are different from those which
attend upon an affection ; the animal spirits, on being sent
to the brain, do not thence flow down into the muscles to
produce action towards or from the object, or into the heart,
and nerves, &e., to quicken the blood and occasion a vivid
emotion ; but stay there and spread their stimulus upon the
organic fibres with whose changes thought is in correspond-
ence. If, however, the object is something remarkable by
its vastness or its insignificance, there will be the kind of
feeling usually associated with these qualities, viz. of exalta-
tion or slight, though still without any suggestion of good
or bad; and hence the animal spirits will descend from
the brain to the heart, for this feeling’s sake, but not to the
muscles with a view to any action. When we ourselves are
the contemplated object of this feeling, the large scale on

i
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which any natural quality is found in us produces pride; its
defective magnitude, abasement ; not, however, in the moral
sense, but as a mere relative self-estimation in the grade of
natural being ; involving in the whole body a demeanour of
dignity or humility, visible also in the lower animals, except
n birds, which can fly away from their superiors. All the
natural operation of this sentiment is to establish true
relations between ourselves and the beings around us ; but,
through our abuse of it, it becomes the source of many
€ITors.

Whoever has the imagination in exceptional vigour is
doubly tempted to a fatal self-applause ; he is conscious of
surpassing others in an attribute which shows off well in the
eyes of men ; and through this magnifying attribute itself
he paints his case before his own eyes. Hence he is apt to
be puffed up with conceit, to be imperious and scornful
towards others, to be content with his attainments and
dispense with further care for truth ; especially as it is to
him that men of the opposite type resort as disciples, to
help them out of their feeble and confused conceptions.
Surrounded by admirers, he cultivates only what wins their
praise, not the higher wisdom that transcends him, but the
shining accomplishments which attract them. The imagi-
nation is dazzled, and dazzles, by everything rather than the
spiritual endowments of thought and holiness, which alone
unite us to God ; by display of personal gifts, of external
splendour, of rare knowledge however worthless, of pompous
or sparkling talk ; and even learned men are not ashamed
of contemptuously turning away from their own superiors for
no better reason than their plain exterior. A scholar of this
class, for instance, thought nothing of the Cartesian philo-
sophy, because, after meeting and talking with Descartes,
he noticed nothing extraordinary in him that should give
him any claim to eclipse Aristotle; this was sufficient
answer to all the reasoning of the new philosophy! ¢I
wish,” says Malebranche, ¢ that men of this stamp could see
Aristotle as he really was when living on earth, and have

02
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some hours’ conversation with him, not in Greek but in
French, and without knowing his name till after they had
given their opinion of him.” As the learned are captivated by
antiquity, so are the weak and impressionable by rhetoric :
they are always caught by ‘ magnifica ista verborum moles,
the passionate flashes of declaimers ; so vividly does this
power work on their imagination, that they are astounded,
worshipping the influence which prostrates and blinds them,
and enraptured with confused emotions as if they were
clear truths ¥ '

In spite of these dangers, the feeling of Wonder has in
itself a function of the utmost value. It fixes and con-
centrates our attention with an energy which the mere
intellectual will would be unable to put forth ; and where it
is deficient, there is always a difficulty felt in earnest and
protracted study ; the thoughts wander ; intruding images
call off the mind ; sensations of weariness deaden it ; the
links of reasoning drop off ; and nothing is effectually done,
But once let wonder be awake, with the curiosity which
follows it, and the mental processes perform themselves
with spontaneous alacrity, and at every step get nearer
to the end in view. In all the sciences, therefore, wonder
is the prime mover of successful action. It may, however,
be too intense; detaining us upon some special point,
bright to our feeling, it may prevent us from adequately
contemplating its relations to surrounding conditions and
similar objects, and by force of admiration may paralyse
our knowing. If once we begin to rest in the mere pleasure
of wonder, so that it suspends instead of quickening the
intellectual’ powers, we become the ready prey of endless
delusions, of fortune-tellers and magicians and false pro-
phets. Against this danger, of which we need never be
unconscious, it is possible to gnard by disciplinary rules:
e.g. where we are run away with on a line of fecling, we may,
so to speak, reverse the engine, i.e. throw the mind upon
some object interesting in the very opposite way ; or, if a
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less absolute change of direction is needed, look out for
something that lies upon a divergent track on to which
we can turn our course of thought; or, if these minor
deliverances are too little ready, the eternal Sum of all
good, the very Soul of our souls, is for ever at hand, to
receive our surrender and answer our prayer ™.

Quitting this ambiguous phenomenon of Wonder, and
entering on the series of proper affections, Malebranche
comprehends them all under the general antithesis of Love
and Hatred ; the latter always presupposing the former and
arising from its being hurt. In treating of Love, as thus the
fundamental principle, he betrays a curious wavering respect-
ing the origin of its forms. When he consults his metaphysic
doctrine, he sees them all as the transfusion of the Divine
love into our nature: God loves us and all the beings He
has made ; and the love we bear to ourselves and them is
only a participation in His, and naturally has, on a reduced
scale, the proportions and excellence of the original. But,
on turning to the actual characters of men, Malebranche
finds that they love objects only as belonging to themselves
and ministering to the needs of their own being; and that
their affection is graduated by the felt closeness of this per-
sonal relation. Not only wealth and honour, family and
friends, are cared for as part of the individual's well-being ;
but even the State and the Church, nay even Truth and
Justice, and God Himself, are similarly appropriated and
embraced, as //s. In this view, it would appear that Self-
love is not only the dominant hut the sole affection, of which
all others are but the extension ; and thus the former order
becomes inverted ; and we must say that °God is ours,’
instead of  We are God’s.” There are accordingly passages
of moral psychology in Malebranche which read almost like
the cynicism of Hobbes; and others which breathe the
spirit of Master Eckhart and Tauler. The coexistence of
the two conceptions was rendered possible to him by the
doctrine of the Fall ; the effect of which was to shift the

! De Inquirenda Veritate, V. 8.
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centre of gravity in human affections from God to self, and
thereby to contort all the proportions of the moral life. In
the real nature of things and our own ultimate consciousness,
the love of God is all in all, and contains within it every lesser
love ; and this order is not going to be disappointed ; it
eternally asserts its truth; but we meanwhile have fallen
from its apprehension and its power, and sunk into the
measurement of all things by their relation to ourselves.
Even thus, we betray the unquenched light when we rever-
ence in others the disinterestedness and devotion which are
lost in ourselves ; and the whole purpose of the dispensation
of Grace is to reinstate those who accept it in the first order
of nature, and rebuild the ruined sanctuary of humanity.
Thus, there are two editions, so to speak, of human nature,
whence Malebranche may draw his portraitures; and it is
not wonderful if their features do not always disclose their
identity. The great distinction which separates him from
Hobbes is, that the meaner movements of selfishness which,
to the latter, are from the ultimate and total essence of our
being, are by him represented as fundamentally unnatural,
the temporary hallucination of a mind that has better know-
ledge in reserve.

The Love and Hatred which arise from the contempla-
tion, respectively, of good and ill are, in Malebranche’s view,
the fundamental affections. From them he derives the
three varieties which he calls Promitives, viz. Desire, Joy,
Distress®. It would be easy to advance hence to more
special affections, were it not that each of these is susceptible
of many degrees ; from which, in their possible combinations,
the new modifications are endless and often anonymous,
Each, however, has a certain number of distinet derivatives ;
e.g. Desize supplies hope, fear, suspense. /oy takes the form
of cheerfulness (alacritas), exultation (glossa), favour, grati-
tude ; Disfress appears as disgust, weariness, grief, commis-
eration, indignation. And other passions arise from the
combination of two or all of the Primitives ; e.g. impudence,

1 De Inquirenda Veritate, V. g.
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anger, revenge, from Desize and foy ; shame, grief, indigna-
tion, from Desire and Distress ; which two are also always
present as partners in the exercise of the will. Malebranche,
however, points out that even with the prineipal of these
modifications, though reckoned as separate affections, the
change introduced upon their original to make them specific
is not properly affectional, but intellectual : e.g. Hope and
Fear qualify the Desire whence they arise, not by throwing
in an additional passion, but by contributing a judement, viz.
that the desire is likely or is unlikely to be realised. The
process of judgment indeed clings closely to the affections.
It precedes them ; for the affection fastens on that which,
on some evidence or other, be it of reason or of sense, s
deemed @ good. Tt follows them; for the affection is no
sooner in operation than it enters into the estimate we make
of the object pursued. In the former case there may be
some suffrage of the reason, and therefore at least an ad-
mixture of truth ; but in the latter, the feeling has usurped
the place of power, and we judge of the object, not as it is
in itself, but as ## affects us, and that perhaps only in its Zm-
mediate relation ; so that what we believe under the impulse
of an emotion is almost always false .

Of the sophistries thus created none are more conspicuous
to others, more ensnaring to ourselves, than the excuses
which every passion invents to justify itself; and which,
though obviously looked up for this purpose, it gravely puts
forth as if they were the ground of its existence. The
extreme case may be seen in every madhouse, where the
patient who believes himself a deposed king has always a
more or less coherent story of the conspiracy which has
robbed him of his crown, and of the combinations by which
he means to outwit the traitors and return in triumph. His
assumptions, supplied by his inflated selfimportance, are his
fixed ideas, which you in vain assail ; and if, leaving them
undisturbed, you argue from them against his delusions, you
may probably meet your match. So is it with all the minor

1 De Inguirenda Veritate, V. I0.
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insanities of predominant affection. If you give yourself up
to some hatred of another, you must make out a case to
warrant it ; and so you put the worst construction on his
words and conduct towards you, and trace malicious mean-
ings in looks, in acts, or in omissions, purely accidental.
You first see these things, because you hate him ; and then,
when you see them, you hate him more. And the corre-
sponding illusions in lovers, by which the most homely beings
are turned into gods and goddesses, and grvzed to be so by
irrefragable evidence, have in all ages furnished amusement
to the world. In these processes, blind feeling need never
be at a loss for what it wants ; the object, whatever it be, on
which it is fixed, is sure, like all created things, to have
its good and to have its evil ; and either of these it can set
in the focus of its vision, so as to perceive nothing else;
and by the very truth of the parts it is cheated into false-
hood about the whole. Such is the consequence of shifting
the real centre of thought and viewing all things in their
mere relation to ourselves, and #af as measured by feeling
and imagination. Reason, instead of ruling, is reduced to
serve ; no longer permitted to lead us by intellectual fore-
thought, it is degraded to the finding of plausible after-
thoughts to palm off a bad cause upon ourselves and others .
And the worst of it is that, in these perversions, the darker
passions’ arising from the apprehension of evil are far more
intense and wild than those which are fascinated by good.
Hence the terrible effects of antipathy and fear, when their
contagion seizes upon a multitude ; especially in the religious
form of false zeal, thinking to deserve the favour of God by
yielding t6 blind impulses of violence and cruelty 2

§7 Rules for the Attatnment of Trulh.

In the concluding book of his treatise Malebranche turns
from the survey of error to the methods of truth. He starts
from the fundamental Cartesian rule, that “ we are never to
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assent to propositions unless so clearly true that assent
cannot be refused without an internal feeling of a certain
punishment and secret reproach of reason; i.e. unless we
cannot refuse assent without clearly knowing that to do so
is an abuse of our freedom.” The conditions of this clear-
ness are twofold ; (1) in ourselves, straight or direct mental
gaze (like the power of accommodating the eye to the
objects’ distance) ; and strenuous attention to the scrutiny
of intelligible truths; (2) beyond ourselves, ideas for con-
ceiving of things ; if God did not (as the spiritual light of
the world) supply these, we should no more know anything
than see objects in the darkness. Since, however, by the
immutable will of God, they are for ever present, even
when we do not attend to them, all that is needed for
maintaining clearness of apprehension is to render our mind
closer in attention, and larger in capacity ; not enly in
regard to objects in themselves, but in regard also to their
numerous relations

The difficulty which has to be overcome in gaining clear
apprehensions of things arises from two opposite infirmities
of our nature, the one lying in the Senses and Imagination,
the felt phenomena of which are modifications of our mind ;
the other in the Reason, cognisant of Jdeas, which are
objects of the mind. The former no sooner come into play
than they so excite and engage us that we have no eye for
anything but our own feelings, and are selfinclosed in our
personal mental changes ; at least everything we look at is
coloured by them and seen in false lights. Yet, on the
other hand, when the reason is left alone, in the absolute
sleep of our sensitive capacity, we are indeed united with
God and in contact with His ideas, but without knowing of
their presence; the sole proper odjecss of our intellectual
perceptions of things are latent for want of #gpresentasion in.
our consciousness. Thus, we are suspended in a position
between false knowledge and no knowledge. The remedy
must be sought in the #ig#f measure of sensitive excitement,

* De Inguirenda Veritate, VI, 1.
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and the subordination of its proportions to the activity of
the reason. All vivid sensations and emotions must be
avoided ; everyone knows how the mind is disabled for
thought by noise, by too intense a light, by keen pain or
pleasure, by agitating news, by eager affections. Though
in this life we cannot dispense with some amount of
awakened feeling, yet the purity and tranquillity of the
imagination must be vigilantly guarded, and the ascendency
preserved for the pure understanding*,

It is a deplorable fact that the stimulus to the search for
truth is often given by affections least akin to it, e.g. the
love of reputation ; which has carried many a mind, other-
wise indifferent to knowledge, through great intellectual
labour. But, in the service of such a motive, men are care-
less whether they cultivate a fruitful or a barren field ; they
20 wherever the applauding multitude is found ; they seek
the startling rather than the true, the unique rather than the
great, such as perpetual motion and the squaring of the
circle ; anything, in short, which will set them above others
on the roll of fame. Far better than this morbid craving of
the imagination is the desire of using the understanding
well, of correcting prejudices, and of gaining light enough
for right self-direction in life. Under the influence of such
quiet but adequate motives, we shall escape the danger of
judging by feelings instead of by the clear features of reality;
yet shall apply the imagination to its genuine scientific use,
viz. of furnishing, as in the diagrams of geometry, the aids
needful to carry on the processes of thought otherwise too
abstract or too intricate to be long pursued %

The sehsible helps to accurate thought produce their
effect in two ways ; by facilitating and holding the mind's
attention ; and by extending its range of thought. The
first of these benefits is conferred by geometry ; the second
by arithmetic and algebra. In both cases, the advantage is
gained by resort to symbols of the ideas involved ; consist-
ing in the former of a particular representative instance,

! De Inquirenda Veritate, VL. 2. 3 Thid, VL 3.
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picturing the truth evolved ; in the latter, of less or more
general terms exhibiting to the eye the relations of abstract
quantities and the changes possible to them under given
conditions. It is shown how, by lines of given measure
and direction, the parallelogram of forces indicates the place
at any moment of a body set in motion by two simultaneous
impacts of knewn amount; and, under the law of accelerated
motion of falling bodies, detects the parabolic curve of ter-
restrial projectiles ; and how similar methods clear up the
theory of the musical scale, and reduce mechanical science
to exactitude.  Though weights and movements are not
lines and areas, yet, like these, they have their equalities
and inequalities, which may be represented by them, and
so brought into the field of vision and made to exhibit their
history under variation. This it is which so greatly facili-
tates the mind’s attention '.

In showing the enlargement of intellectual range obtained
by the use of arithmetic and algebra, Malebranche is some-
what embarrassed by his doctrine that neither can matter
have more extension, nor mind more thought at one time
than at another. If this is so, enlargement of mental
capacity would seem to be impossible. He does not shrink
from the paradoxical assertion, that there is no such thing
as greater or less emptiness of mind ; that the quantity of
thinking is invariable; and that the only difference between
the most torpid and the most effective intelligence is, that
the former is droning over confused ideas of sense and
imagination, or perhaps simply experiencing mere alimentary
sensations, while the latter is intent on clear and true ideas,
and busy in tracking their relations. If an equation of
thought is established between these two, it is difficult to
conceive what the unit of thought can be. However, it
does not perhaps much matter whether the advantage of
arithmetic and algebra is called a cdearaznce or an extension
of thought. At all events it enables us to follow the simple
conception of equality and inequality through a complexity

1 De Inguirenda Veritate, VI, 4.
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of relations which else we could not penetrate and dis-
engage ; and so to solve with mechanical ease innumerable

~ problems wholly beyond the grasp of mere unrecorded
abstract thought. Malebranche wrote under the fresh
influence of Descartes’ great improvements in the application
of mathematical analysis; and it is no wonder that, in his
admiration, he looks upon the new methods as the sublimest
instrument of reason, bearing a character almost Divine.
Yet he is careful to say, that even these must retire before
our quest of union with the infinite God

§ 8. Estimate and Ethical bearings of the System.

In studying this interesting scheme of thought, it is impos-
sible not to feel oneself in contact with a mind of much
higher moral order than Descartes’, if of less intellectual
originality. Even in a work devoted to the methods of

search, the chief differences which distinguish the disciple

from the master are suggested, less by logical scruples, than
by the desire to purify the mind from the selfincurred
blindness of low passions, and recall it to the supreme good.
No one can doubt that the resulting system commended
itself to him as sustaining the aspirations, not only of the
reason, but of the conscience under the highest calls of
meditative piety. With Descartes we can hardly feel a
similar assurance. Anxious though he is to clear his doe-
trine of objections from the ethical and religious side, it is
rather lest the doctrine should suffer disadvantage, than lest
it should be responsible for harm to the gravest interests of
life : he speaks down to others’ state of mind, more than
ingenuously out of his own; and you are never sure, as
with Malebranche, that there is no esoteric thought behind
that which he chooses to put forth. Where we have to do
with a mind acute as Malebranche’s, this earnestness affords
no slight intellectual presumption in favour of his specula-

! De Inquirenda Veritate, VL 5.
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tions.  Still, criticism must address itself, not to their
sincerity, but to their consistency, and to the security of
their foundations ; and it is not without reason that both of
these have been impugned.

(1) The dualistic assumption, which forms the basis of '

his natural philosophy, of the mutual exclusion of extension
and thought, so that they constitute two worlds coexisting

and intermingled, yet without common predicate or com- |

munication, and embrace all things in their parallel categories,
is constantly insisted on as fundamental, and almost as con-
stantly viclated in application. Under which head are we
to rank those wonderful ‘animal spirits,” which, like Iris,
messenger of the gods, flit to and fro between the earth and
heaven of our nature, reporting aloft what is going on below,
and taking back the answering orders for action? Are
they material? or are they spiritual? As they are dis-
claimed for mind pure and simple, and are ascribed to its
union with the body, and as their part is played in the field
of sense and imagination, which perish with the body, they
would seem to be corporeal. They are; moreover, described
as thrown off or exuded from the blood, and perform a
variety of movements, swift or slow, to select parts of the
body, muscles, heart, viscera, and nerves. Yet, though
thus busy with our organic history, they are not, as they
ought to be, forbidden to go beyond. They flow to the
internal parts, and we fee/; they press upon the brain, and
we have an #mage of sense or fancy, persistent in proportion
to the depth of the cerebral vestige ; and these are pheno-
mena of the mind, which is by hypothesis foreign to all
physical changes. It might indeed be said by the Cartesians:
‘Up to this last term the mechanism goes ; but stops short
at the threshold of it ; and the mental sequel is supplied by
the immediate act of God ; the physiclogist has to arrest
himself somemwhere ; and if we fix his terminus at the last
undulation of the animal spirits, the Divine agency may as
well enter there as at any earlier stage’ A reply of this
kind, frankly adopting the ‘animal spirits” into the mere
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baodily system, would certainly enable the theory to work?;
but it is not within the meaning of the doctrine as pro-

_pounded by the seventeenth century schools. When they |
said that matter could not transact business with mind, the;
thought of such matter as that with which mathematical |
physics deal; when they said that mind could not affect

matter, they thought in like manner that a spirit, as such,
could not, for example, throw a stone; and that no unitary
nature could be made by kneading up together 2 ghost and
alump of clay.  Starting from this type of conception, they
er{deavoured to treat the human being as a mechanical
mixture of heterogeneous clements, of which one worked by
the pure laws of motion, the other by those of thinking.
But when they came upon phenomena difficult to class
under either head, such as instinctive impulse and feeling,
explicable by neither physics nor logic, a nondeseript
medium was set up between the two realms, with indeter-
minate relations to either, and fulfilling the office attributed,
as 1 have mentioned, to vy among the Greeks. Had
this medium been regarded as simply matter, it would not
have been called ‘ sprrsts ;' and where would have been the
use of inventing it and its fictitious history, if it were not to
smooth a way of transition from matter to mind by attenua-
tion and vivacious movement in'the former? If to append
a mental feeling or thought to a bodily change needed the
intervention of a Divine volition, the effect was as competent
to that volition at first as at last 5 and there could be no
reason for suspending it till to the initial and known change

! Tt must be admitted that this condition is sometimes really fulfilled.
There are passages in Malebranche, at least in his later writings, whick
distinetly assign the € animal spirits” to the bodily organisa.iion.’ ¢ The
Creator of bc_rdies,’ he says, ‘is alone able to move them. This principle
suffices to lm]c.together,—no, not to link, but to affiliate,—all omr
pretended faculties. For, after all, the amimal spirils are boidiss, how-
ever small they may be; they are hut the more subtle part of the blood
and humours. ~ God alone then is able to move these small bodies; He
alone understands how to make them run from the brain along the
nerves, from the nerves through the muscles, from one muscle to its
antagonist; all of which is indispensable to the movement of our
limbs.” Entret. VIL pp. 249, 2:0.
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link after link had been added by mere hypothesis, as if to
narrow the chasm which the will of God had to clear. Thus
the theory, which begins by pronouncing the gulf impassable,
except by miracle, ends with trying its hand at building a
bridge across.  This is rendered indubitable by the passage
which I bave already quoted (p. 19o), affirming that ‘the
same cerebral agitation stirs the mind and the animal
spirits.” The ‘cerebral agitation’ is at all events a move-
ment of matter; and here it is said to give rise to effects
both in the mind and in the ‘animal spirits ;* apparently at
the same moment and on the same terms. Yet elsewhere
we find Malebranche saying, ‘your body cannot act imme-
diately upon your mind. Thus, if your finger be pricked
by a thorn, though your brain be disturbed by its action,
neither the one nor the other can act immediately on the
mind, because your brain and your finger are only matter?®. -
But the significance of Malebranche’s dualism is destroyed
by his adding to it a feature not borrowed from Descartes.
The causality which had been cancelled between body and
mind, had been retained between body and body, and
within each mind itself. This residue of power in created
objects Malebranche removes; he denies that one moving
body can set another in motion, that one human thought
can produce another; in both cases the consecution is due
to the eternal efficiency of God, repeating at every instant
the act of creation whence each first phenomenon arose?

1 Entretiens, VII, pp. 222, 223.

? ¢The force,” he says, ¢ which moves a body is only the efficiency of
God’s will, preserving it successively in different places. Suppose then
that this baﬁ is rolled, and that in the line of its motion it impinges
on another at rest; experience tells us that this other will without %al.cil
be set in motion according to certain propertions exactly ohserved.
Now it is not the first that moves the second. This is clear from the
fundamental principle. For one body cannot move another without
communicating to it some of the motive force. But the motive force of
a body in motion is only the will of the Creator preserving it suceessively
in different places. It is not a quality belonging to the body” Entre-
tiens, VII. pp. 242, 243. And, similarly, with regard to the mind of two
persons conversing together, he says : < We are both of us in union with
the universal Reason which illumines all intelligences.” ‘I am persuaded
that there is no such thing as a visible object, nothing which can act in
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It is thus superfluous to insist that matter and spirit cannot
act on each other, when they cannot even act on them-
selves ; there is no distinction between the supposed chains
of causation, if all alike are constituted by the energy of the
Divine Reason or Will at every link.

The truth is, the doctrine of the mutual exclusion of body
and mind arose from the treatment of them as different
Substances, under the rule that no substance can have
anything in common with another. This, however, could
only be, so long as each was practically regarded as an
witimate of being.  As soon as they came into distinct view
as hings created, the rule became inapplicable ; because it
was an admitted axiom that between cause and effect there
must always be something in common ; so that two products
of one and the same cause are precluded from being
entirely alien and, both by their dependence and by their
common affinities to a higher term, become disqualified
from further substantive pretensions. 1In Malebranche,
this derivative character receives the intensest emphasis ;
the very foundations of the doctrine of dualistic parallelism
are removed ; and it lingers as a last shred of traditional
thought which he has forgotten to fling into his basket of
philosophical waste paper.

(2) The philosophy of Malebranche leaves no room for

the mind and reveal itself there, but the intelligible as well as efficient
Substance of Reason. Nothing do we see in this material world where
our bodies dwell, except so far as our mind intently moves in another,
and contemplates the beanty of the intelligible and archetypal word
contained in (the universal] Reason. As our bodies live upon the
earth, and repair their waste on its fraitfn] products; so do our minds
find their aliment on the same truths which the intelligible and im-
mufable substance of the Divine Word contains. The sords which
Theodore addresses to my ear give me notice, in virtue of the laws of
union between:soul and body, to give heed to the truths which he
discovers in the Sovereign Heason. My mind is thus tnmed in the
same direction as his; I see what he sees, because I loolk where he
looks. And by the words in which I answer his, however empty here
and there, I am in communion with him, and with him enjoy a good
which is common to all. For we ate all united in essence with (the
universal) Reason ; so nnited, that without it,we can have no human tie.’
Entretiens VIL pp. 236, 257.

i
I

Branch I1.] . MALEBRANCHE, 200

the conceivable coexistence and relation of finite beings
and their infinite source ; and, among finite beings, especially
of persons. All the positive predicates of created objects
are, one by one, taken away from them and delivered back
to their Creator, not only as taning come from Him, but as
being now and for ever items of His agency, till all par-
ticular natures are absolutely emptied out, and there is
left simply One Sole Cause, whose effects can never be on
any other than Himself. All changes are His selfmodifi-
cations. This extreme result is not left to mere inference
by the reader ; it is repeatedly expressed in terms the most
direct. God is not a Being. He is all Being, or universal
Being, covering the whole of what exists. ‘The idea of
God,” he says, ‘i.e. of Being in general, Being without
restriction, infinite Being, is no figment of the mind, of a
composite nature that can involve a contradiction : nothing
can be simpler, although it embraces whatever exists or can
exist. This simple and natural idea of Being o the Tufinite,
includes necessary existence ; for evidently deing (I do not
say @ pariicular being) has existence ger se, and being cannot
but actually be.) ¢Those who do not see that God exists
are not thinking of being af its full scope, but of an individual
being, and therefore of that which either may or may not
exist’.) Again, he says, ‘That clear, intimate, necessary
idea of God, i.e. of being, without any special restriction,
of being in general, which presents itself to the human
mind, acts on it more powerfully than the presence of all
ﬁnite-objects % Still more explicit is the following account
of the relation of God to finite natures : ‘ The soul is not in
the body, nor the body in the soul, though their variations
are reciprocal in virtue of the general law of their union;
but both are in God, who is the real cause of this reciprocity.
Minds are in the Divine reason, and bodies in the Divine
immensity ; but neither can be in the other: their essences’
are unrelated ; with God alone have they necessary relation,
Mind can think without body, but can know nothing save
! Recherche de la Viérite, IV, 11, p. 295.  ? Ih. TIL ii. 8, p. 218.
VOL. L P
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in the Divine reason, Body can be extended without mind;
but can exist only in the immensity of God. The qualities
of body have nothing in common with those of mind ; body
cannot think; mind cannot be extended; but both have
participation in the Divine existence ; God, who gives them
their reality, is the possessor of that reality; for He possesses
all the perfections of things without their limitations. He
knows, as minds do : He is extended, as bodies are ; but all
in a way different from theirs: thus God pervades the
universe and transcends it’ The interlocutor, to whom
A these words are addressed, finding them hard to understand,

presses the question, ‘Before the world was, and God’s
Lagcncy in it, where was He?’ and in answer it is said:
‘ Before the creation of the world, God was where He now
is, and where He would be were the world to return to
nought. He was in Himself. When I tell you that God
is in the universe, and infinitely beyond it, you do not enter
into my thought if you suppose that the universe and space,
as we imagine it, are, so to speak, the place which is
occupied by the infinite substance of the Divinity. God is
in the universe only because the universe is in God; for
God is in Himself alone, in His immensity. If He created
new spaces, He would not thereby acquire an extended
presence ; He knows neither new space, nor increment to
His immensity. He is eternally and necessarily where
these new spaces are created ; but is not there locally, like
the spaces. Extension is a reality, and in the Infinite all
realities are found. God then is extended, no less than
bodies are; for He possesses all adsolute realities, i.e. all
perfections. But God is not extended after the manner of
bodies, not having the limitations and imperfections of His
creatures. God, as well as created minds, has knowledge ;
but does not think after their manner. He is Himself the
object of His knowledge. There is in Him no succession or
variety of thoughts; one does not, as with us, exclude all
others. Similarly, God is extended, no less than bodies;
but His substance has no parts; and there is no exclusion
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of one part by another; the place of His substance is
nothing but that substance itself. He is always one and
always infinite, perfectly simple, and composed, so to speak,
of all realities and all perfections. God is Being, and not
being (Zel étre), as He Himself said to His servant Moses by
the mouth of His commissioned angel; being, without
restriction, not finite being; being, compounded, so to
speak, of being and non-being'.” One further remark de-
serves citation, as antficipating an important feature in
Spinoza ; viz. that although body and spirit include all the
created natures, therefore all the aspects of the Divine
essence known to us, we are not to asswme that no others
exist: God is infinite ; and the contents of His being
cannot be estimated by the samples shown to us of His
countless perfections. Hence, though it is quite right to
say that ‘God is & Spivit) in order to indicate that He is nof
corporeat, and that He is much rather spirit than body, yet
we must beware of taking the proposition a#sefutely, and so
of carrying into His nature the features of mind copied from
our own experience”.

Now let us see in what light this doctrine exhibits (in the
first place) our own nature, whether on the cognitive or on
the active side. The relation of dependent union of the‘)
human with the Divine mind, is marked by two sets of ke
terms, describing two modes of identification ; one affirming /
unity of the apprehensive act in us and in God ; the other, |
unity of the thing apprehended. The former we have when |
Malebranche says that Reason is not personal, but universal ; 2
that the human intellectual faculty is a fiction, being only a
local gleam of an omnipresent light ; that God is the illumi-
nation of all minds; that our thought is (ad medum reci-
prentis) His thought, and our love His love. If these
expressions have any determinate meaning, they forbid us
to appropriate to our own subjectivity the intelligent acts of
which we are conscious, and require us to regard them as a

! Entretiens, VII. 279-283.
4 Recherche de la Veérité, IIT, ii. g, 227, 228.
P2
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partial incidence of the Divine thinking. Is it possible to
form any clear and consistent conception of such a relatioill
between man and God? Can we bring under it any parti-
cular instance of rational apprehension, e.g. our knowledge
that the surface of a sphere is equal to the area of a circle
of twice its diameter? When you think this equation, and
deduce it from essential properties of sphere and circle, to
what mind’s consciousness does that fact belong. Have
you reasoned it out? or is it only. God? If He be the sole
subject of the process in your case, He is no less so in every
other; and though there be a million recognitions of the
truth, there is but one thinker for all these thoughts. To
extract any such meaning, or rather no-meaning, out of what
is called the wmizersality of Reason is to play tricks with
words. What is there ‘waszersal’ in this geometrical equa-
tion? Simply this: that eny miznd may apprebend it; you
may know it ; I may know it; God knows it ; it may repeat
itself to consciousness wherever there is any intelligence for
its seat. But all these acts are numerically distinct, and are
counted by the list of knowers who realise the truth: they
are separate conditions of individual consciousness in which
no partnership is possible. Every cognition, by the very
meaning of the term, is the act of an Ego or personal

subject ; that which makes an Ego is a twofold condition; i

viz. (1) the continuous identity of subject for many suc-
cessive cognitions, and (2) the non-identity of this subject
with any other, or the exclusion from it of any acts of
cognition simultaneous with its own. Of this Ego, or soul,
of ours, Malebranche declares that we have absolute assur-
ance by self consciousness,—not indeed of its essence, but
of its existence as a reality; how is it possible, after thus
setting it up as a known separate entity, to cancel its status

and hand over its contents to another subject? The dictumn™/

that God illumines all minds is true, if we are to understand
by it that He qualifies them to know (in their degree) what
He knows; but false, and indeed senseless, if it asserts
that their knowing and His knowing are one and the same

S
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act of knowledge. The comparison with the sun in heaven
will not relieve so great a paradox. The daylight is indeed,
as Plato says in no dissimilar connection, in many places at
the same time, and, though a single element, enables
myriads of men to see ; but this common presence does not
fuse all exercises of sight into one: none the less are there
ten thousand acts of vision, each the incommunicable pre-
dicate of a separate subject. If these particular agents are
explained away in order to leave the ‘universal reason’as
the sole subject and all-absorbing cause, it follows that it
would make no difference whether there were human minds
or not ; or whether, if there were, they knew anything or
did not know ; and we might apply rigorously to the intel-
lectual consciousness of the universe what is poetically said
of its life,—
¢ The eternal fire that feeds each vital frame,
Collected or diffused, is still the same:’

and whether a million people, or only Euclid, apprehended
our proposition, or it were known to none but God, it
weuld in any case be known only once, as a constituent in
the eternal reason. This surely is absurd. The same con-
siderations apply, muufatis mutandis, to the asserted identity of

our love with God’s love. We have only to ask the question™Y

whether, if we love and if He loves, there are two lovers or
one, and we shall realise the contradiction which the asser-
tion involves; especially on considering that, if there be

and the forthgoing love is thrown back into selflove, i.e.
ceases to be love at all.

Malebranche’s second mode of identifying the human with
the Divine mind is, by giving them the same objects, instead
of making them the same subject. The things known by
both are said to be JZeas, or the nteliigidle aspect of things,
as distinguished from the maferiaZ, It is not easy to convey
a distinct notion of what is meant by these ‘ideas.’ But if
you assume as true two propositions, viz. (1) that extension
as such, i. e. Body, cannot have any dealings with thought,

\
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only one, the apparent mutuality of affection is an illusion,”
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so as to get known; and (2) that we actually have know-
ledge of bodily things, being able to reason about them, and
to verify our reasoning; it follows that, over and above
their corporeality, they must carry something intellectual,
enabling them to speak to our thinking nature. This
spiritual something is their ‘Idea’ It is not dependent on
their actual material existence ; if there had never been any
sphere or circle marked out in the infinite space, it would
still have been true that the surface of any sphere equals
the area of a circle of twice its diameter; and this truth
must have been present to omniscient thought prior to the
formation of solids and the demarcation of areas, and so

have constituted the odect of that thought. On the question '

whether it was a/ways there, a remarkable difference exists
between Descartes and Malebranche. The former, if we
construe his language strictly, makes all truth, even geomet-
rical, dependent on the Creator’s 2/, which sets up and
might take down all the relations, mathematical and ethical,
defined by the sciences: it is therefore a matter of volition
that there is such a field at all as that of the true and false,
of the right and wrong: God can make anything true and
anything right that He pleases. Malebranche, on the other
hand, insists on the eternal and immutable character of both
quantitative and moral truth, and places it beyond the reach
of any will, even the Divine: it was never made necessary,
but always was so; not indeed #mgosed on God by any
extraneous existence; but, while interior to His infinite
nature, present there on such terms as to supply the daa of
contemplation to His intellect, and of movement to His
will. Hence, Ideas, in their pre-existence, are the arckefypes
of created things; in their embodiment are the essences
of things; and in their relation to us are what we know
of things. On them therefore the intellectual gaze is
fixed, of God beforehand and for ever, of ours afterwards;
and the thought which meets on them, be it Divine or
human, is the same. In attending to any particular thing,
we are engaged upon its idea, which is and ever has been

el
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in God’s mind, and are therefore attending to a particular
perfection of His. All ideas are in Him ; in Him it is that
we see them; and as He too contemplates them there,
there is no difference in the knowledge except in range ; to
the limits of our finite nature, ours coalesces with His.

Though, however, we were to grant the doctrine of ideas,
still, sameness in the object of thought does not constitute
sameness in the thinkers, or justify the language in which
Malebranche speaks of their wzion in act and in nature.
You and I may contemplate one given truth ; but the con3
templations will be two, though our conceptions be only|
numerically distinguishable; the singleness of object does|]
not destroy the plurality of the subjects; either the con- |
sciousness of the truth occurs twice over, or it does not; if |
it does not, either you or I disappear from the scene and /
are not there; if it does, the minds are two and not one,
nor is one a part of the other. And so must it be between
the human and Divine mind, unless selfconsciousness be
denied to the intellect of God. Whatever be the ‘idea’ to
which I attend, my thinking of it is a sufjective fact distinet
from the existence of the idea. If God contemplates that
idea, His thinking of it is awmether sulbjective fact, distinct
from the existence of the idea; and as these subjective facts
are not predicable of one and the same self-consciousness,
they cannot be merged into each other, and reduced to unity.
They are separate modifications of different minds,

Of this inevitable conclusion Malebranche must have had
some inkling ; for he sets up a special doctrine in order to
fence it out. He artificially limits the field within which he
admits ‘maodifications of mind:’ they are confined, he says,
to the senses and imagination; and do not enter the area
of the Reason. The changes and differences of sensation,
representation, of emotion, impulse, will, are phenomena of
the subject, modes of mental susceptibility, lights and shades
of the personal history. But the varieties of the reason are
exclusively Jdeas, which are not our modes of thinking but

‘the objects of our thought, extrinsic to our personality, and
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not to be reckoned among subjective vicissitudes, On this
principle, identity of idea would be identity of reason; and
all rational contemplation of a given object, however dis-
tributed or concentrated, would be referable to one universal
mind. For this restriction of personality to the senses and/
. imagination there does not appear to be the slightest gmund.k_"
Nor is it secured by withholding from ideas the name of}
‘modifications of the mind’ For if they are ‘objects’
thought of by the reason, the reason has not only to hold
them, but #o #hink of them ; and is certainly modified accord-
ing as it thinks of A, or B, or C'. That the ideas are r
stationary and eternal does not hinder the attention to them
from being chifting and transitory; and so we arc re-
introduced, within this sacred region, to the personal
modifications of consciousness. To claim for the reason an |
object of thought, yet deny to it a subjective modification,
is a contradiction in terms.

Malebranche’s process, then, of unifying the Divine and
the human reason, makes their coexistence, as rational,
impossible : the human resigns its individuality and lapses
into the infinite element, like a wave, which seems to be an
advancing body with a horizontal run, but is really but a
vertical movement on a stationary deep. The eternal
thought is but the totality of these' infinite undulations,
actual and possible; and has its infinitude and perfection,
not in being their o#%e7, but in being their 4/ This evan-
escence of particular minds in the universal, unintended by
Malebranche, yet the inevitable result of his positions, he
would himself acknowledge to be at variance with the
primary postulates of all knowledge.

It is hardly needful to show, by applying a corresponding
line of reasoning to the acfipe side of our nature, how its
individuality also disappears when Malebranche’s docttine is

1 Walebranche himself, in enumerating the modifications of the mind,
elsewhere includes ses propres indellections, as Professor Sidgwick has
reminded me (Mind. xxxix, p. 432). None the less does his language,
cited inthe text and often repeated, exclude them, On this point, he is
not self-consistent.
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pressed home to its results. He retains, in terms, Descartes’
assertion of our liberty as moral agents ; and speaks as if it
were a liberty even towards God, i. e. to conform or not to
the Divine will. He states, for instance, that ‘God has
made us such that we can follow or not follow a natural and
indispensable law; and therefore, as a necessary consequence,
such as to be susceptible of punishment or reward. Ves;
if we are free, it follows that we have the alternative of
happiness or misery; and if we have the alternative of
happiness or misery, it is a sure proof that we are free’.
When, however, we consult him about the exact contents
and meaning of this free agency, it first seems doubtful
whether the possession is not illusory ; and then, whether
the possessor himself exists, 1. e. whether, if there be the
alleged power, a competent Ego can be produced to wield
it. The active energy of our being, i. e. our wi/, is the
aggregate of our natural inclinations, working under ther‘:r
conditions of the bodily maefipara. These inclinations are
to our minds exactly what motion is to bodies; in neither |
case belonging to the essence ; in both, the immediate im- |
pression of the Divine agency continuously administered,
moment by moment. Further, the passive conditions amid
which these inclinations work, are due to the union with
the mind ofa body which could never transmit any influence,
did not God Himself directly interpolate a feeling or an
image between the last cerebral and the first mental change,
in each sensible experience. Idence, both these dynamic
factors, the primary force and the modifying condition, are
Divine ; and they constitute the total causality. It is )
expressly declared that ows esscnce carries none, and that |
none would ever step in, but for the interposition of God. |
What room then can there be for Zéeszy under these super-|,
induced influences ? Malebranche finds it in the nfedfeciual \
judement which Reason forms about the pleas offered by
natural inclination on the one hand, and the modifying
feelings on the other ; the former we know to present some

1 Entretiens, VIIL p. 307.
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form of the true good embraced in the love of God ; the
latter to recommend at best only what is good for #ie dody.
Qur assens, that is, is due to the former, and we are free to
assent to it ; and if, instead of this act, we yield to the passive
tendency towards ease and pleasure, we neglect to use
our freedom, and assent to what we are aware is false. Or
rather, to avoid conceding to us any pesttive power, such as
would be involved in deciding against evidence, Malebranche
allows us only freedom to susgend our assent ; which we can
always do, he says, till clear and indubitable evidence
obliges us to give it. This freedom is the compensation
for our ignorance and imperfection; we need not decide
while these are confusing us; but can wait for distinct
vision, and move only when we see our way. At the same
time that he asserts this as a possibility and a duty, he

denies that it is “a faculty of our nature ;’ declares that the

capacity for it is very different in different men ; and that
¢ without pain we cannot prolong reflection, far less suspend
our assent, i. e. the judgment which determines the move-
ments of mind and of body. Whenever a good presents
itself to the soul, and draws it by some charm, it is not at
ease if it remain stationary ; for there #s no Alarder work
than to stand fast in a current ; cease your action, and you
are borne away *." In spite therefore of the alleged negative
ar suspensive character of this liberty, it turns out, after all,
to be ¢ kard work, involving an active effort that cannot for
an instant be dropped ; none the less is it @ force for being

spent in resistance instead of in motion. Where then is the/

agent exercising that force? Whence is the resistance? The
tendency, withstood is the eagerness of the senses or imagi-
nation for what charms them ; the withstanding effort is
from the rational inclination for more indubitable good.
This inclination belongs to the contents of our H7Z; the
whole of which, as we have seen, Malebranche resolves into
the immediate and perpetual impulsion of God, and affirms
to be as little inherent in the finite soul as motion in created

! Traité de Morale, ch. vi. 6.

e
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bodies. So that the alleged liberty is removed from the
human stage of being to the Divine; and as the same is
true of the force which it resists, the whole game of conflict
in which we seem to be in the lists is conducted between
two attributes or energies of God. This is the ultimate
meaning of the frequent assertions that our finite natures
are absolutely ‘impotent ;’ that our ‘liberty is no faculty;’
that we are not agents but spectators of even our own

_ history; that we have no causality, God being the only

cause. It is in the interest of the same theory that Will
itself, the sum total of apparent activity in us, is made to
consist of affirmation and denial,and regarded as interchange-
able with assen? given or withheld. It is thus resolved back
into an intellectual function, and identified in its essence with
Reason ; and is therefore removed, along with the Reason in
man, from the properties of the finite Ego, into the sphere of
the universal Reason ; which accordingly engulfs our entire
personal nature; not only absorbing all our powers, but melt-
ing away the very subject in which they might be lodged.
(3) In its doctrine of God, Malebranche’s system is not
self-consistent ; intending to be Theism, it becomes Panthe-
ism ; and, among pantheistic schemes, it Tanges sometimes
with the transcendental, at others with the immanental.
That his habitual idea of God retained in it all the features
essential to Christian devotion and personal relations with
the object of worship, there can be no doubt. The
¢perfection’ which he predicates of the Divine nature,
though at times apparently interchangeable with the quanti-
tative term ‘infinitude,” is not yet stripped of its moral
significance and used in the Spinozistic sense of ¢ rea/izy’ or
complete inclusion of all that is; but is distinctly stated to
embrace the attributes not only of understanding and will,
but of wisdom, goodness, justice, compassion . And as the
love of these virtues is declared to be in us only the finite
form of God’s own love for them, the attributes must be
understood as essentially the same in both natures. Male-

1 Entretiens, VIIL. passim.
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branche, moreover, deviating from Descartes’ denial of final
canses, habitually speaks of God’s designs, and though finding
them only within the Divine nature itself, treats them dis-
tinctly as ends in view, thoughts or preconceptions whence
the creative will passes into expression in the universe.
The Divine administration of the world is conducted on
a principle of predation, involving liberty in man and moral
awards to him by his Creator. All these are plain charac-
teristics of a sincere Theistic faith, which certainly lay deep
in the heart and mind of Malebranche.

Consistently to maintain this position, however, certain
conditions must be cbserved. For the exercise of Will,
there must be objects amenable to it. For the operation of
love, of goodness, of compassion, there must be other beings
present, with the sensitive and moral qualities which earn
these affections. And a world administered with justice
must be constituted of persons, that is, of those who have a
certain range of independent and fiduciary power. Are
these conditions fulfilled by Malebranche ?

His philosophy probably had an earlier and a later phase.
At first, fresh from Descartes, he was possessed with the
conception of a dual universe of extension and thinking,
and worked it out on the principle of parallelism. Body,
he assumed, could act upon body; mind upon mind ; but
neither upon the other. This was their nature, and lay
in their very essence. There was therefore such a thing as
natural causality, within the limit of its proper line. But
then, over and above what was thus brought about, experi-
ence showed that the events on the two lines kept time
together, advancing in uniform double file, the same cerebral
fact having always the same mental fact for its companion.
This was supernatural, secured by immediate and constant
Divine agency.

In this compound of Nature and God, let us now see
what account is given of the former. Its two factors,

extension and thinking, are both of them inherently in God,
* not inventions or creations of His. They are of His essence;
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whence, as derivative essences, they constitute the matter
and mind of the universe. From ecach of these essences
flow the properties, and from the properties the particular
phenomena, of these parallel departments of nature. What
we call essences, when referred to the objects created, are
jdeas when referred to the creative intellect. And these
ideas, as we have seen, Malebranche affirms to be not
products but data of the Divine reason, eternal, immutable,
and archetypal. It follows that none of the essences of
things could be other than they are; and that all that
happens along the lines of material and mental change
is necessarily evolved. In calling God #ke Author of things
as they are, in the physical and spiritual world, we must not
understand that He determined their nature by selection,
any more than the circle chooses 9o for the angle which a
radius makes with the tangent at its extremity ; that nature
inevitably results from His nature, and is indeed nothing
else than its direct expression.

Thus the cosmos turns out to be, in part the necessary
nature, in part the free will, of God; its essences and pro-
perties being determined by the former; the synchronisms of
its phenomena by the latter; the one containing only what
God #5 ; the other, what He does. Both are supernatural,
if we use that word as coextensive with Divine at first hand,
If we allow the words ‘nature’ and ‘natural’ to be carried
back behind the phenomenal order into what is immutable in
God, then the synchronisms, being volitional, are alone super-
natural; the rest, natural; but still, both identified with God.

In this first phase, therefore, already the Allis God ; there
are no second causes ; there is no nature but His nature; no
will but His will. And this is strictly what we mean by
Pantheism,

It would seem, however, as if Malebranche had repented
of allowing so much scope to the cogency of the eternal
‘ideas; and the necessary sequence from them of the
essences and ulterior properties and ultimate phenomena of
things, whether in extension or in thought. He apparently
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did not like to have the necessity quit its fountain head
and travel down the chain; it seemed to invest each
link with the prerogative of setting up the next; though in
reality it was but the logical pre-requisite. e was jealous
for the undivided rights of the Supreme Source; and lest
any shred of causality (airia) should escape thence under
the disguise of rational consequence (Adyos), he recalled or
disclaimed any leave for power to pass down from the
essence of God into the essence of things, He permitted
them Zo fe what they must be by reasoning themselves out
from their premisses, but to 2o nothing ; for motion, that is
action, could be reasoned into them from nothing, nor out of
them into anything ; it was no logical product, and could be
transmitted by no deduction. Created things, therefore,
their essences and properties, were smpotent ; and if body
could move body, and thought excite thought, it lay not in
themselves to do so, but a power from the primal source
stepped in and effected the change. Thus, the miracle of
synchronism is no longer solitary ; it is supported on either
hand by a separate and perpetual miracle of succession ;
and the entire dynamics of the universe are resolved into
the immediate volition of One Will. The change in this
second phase of doctrine consists in a different partition of
the universe between the necessary and the free attributes
of God ; the province of the latter is enlarged at the expense
of the former, and volitional agency is made accountable for
all that begins or ceases to be. The supernatural, in the
more restricted sense of the word, gains new fields, and
governs the whole territory of phenomena.

The result, in spite of this modified division of its con-
tents, comes out in similar terms. The universe is consti-
tuted by what things are and what they do. The former,
that is, their essences, are the form of the One Reason ; the
latter, that is, their powers, of the Onre Wil The total,
therefore, is the aggregate of the eternal necessity and the
eternal freedom of God.  There is nothing but God ; He is
not only Sole Cause, but entire effect; He is All in all.

e e ot
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How little suspected or intended was this result by Male-
branche himself is curiously illustrated by a passage in his
Dialogues, in which he attacks, not without vehemence, a
recent doctrine which identified the universe and God.
One of the interlocutors had shown some interest in this
doctrine, without eliciting reply, dropping, for instance, the
remark : ‘ From what you say, I can well understand that
that impious man of our time who made the universe his God,
had no God ; he was a genuine atheist?.” The same speaker,
determined apparently to elicit from his teacher some judg-
ment on this opinion, afterwards affects to adopt it, and
says : “We are a part of the Divinity; the infinitely perfect
Being is the universe; it is the aggregate of all that is.
¢ This again !’ says his teacher. ‘Do not suppose, Theodore,
that I am impious and senseless enongh to give in to these
dreams; but I am delighted to learn from you how to refute
them. For I have heard say, that there are minds corrupt
enough to be fascinated with them.’ Theodore: ‘I do not
know, Aristes, whether we can quite depend on what is now
said of certain people; and whether even the ancient
philosopher who conceived the opinion which you adduce
ever believed it. For, though there are few extravagances
too great for mankind, I would willingly believe that the
authors of such chimeras have scarcely put faith in them.
For, after all, the author who has revived this impiety agrees
that God is the infinitely Perfect Being. This being so,
how could he have believed that all created beings are but
part or modifications of the Divinity? Is it a perfection to
be unjust in one’s parts, unhappy in one’s modifications,
ignorant, senseless, impious? There are more sinners than
honest men, more idolaters than faithful: what disorder,
what conflict, between the Divinity and its parts | what a
monstrous, frightful, absurd chimera! A God necessarily
hated, blasphemed, set at nought, or at all events ignored by
the greater part of Himself ; for how few think of acknow-
ledging such a Divinity ! A God who is necessarily either

1 Entretiens, VIIL. p. 28g.
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unhappy or unceonscious in the majority of His parts and
modifications! A God punishing Himself, administering
retribution to Himself! In a word, a being infinitely per-
fect, yet composed of all the disorders of universe! What
notion can be more replete with evident contradictions?
Certainly, if there are people who can accept a counterfeit God
so monstrously conceived, it is either that they do not want
sight of one at all, or else there must be minds with a native
tendency to seek in the idea of the circle for all the proper-
ties of the triangle. Believe me, Aristes, no man of sense
has ever been convineed of such a craze, though several
persons have maintained it as if they were well convinced of
it. For so whimsical is self-love, that it can furnish motives
for inducing boon-companions to trust one’s profession of
such belief, and for wishing to appear convinced of it. But
it is impossible really to believe it, if you have ever so little
capacity for reasoning, and fear of illusion. Those who
maintain it cannot have been inwardly persuaded of it
unless the corruption of their heart had so blinded them,
that the attempt to enlighten them would have been mere
waste of time 1.

Who was the anonymous reviver of ancient Pantheism
that was the ‘occasional cause’ of this outburst? It can
hardly be any other than Spizoza, whose posthumous Ethics
had been published eleven years before, and had elicited
several replies likely to be known in France ; especially by
Aubert de Versé?, and Pierre Poiret®. The latter is pretty
certain to have been familiar to Malebranche, and to have
fixed his attention on Spinoza's doctrine ; for Poiret, like
himself, was at once a distinguished Cartesian, and in
sympathy with the mystical devotion of the ‘Theologia
Germanica,” and the French Quietists. In the very titles of

1 Entretiens, VIII. pp. 315-317.

2 L’impie Convaincu, ou Dissertation contre Spinoza. Dans laquelle
on réfute les fondemens de son Athéisme. Amsterdam, 1684.

3 Fundamenta Atheismi eyersa, sive specimen absurditatis Spinoziange.
Amstel. 1685, (Appended to a second edition of the Treatise Cogita-
tiones Rationales de Deo, anima et malo.)
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these replies, the epithets “impious’ and ‘atheist,” applied
in the foregoing citation, are given to Spinoza, as if they
had passed into current use. As the unnamed writer,
though ‘of our time,’ is spoken of in the past tense, it is
obvious that he was no longer living; and the charge
brought against him, of making the universe his God, is
precisely that which early assumed the foremost place in the
Spinozistic controversy, and, even when based only on his
Theologico-political Treatise, drew forth from.Bredenburg,
in 1673, a refutation in the form of geometrical proof. 1If,
as these reasons render probable, Spinoza is the object of
Malebranche’s attack, it is curious to witness the antago-
nism of two philosophers who were destined ever after to
be regarded as allies ; and to observe that the offence in
Malebranche’s eyes was in effect the same that was to be
brought home to himself. Whether he had any unconfessed
apprehension of this, and wished to have the first word for
self-protection, must be left to conjecture ; but, though in a
few years he was repeatedly accused of Spinozism, I am not
aware that at the date of the Dialogues he had incurred any
such imputation. That the affinity of his doctrine with
Spinoza’s should conceal itself from him, in spite of its
logical certainty, is conceivable enough from the different
order in which it arose in the two cases. In both, Ged
and the universe were identified. But Spinoza translated
God into the universe ; Malebranche transfigured the uni-
verse into God. The one made over infinitude to Nature ;
the other reduced Nature to zero. To rigorous thought
the difference may be nothing; but to feeling it may be
everything.

I have said that Malebranche wavers between the imma-
nental and the transcendental relations of God to the world.
When he says that ‘ God is extended, like bodies,” yet is not
body, and we ask ‘Wherein lies the difference?’ the answer
is, ‘ In Him it is fufelligible extension ; in body it is acfual
extension.” If we further ask, ‘Do these then differ from
each other in range?’ the answer is, * No, both are infinite.”

VOL. L Q
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Now, intelligible extension gives, so to speak, the range of
God; actual extension gives the range of the universe;
both being infinite, they are the same. Here then we have
the immanental theory, which also underlies the expression
that God is ‘the Infinite, whose property it is to be at the
same time One and All things;’ that He is the totality of
being, universal being, and not a being among beings;
that ¢He alone, the infinite, the indeterminate being,
or the infinite infinitely infinite, can comprise the reality
infinitely infinite which I see when I think of Being, and
not of such and such beings, or of such and such infinities'.’
Here we have the very same predicates employed to indicate
the range of being in God and in the universe of being.
Vet we meet with phrases no less distinetly cast in the
transcendental mould ; e. g when he says, that ‘the Divine
Substance is everywhere, not only in the universe, but
beyond?;’ that it is less true to affirm ‘God to be in the
world, than the world to be in Him, or in His immensity ;
just as eternity is not in time, but rather time in eternity .
Appeal might perhaps be also made to the caution against
regarding extension and thinking as the only attributes of
God, because they are the only ones that make our world ;
were it not that, in admitting innumerable others unknown
to us, he would also admit along with them corresponding
other worlds similarly unknown to us. But, at all events,
the supernatural synchronism by which, in our nature, mind
and body are made to go together, affords a plain example
of Divine intercalation into a presupposed system of nature.
In this view, God is regarded as AU nature and someithing
more. Not only was this always the preponderant character
of Malebranche’s Pantheism, but, as time went on, the
¢something more’ continually encroached upon the ©All
nature,” till the whole was enwrapped within its blaze; the
free-will of God gained upon His necessary nature, till the

1 Entretiens, IL, pp. 42, 4.3;
2 Ibid. VIL p. 274.
® Thid. VIIL p. 276.

Branch I1.] MALEBRANCHE. 224

order of the “world and the vicissitudes of men became
incidents of His life and traits of His sole activity.

{4) The Ethics of Malebranche inevitably contain the
same heterogeneous and incompatible elements as the
philosophy on which they rest; assuming the free-will and
responsibility of man, yet rendering them inconceivable in
presence of the sole causality of God. Moeral obligation
implies a sphere in which we can do something of ourselves :
the ‘absolute impotence of the creatures’ means that we
can do nothing of ourselves.  As Malebranche asserts both,
one part of his system destroys the other. The mode in
which he tried to reconcile the two was by dispensing, as
far as possible, with the demand for pezer in morals, and
forcing them into the category of intellectual judgments, and

giving them the aspect of assens to truth, due to the necessary-

influence of evidence. Throughout the Cartesian school the [
tendency was always strong to identify the Understanding 1

and the Will ; Descartes himself differencing them not in
their nature but in their range,—the Will affirming more
than the Understanding; Spinoza making them uncon-
ditionally the same ; Malebranche maintaining ‘the inter-

mediate position, that they ought to be the same?l and |

would be so, as soon as the will learned to suspend its
affirmation till the understanding made it too. By thus

attenuating the functions of the will to a mere abs#inence |

from movement, he thought that he had silenced its claim '

to any energy of its own, and handed over the whole
business of determining this or that to the llmderstanding.
So long, however, as assent is suspended agatnust 2e pressure
of passions from the bodily side, and is suspended not for
us but 2y s, it is not inert; and precisely because it is not
inert, and is exercised by the Ego, there is a moral crisis
wrapped up in it. However narrow may be the corner into
which free-will is driven,—be it no more than the opening

1 Traité de Marale, VL. 12: Les jugemens de la volonté ne doivent
pas avoir plus d’ctendue que les perceptions de V'esprit. 11 faut svivre,
pas & pas, la lumiére, et ne pas la prevenir,

Q2



228 METAPHYSICAL, ITMMANENT. [Book L.

or shutting the eyes,—on it depends, and by it is saved, the
possibility of moral obligation. It matters not whether the
executive power which carries out a volition be ours or
God’s, provided that the defermination of it hither or thither
rests with us. And with us Malebranche’s ©liberty of the
mind’ means to leave it, in spite of his denial of its
facultative nature, and his attempt to convey over all
our forces into the omnipotent hand. Enough escapes
unseen from this transfer to afford a base for his ethical
doctrine.

The conception which Malebranche formed of the re-
lation between our ‘liberty’ and God’s power is highly
characteristic. There are two systems of Order prevailing
in the universe. Both of them are Divine; one, from the
inner essence of God as eternal and universal Reason ; the
other, from the free volitional power of God as Creator of
all. The first is the immutable Zaw of God, the order of
His own perfection, and, as imparted to us, of our relative
and dependent perfection of truth and rightecusness. The
second is the ZLnergy of God, the order of Nafure, the
scheme of énstifuted general fazos which He has set up, not
for man in particular, or spiritual beings collectively, but for
ends of wider scope, attainable only by steadfast adherence
to the methods selected. These two systems by no means
coincide in their phenomenal particulars ; and though God
always wills in harmony with the former on the universal
scale, yet His acts, taken in detail, often contravene it, and
impair the good which is recognised by His and our eternal
law. He forms monsters, and sends destructive avalanches
and floods ; not to mar the beauty of life, or to lay waste
the field of human industry, but in fidelity to uniformities
so beneficent or just in their total sweep as to absorb these
qualifying inconveniences. What we have to follow and
obey is the eternal order, not the order of nature; and
where it is possible for us, by resisting the spontancous
consequences of the latter, to bring it into closer accord with
the former, e.g. by diverting a torrent, or irrigating a desert,

—e
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or combating a disease, we are cbedient to God in correcting
His work®.  He indeed Himself is still the agent there, for
we are but ‘occasional causes,” and He is the executant of
our volitions; having engaged Himself to be so, whether
they be right or wrong. Our position, therefore, is simply
that of workers of signals at our several stations; we make
signs to Him to cause this or that; He binds Himself to
do it, whether it be conformable or not with the supreme
order. Thus, ‘though we can do no one any good or
harm by our own power, we can ¢b/ige God by our practical
desires, in virtue of the laws of union between soul and
body, to do good and harm to other men ; for it is we who
will the movement of tongue and arms, but God who alone
can effect it%” In this view, God places His power at our
disposal gre e nald, instead of lending us a store of it for

our own keeping, sufficient for us to draw on through life.

In representing Moral distinctions as objects of Ra#zonal
discernment, Malebranche did not mean to say that, in a
conflict and decision of conscience, the wmatfer judged was of
the same kind with that involved in a conclusion of the
understanding ; or that the purely quantitative ideas which
suffice for logical procedure would also supply ethical results.
He would not, I suppose, have denied that the conditions of
intellect are conceivable without any perception of the con-
tents of character ; only, such intellect would have only one
side of that larger °Aeasom’ which he predicates of God
and man. The main interest in which he puts mathematieal
and moral certainty under the same head is, that he may
claim them both as having the same security of inéition,
notwithstanding their difference of kind ; and so be able to
treat them as the common data of all known minds. He
was intent on universalising morals, as all men agree to
universalise geometry; and emphasised the eternal and
immutable character of Right by planting it in the essence
of God, side by side with truth similarly eternal and immut-
able, From that infinite Source he derived, in the order of

L Traité de Morale, 1. 20-23. 2 Ibid. XV. & 8.
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being, the insight possessed by the human conscience, no
less than the axioms of the human understanding: the
Divine “order is graven on the heart of man, and he has
but to retire into himself to learn it';’ and not he alone,
but any other thinking nature in the universe; ‘for all
minds contemplate the same primary objects of intelligence,
and necessarily find there the same relations of magnitude,
the same speculative truths; they find there also the same
truths of conduct, the same laws, the same order, when
they apprehend the relative perfection prevailing among the
objects of intelligence included in the same reality of Divine
Wisdom * (literally, ‘in the same substance of the Word *’).
And this reading of the inward heart-writing is by immediate
vision, and not by inferential judgment: it is the charac-
teristic of #ruth alowne, of real relations, to be selfrevealing,
50 that one has nothing to judge, except that there they are,
clearly visible ®. Since the order of knowing is the inverse
of the order of being, this doctrine, when read backwards,
is tantamount to saying, that our inward conscience carries,
in its essential beliefs, the witness of an eternal and immut-
able moral order: our own intuitions are the evidence of
it,—the only evidence there could be; for if the first
principles of knowledge do not tell the truth, how else can
it ever pass into a mind of which these are the sole thres-
hold? Thus interpreted, Malebranche’s system transforms
itself into an ethical scheme of the psychological type, not
really deduced from his metaphysics, but having its ultimate
credentials in the moral ‘consciousness; and within that
genus, it specifically belongs to the class of infuizive theories.
Mackintosh accuses him of taking for granted all that an
ethical philosophy has to establish, viz. “the reality of moral
distinctions, and the power of the moral feelings;’ instead
of proving these, he is content with asserting them*. The
criticism is groundless. How is any one to prove ‘the

! Traité de Morale, II. g. 2 Thid. L #. ? Thid. L. 8.
- d* stssertatlcm on the Propress of Ethical Philesophy. Whewell's
. p. 180,

o
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reality of moral distinctions?” If he finds that what are
called “moral distinctions’ are resolvable into something
non-moral, on which they depend, he can, by disclosing this
condition, explain them away and prove them warea/ i. €. a
mere subjective transformation of what is o#ker than moral.
But if he finds that he cannot go behind their recognition
in consciousness, any more than behind bis belief in infinite
space and time, how can he go about to prove their reality ?
A thing cannot be proved unless you have a letter known
to work with; and whatever, when closely scrutinised,
stands on the line of dest known, can have no further
voucher for its reality. Jfmoral distinctions are real, they
can occupy no other position than this, relatively to our
minds; to see whether they do so is therefore our only
resource ; and to this Malebranche has resorted. And as
to the ‘ power of the moral feelings,” in few writers, prior to
Butler, does it receive more ample and impressive illustra-
tion than in Malebranche’s treatise.

In what Malebranche discovers, when he retires within to
consult his intuitive light, there is a peculiarity which de-
serves, and has not received, special notice. Other philoso-
phers, as Cudworth, have insisted on ‘the eternal and
immutable ’ nature of morality ; and, like Dr. Samuel Clarke,
have defined that nature, not as something abselufe, but as
consisting of certain unalterable ze/ations, not less exact and
selfevident than the elementary relations of number; so
that in the just and unjust there was an inherent fitness and
unfitness of things. But in these and kindred theories the
result always was, to establish the single antithesis of Right
and Wrong, to put all voluntary conduct under one or other
of these two heads, and the same act invariably under the
same head. The moral picture of the world, therefore, was
all painted in black and white. With Malebranche it is
different. The ‘order’ of which he reads the intuitive
report is a graduated order, involving not simply relations,
but proportions of things, a more or less of excellence from
zero to perfection. And by this mark, of qualitative worth,
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as opposed to mathematical or logical eguivalents, he dis-
criminates ethical from intellectual apprehension. ‘Suppos-
ing man to be a rational being, we certainly cannot deny
him some knowledge of what God thinks, and of the way in
which God acts. For, in contemplating the essence of the
Divine Wisdom (literally, the substance of the Word),
which constitutes my rationality and all intelligence, T can
clearly see the relations of magnitude among the ideas
which it comprises ; and these relations are the same eternal
~ truths which God sees. For God sees as well as I that
twice two are four, and that triangles on the same base and
between the same parallels are equal. T can also discover,
at least dimly, the relations of perfection among these ideas ;
and these relations are the immutable order which God
consults when He acts ; the order which ought to regulate
the respect and love of all intelligences’’ Whoever in-
wardly sees this graduated order of perfection, sees as God
sees ; if he judges by it alone, he is infallible ; if he con-
forms to it, he follows the law which God follows, and has
the same love ; and to love as He loves is tolove in propor-
tion as things are lovable®. By thus comprising, within his
conception of Moral Order, the idea of a preferential scale
of worth ranging over several degrees, Malebranche struck,
I believe, an important truth ; rather perhaps (as he virtually
confesses) © dimly felt” than made out in distinct detail ; for
he gives no clear account of what the objects or ideas are
which stand upon this scale of relative perfection : some-
times they are beings; sometimes they are thoughts ; and
again, they are kinds of attainable good; but his general
formula, however little worked out, plants ethical theory
upon the right track. Unhappily, no successor appreciated
it sufficiently to rescue it from its indeterminate state, and
carry it forward to fruitful results.

The importance attached by Malebranche to this charac-
teristic principle is evidenced by his setting up our ¢ Love of
the law of Order’ as the Sole Virtue, or rather, as the all-

Y Traité de Morale, L. 6. ? Thid. I g. 14.
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comprehensive formula under which every particular virtue
1s embraced. It is as if we were to say, that fidelity to an
enlightened conscience was the only or total excellence.
Whoever invariably discerns the better and prefers it to the
worse, will realise all the virtue demanded from him ; and
his separate moral qualities, such as justice, bravery, veracity,
will be constituted by differences in the impulses that come
into play, and in the outward conditions amid which they
operate. Malebranche is perhaps too exacting when he
demands that no act should be admitted as virtuous which
issues from any other principle than love for the law of
order: if we are charitable, courageous, patient, under the
influence of some particular affection, and without inten-
tional observance of the Divine order, no moral worth (he
intimates) attaches to our will. There are, however, two
senses in which this assertion may be taken. If it means
that a mere impulsive act, put forth by some one affection
having for the moment sole possession of us, cannot be
virtuous, this is certainly true: the moral character first
enters when the better affection is preferred to a competitor
also present fo the mind; and if that preference takes
practical effect, the act is certainly virtuous, though per-
formed simply on comparison of these two rival feelings,
and without any generalised love of a larger order coming
into play. Perhaps this is all that Malebranche meant. If
his words imply that, over and above the right solution of
the individual problem, there must be a separate deliberate
resolve to preserve the gradations of a universal scale, he
makes the same mistake which we should make if we said,
that everything was ethically worthless which was not done
with a view to being conscientious. It is one thing to
follow the higher whenever it comes; another to contem-
plate ‘the whole scale of gradations, and act with a view to
save it from breach. The former suffices to render volition
what it ought to be; and it is not needful to suppose that
Malebranche demanded more,

By proclaiming allegiance to the law of order to be the
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whole of virue, Malebranche seems to clash with the Moral
Theology of the Catholic Church, which assigns that rank
ta Charity or Christian love in the largest sense. By a
single mediating thought, however, he ingeniously identifies
the two. All virtue is love; but not all love is virtue; to
render it so, it must be in proportion to the worth of the
objects loved ; supreme, for instance, towards God, condi-
tional towards human beings, so as to yield if ever the
diviner call requires. And when the affection has adjusted
itself to the true and harmonious measure of its claim, it
contains in itself the law of order and coalesces with it. We
are drawn towards related objects by two kinds of love;
{1} by love of union with them, so far as their power over
us or affinity with us makes them needful to our happiness ;
(2) by the love which we call goodwill or bemevolence ; this
is directed upon their mes7#, and is proportioned to it
without any regard to a dependence of ourselves upon
them. The Jatter, therefore, is purely disinterested; the
former, though it be our tie of relation with God and His
perfections, is concurrent with self-love, and capable of both
justifying and controlling it. For self-love is in itself neither
virtue nor vice: it is but the invineible desire of happiness
inherent in all conscious natures: its function is indis-
pensable, and is legitimate, so far as the desire is regulated
by the real proportions of good, and is supreme towards
God, the sum of it all. Short of this condition, it is the
great enemy of virtue ; for it stands in the way of the other,
the benevolent love, and poisons with persenal interests the
very springs of reverence and affection. In a mind thus
preoccupied, the proportions are all distorted of the per-
fections which claim the moral homage of the heart® So
great is our danger of this, that in order to preserve the
scale of ethical values unspoiled, it is best to curtail even
the legitimate rights of self-love; it is sure to take care of
itself, without any nursing by our will: never mind the
happiness ; leave that to God; and give exclusive heed to
the law of order, which is the key to all virtue 2
1 Traité de Morale, IIL. # 1bid. L 19.
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In comprehending all excellence under the love of the
Divine order, Malebranche does not decline to specify
certain distinet virtues which it comprises. These are not
so much parts of it, when it is fully realised, as the voluntary
methods of its formation in minds that have to grow into it,
They are three: (1) strength of mind ; (z) liberty of mind ;
(3) obedicnce lo the perceived order. The first is the condition
of light ; the second is the security against error ; the third
(which is not attained without Divine grace in aid of reason)
completes the circuit of the other two, and lets them flash
from the reason to the will.

Streagth of mind consists in concentration and tenacity
of A#tention, without which true °ideas’ will never visit us
and disperse the darkness of sense. Not that it is able of
itself to reach them: they are in God, who alone and always
gives intellectual light: but He gives it according to general
rules ; and the condition or ‘occasional cause’ of His im-
parting it to us is our earnest a#fention, which is ‘a natural
prayer’ for the illumination of reason. This prayer is
chiefly hindered by the too vivid impression of sensible
things, the distractions of imagination, the preoccupations
of passion. From these we must resolutely shake ourselves
free; and meditate only on clear ideas, whether of quanti-
tative or moral relations; seeking our knowledge of man
(which is of prime importance) not from outward observation
but from inward reflection ; and of God (which is supreme),
not from experience or tradition, but from contemplating
the idea of infinitely perfect being. Truth will flow into
the soul thus purified *.

Liberty of mind consists in suspending assent and arrest-
ing the attention of the will, till the light of evidence leaves
no option to the understanding. In matters of speculative
truth, it is not difficult to exercise this virtue ; for there the
ideas are distinct and seen through a translucent medinm.
But, in affairs of practical morals, they are in themselves
set apart by finer gradations, and are viewed through an

1 Traité de Morale, V.
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atmosphere tremulous with feeling or clouded by passion.
So that there is strong temptation to let interest decide
while reason pauses, and to loose the curb on the impatient
will. When this is the case, we are almost sure to fall into
error ; for we judge, not because we see, but only because
we will ; the judgment is our own work, and not from the
act of God within us ; it is a leap in the dark, not a walking
in the licht. And the more we are pressed upon by social
influence, and have the din of chance opinion ever in our
ears, the more needful and yet the harder is it to carry every
question to the retreats of rational reflection, where alone it
can be truly solved. Whoever insists on doing so may
lose the suffrages of the hour, but shall gain an unwasting
treasure. ‘Let 2 man spend but a single year in intercourse
with the world, hearing all that is said, and putting faith in
none of it, retiring into himself, moment by moment, to
listen whether the truth within holds the same lanpuage,
and always suspending his assent until the light appears;
and him I shall deem more learned than Aristotle, wiser
than Socrates, more enlightened than the divine Plato.
The facility which he will have in meditating and suspending
his assent, I reckon higher than all the virtues of the
greatest men of pagan antiquity ; for if the soil which he
cultivates is not ungrateful, he will have gained by his
labour more strength and liberty of mind than one can well
imagine. What a difference there is between reason and
opinion ; between the lord of the inner soul who convinces
by evidence, and the men who persuade by instinet, by
gesture, by tone, by air and manner ; between men at once
deceivers and deceived, and the eternal wisdom, the truth
itself! Let those who have not reflected on these things
pass their censure on me, and begin it by renouncing
Reason

These two, which are the “Cardinal Virtues,” are the
inward preparation for the third, which conducts them to
their outward end, viz. living obedience to the Divine law

! Traité de Morale, VL. 13.
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of order. The hindrances of" passion and opinion are not
finally- gone, when we have saved our mental vision from
their illusions : even when we clearly see the truth, they
hang around the will that proceeds to follow it, and by
countless unseen threads detain or divert the intended steps.
The union with the body, for ever thrusting to the front the
importunate craving for immediate ease and pleasure,
contests the supreme union with God, which offers only the
silent, tranquil, invisible joy of Divine reason and love, and
“deceives, if it be possible, even the elect’ So far as,
through the entrance of Sin, we are unfairly matched
against this besetting foe, the balance is now redressed by
Grace, with the aid of which we are no longer unequal to
the fight. The ‘means of grace’ are the weapons put into
our hands ; meditation on religious truth, on the Christian
view of human life, on. Death, and on Immortality, before
the face of which the passions dare not appear ; prayer and
self-denial, and a constant self-remembrance of the relative
magnitude of temporal things and eternal. Jt is true that

‘Death alone can release us into our real and final union

with God: but in a large measure we may truly die to the
body while yet we live with it ; die to its superfiuous wants,
to its self-incurred ailments, to its inordinate desires, to all
that interferes with its purity as a temple of the Holy Spirit,
with its dignity as a watchtower of intellectual contemplation;
and thus we may attain to some true vision of God, although
here we can but ‘see in part.’ Some there may be who are
strong enough to rise into such beginnings of immortal
things, while mingling with the full current of human affairs
in great cities and mighty States; but for weaker souls it
will be safer to break off, as far as possible, from the
entanglements of secular interests, and leave a clear space
for meditative thought and love to.expand and dominate .
The need of this is evident when we consider that it is
impossible to strengthen the union of the soul with the body
without enfeebling its opposite union with God: and the -

1 Traité de Morale, VII-XL
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great strengthener of that dangerous alliance is the Imagi-
nation, which withdraws the intellect from its proper objects,
and suborns it to play with phantasms of thought and flashes
of speech. Under its fascination we forget the fundamental
principle, that “what happens to the soul #irough the body is
Jor the body only,” and must never be assumed by the mind
as belonging to its ends. Into this snare none fall more
readily than men of natural ze¢?. They learn to delight in
sparkling surprises of thought, and to seek them at any cost
of exaggeration and false combination ; they move about
through the scene of things with their eyes open to nothing
but its oddities and contradictions, and study in mankind
chiefly their follies and conceits, till the deeper meanings of
life cease to be noticed. At the same time, less vivacious
natures feel a strange delight in being startled by the electric
lustre of their conversation, and surround them with ad-
mirers : their reputation becomes staked upon their power
to dazzle and amuse; and the fatal habit becomes confirmed,
of turning life into a jest, and degrading its solemn drama
into a farce. From these perils Malebranche finds no
adequate escape but by absolute self-sacrifice of the passions
and imagination : they must be treated as unconditionally
contrary to wisdom and virtue : we must avoid the objects
which excite them ; must test them by the light of Reason,
and see how irregular and absurd they are; and invoke
Divine assistance to keep us true to the law of the spirit 1

It will be observed that thus far Malebranche has spoken
of Firtues only, and not of Duties ; and of virtues (since he
includes ‘strength of mind’ under them) nearly in the Greek
sense of the dest condition of some aspect or activity of the
mind. Not, however, quite in the Greek sense; because
though he extends the term to fufelfecsual insight, he does
not mean to attach it to any best condition except such as
has been gained by @oluntary power. Essentially, however,
his treatment of virtue is a treatment of mental perfection,
both of the reason and of the will. But now, for the second

1 Traite de Morale, X1I, XTIL
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half of his treatise, he takes up the subject of Dusies. Like
the earlier chapters, it abounds in just remarks on human
life, and subtle analysis of character. But, for want of 2
careful definition at the outset, the conception of Duty is
left indeterminate, and is held to no consistent use. He
had already said, that it was one of the greatest mistakes of
philosophers to confound duty with virtue, whereas we
might acquit ourselves of our duty, say of humility or gene-
rosity, from mere natural inclination, without any tincture
of these virtues ; and in that case, being unguided by reason,
we should be in fact vicious to excess, while flattering
ourselves that we are heroes in virtue. And, on the other
hand, in following the mviolable order, we are often called
upon to disregard some duty, as when we refuse to succour
or indulge our particular friend upon guilty terms S
it is obvious, the word ¢ Duty’ is employed of such exfernal
offices as usually spring from love rightly adapled to the
relations of life, but which may be imitated by an affection
or hahit wrongly adapted to these relations. As itis only
the #ighiness of the affection that constitutes the duty, it is
absurd and mischievous to retain the name, when the act
has lost its essence and identity. :

In this example, the divorce alleged between virtue and
duty is from failure of the inner principle. Malebranche
dwells also on the inverse case, where, in presence of the
inner principle, wicked things are nevertheless done, for
want of right apprehension of external relations. A really
good man, inspired with the love of the Divine order, may
so misconstrue his fellows and the system of the world as,
from mistaken zeal, to perpetuate futile and forbidden acts,
hurtful to the rights of others, and blinding to his own soul.
By appeal to this danger, Malebranche enforces the neces-
sity of studying, besides the inward harmony of the mind,
the whole scheme of personal relations of which our life is
part ; else, however right our virtues, our duties will go
wrong. Here then the word ¢ Duty’is used exclusively of

! Traité de Morale, IL. 5, 6.
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applied morals, the form of concrete action ethically suitable-
to the outward economy of the world to which we belong.
We thus alight upon the usual meaning of the term; and, in
conformity with it, the second part of the treatise surveys in
succession the three kinds of personal relation in which we
stand,—to God, to our fellow-creatures, and to ourselves ;
with the view to define the forms of action which they
respectively render obligatory upon us. The general result

should be a code of ethical conduct, i. e. a system of execu-

tive rules for giving best expression to the virtues deduced
in thé earlier chapters. From se large an undertaking he
excuses himself, on the plea that, the combinations of

external conditions being exhaustless, the variations of duty,

are little short of infinite, and ecannot be overtaken by
definition. Leaving to each man his own particular
problems, he will attempt only a few general laws to cover
the ground which is common to all ,

From this announced intention we expect to be led forth
by the author into the outer field of conduct, and taught
what we must de¢ to carry out the Divine order now here,
now there. But, in spite of his promise, and doubtless his
purpose, it is rarely so. His strong reflective tendency is too
much for him, and is continually pressing him in upon him-
self and tempting him to dwell rather on what the soul should
fe than on what the will should do. Chapter after chapter,
we find him deducing the s#ates of mind, the judgments and
sentiments appropriate to the relation which he is con-
sidering, without seriously addressing himself to the problems
of overt action which were to engage his skill: in other
words, he still lingers upon the virtues,’ and evades the
advance into the du#ies. At last, as if he found it impos-
sible to work out his distinction between them, he relin-
quishes it with apparent unconsciousness, declares all our
duty to be tnward, consisting of judgments and stirrings of the
sou, as is fit where the Source of duty is ‘a Spirit who must
be worshipped in spirit and in truth?’ He adds indeed,

? Traite de Morale, IT. 14. # Ibid. IT. 135, § 10.
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from time to time, that the duty is incomplete till it has
expressed itself in exterior form : his own treatment of it how-
ever is applied, not to its possible varieties of form, but to
the essence of it in the spirit.  Here, therefore, his original
conception of duty, as outward offices that might spring
from the most dissimilar motives, is turned completely
%’ound 5 and they become interior affections, and retain their
identity through all modifications of external manifestation.
Malebranche was, in truth, no caswis?; both from tempera-
ment and from his recluse habit, he was deficient in the
jurisprudential imagination which can play with the conflicts
of motive, and anticipate the combinations of experience ;
and he gladly escaped from the tangle of circumstances
‘under which the framer of law lives, to spread his ingenuity
mnto the region of great principles and simple affections.
The result upon his book is, that the second half does not
adequately supplement the first, but, especially in the best
portiolnf, repeats and reinforces it; only arranging the
matter in a new order, viz. of our personal relations, instead
of the moral constitution of the soul. Hence it will suffice
if, in order to avoid iteration, we select for notice only two
or three characteristic features.

Towards God, as the Allperfect, our duty is summed up
in the requirement, to become as true a copy of Him as
possible through contemplation of Himself, But each attri-
bute, when seen in relation to us, enjoins on us as dependent
beings special affections of the spirit which can have no
place in Him. His Power, for instance, is no sooner under-.
stood by us than it takes from us all our own, and from all
creatures around us whatever they seem to have. Hence,
every personal pretension vanishes: all admiration which
terminates in others becomes idolatry, and all glory
and reverence revert to the fountain-head ; and the soul
assumes the consciousness of degendent umion with Him.,
Securely to preserve this, it is well even to turn aside
altogether from all created things that can intercept the

supreme’ union; especially to decline the witcheries of
VOL. 1. R
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pleasure, which, even at the best, bring us into captivity

to finite objects. So, when we know that God’s Wisdom is-

our only light of thought, our duties of judgment and
decision assume the aspect of a reference to Him: the fact
that an effort of attention in us is the occasion of His gift,
no longer tempts us to credit ourselves with it; so that
a pure humility becomes as natural as it is right; yet not
unbalanced by a firm courage ; for the judgment of others,
so far as it is negatived by Reason, becomes nought to us,
just like our own ; and we carry a perpetual appeal from ic
opinion of men to the verdict of God. Again, in reflecting
upon the Zove of God, we know that it can fix only on
all that is lovable, that is, on Himself, the absolute and
total good ; and that from this primal spring all human love
is but a partial outflow, similarly directed upon good and
good alone (though often mistaken as to where it lies), and
leading upwards to the Sum of all. If in Him and us it is
but oze love, it must have the same proportions in both, and
give itself to objects according to their true scale of good.
The order of the Divine perfection, the order of the eternal
law, we, like God, must love more than any part that it
contains. Hence, we must fix our hearts, not on happiness,
which exists to be the crown and reward of goodness, but on
perfection, which is its condition, and without approaching
which it is a delusion and 2 snare. The duty imposed by
God’s love is therefore conformity with His wisdom, and
willing obedience to His law ; not any limited and spec‘ial
service, but self-identification with the one comprehensive
virtue.

Towards our neighbours, as co-members with us of a
social organism, our duties are determined by the .Divine
purpose of our common life. To this we must give our
heart and will; and to the parts which it includes, in pro-
portion to their excellence. Society exists for a twofo_ld
end, (1) temporal good; (2) spiritual good; and has its
scheme of provisions for attaining both; the State for the
one, the Church for the other. The former is rendered
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necessary by the union in our nature of the soul with the
body, to the consequences of which its functions and its
duration are limited. The latter addresses itself to the soul
alone, treats it as enrolled in an eternal society, and prepares
it for that diviner commonwealth. In the subsidiary and
transient nature of the first kind of good, compared with
the unlimited character of the second, we see the order
of duty plainly prescribed: for others, as well as for our-
selves, we must be chiefly intent on the spiritual well-being
which no death can touch, and on its known conditions,—
union with God,—conformity with Christ,—and affections
true to the gradations of human excellence. All inter-
course, therefore, should tend to mutual sanctification, and
should keep the inward eye fixed on real perfection ; though
for this end we have to shun the precinets of Courts and the
resorts of ambition, where the outer brilliancy quenches
solemn thought and tender memories. Subject to this
general rule of preference for spiritual good, many modifica-
tions of duty arise from personal relations, of family and
civic life, of authority, equality, or dependence, of friendship
or enmity. In commenting on these, Malebranche shows a
strange mixture of considerate piety, and almost cynical
criticism of character. When he pleads for the ¢ honour
due to all men,’ he urges with persuasive force, that the
meanest have from God the full human capacity, though
unopened yet; that the poor were the favourites and first
followers of Christ; that the sinner is but the sheep that has
gone astray, and may yet be found of the Good Shepherd ;
and that, in those who please us not, the inward intent is
hid, and is perhaps better than we dream; and that, even in
the heart of our enemy, there may be a secret way of recon-
ciliation, if we close it by no wrong of anger or contempt.
But when he treats of our relation to eguals, there is a
curious leaven.of poZicy mingled with his wisdom. We are
to take the lowest place, which, as he truly says, we may

sincerely do, because we must have a more intimate know-

ledge of our own demerits than of any other man’s. But we
R 2
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are to take pains to satisfy others that they hold the place in
our esteem which they suppose themselves to deserve ; we
are to make ourselves agreeable by an air of modesty and
respect, not negligent, not stately, not haughty. We are not
to expect too much ; remembering that ¢ #kere are no such
things as disinterested friends;” for the best have only this dis-
tinction,—that they expect their reward from God, instead
of from us. May we not indulge a smile at the hetero-
geneocus union in these counsels of moral insight, and French
politesse, and mercenary religion ¢

If, in treating of ° duty towards ourselves,” Malebranche
falls into some confusion and vacillation, it is only the neces-
sary consequence of trying to work out a self-contradictory
conception. It takes two persons to make a duty; for it
is what I owe % another, and is not constituted by the
interior egoistic relations of a single subject. No doubt, it
makes a great difference to myself whether I do this or that;
but a difference which lies within the scope of Prudence, and
involves no consequences but those of eszoz.  If I am a sct
instead of a philosopher, you may call me a fool ; but the
moment you say [ am zesponsible and must answer for if, you
assume the presence (Society aside) of an authoritative
Law; that is, of a higher personality that has #ie/#s over
me ; and such assumption lurks in every recognition by the
conscience of a higher and lower object of the will. What-
ever therefore, in action purely egoistic, may put on the
aspect of something more than prudence, is duty, not
towards ourselves, but towards God, the inspirer of con-
science. If once you push the idea of Duty down to the
territory of Prudence, it is caught as in a trap, and yon can
never get it out again alive; its captor, finding it delivered
into his hands, invades and annexes all its provinces; and
proclaims a universal empire of eudmmonist or hedonistic
rule. Malebranche, having taken the fatal step, struggles
hard, but in vain, to evade its inevitable drift. Self-love,
that is, the quest of happiness, is the invincible and un-
ceasing necessity of our nature, which we are free to direct
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on this line or that, but not to suspend or abate. Tt is our
universal motive, to the best choice as to the worst; our
motive for conforming to the Law of Divine order, for
loving God and seeking union with Him as the Supreme
Good. If we seek Perfection, it is because it merits happi-
ness, and will be hereafter crowned by it. But for this
assurance, we should make a different choice. In this life,
the soul may be happy that is all in disorder; the exercise
of virtue is hard and painful, and must be so, to test our
faith and enable us to gain genuine merit. But it is not
always to be so, and cannot be. There is no God unless
the soul is immortal ; and a time is coming when the face
of things shall change; for an unjust God is a phantom
God. All this the mind clearly sees; and what inference
must be drawn by its enlightened self-love, its invinecible
and insatiable desire of happiness ?—that, for solid happi-
ness, it must submit itself wholly to the Divine will !’

So far, we seem to listen to a consistent doctrine of self-
love as the animating power, not of ethics only, but of
religion ; and, except that it dwells more on the rewarding
than on the penal side of the Divine Sovereignty, we could
fancy it was Hobbes himself clenching his moral law with
the proclamation, ¢ There is no kicking against the pricks®’
Yet, this is not what Malebranche meant ; and, as if to force
himself away from such a tendency, he has no sooner said
that the desire of happiness must be our me#ize for love and
obedience to God, then he adds that nevertheless the happi-
ness must not be our emd, and that we must prefer the
Divine law to all things® This is as much as to say, that
what we are necessarily desiring we are not to aim at. The
only sense that T can devise for such a proposition is that,
though we desire the object, we are to take no steps to get
it; and this is not the author’s meaning; for the desire is
just what is to put us on the obedience and love which gain
the happiness. The distinction between the “motive’ and

1 Trait€ de Morale, XX VIL 4. # De Cive. § TIL. xv. 7.
* Traité de Morale, XX VIL 5.
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the “end’ is here altogether a verbal illusion. There are
but two varieties of motive (i.e. of influences tending to
volition) ; a blind impulse from behind, and a conceived
good before us. The former is a mere pressure of feeling,
like that which finds vent in natural language and gesture,
or in bursts of anger, or other instinctive animal action.
The latter differs from this in having a puspose or precon-
ceiped end, the attraction of which sets us on finding and
using the means for its attainment. It is with this latter
kind alone that Malebranche’s proposition has to do; and
here the motive actually 75 the end in view, and cannot be
otherwise defined. His doctrine, therefore, leaves no re-
lation possible between our love of God and of his law on
the one hand, and our happiness on the other, than that of
means to an end ; and his exhortations to us to prefer per-
fection to happiness, and to love God and the law of eternal
order on their own account, are unsusceptible of being
rationally carried into effect. In fruth, his cynical rejection
of disinterested friendship must be extended to all forms of
love, whether its object be human or Divine. As no one
can set up an affection for a purpose, or work his self-love
into self-forgetfulness, Malebranche could not face the
absurdity of this conelusion: his better feelings required
him to keep it out of sight: he demands an enthusiasm
which his avowed principle would render impossible: he
oscillates between the psychological supremacy of self, and
the ontological supremacy of God. The reader, if clear-
minded, cannot go with him in both directions ; but, if also
just, will surely own, that it is his logic that is superficial, his
piety that is profound.

&

CHAPTER IIL
SPINOZA.

The intimate dependence of philosophical development
on theological impulse is illustrated in each of the successive
writers of the Tmmanental school. They all owed the first
excitement of their speculative genius to some religious
training, Descartes was a scholar of the Jesuits; Geulinx,
a convert to the Protestantism of the Low Countries;
Malebranche, a Priest of the Oratory; Spinoza, a pupil of
the Rabbis. In their several characters they not inexactly
represent the adroit intellectual diplomatist, the sad and
severe Calvinist, the gentle and meditative mystic, the
passionless rationalist. The courtly temper and social
position of Descartes, his skill in dialectic fence, his flexi-
bility in external compliance with the professions of his age,
his susceptible vigilance over his own reputation, succeeded
in neutralising the suspicions and resistance awakened by
his doctrines among the guardians of the Church, and would
perhaps have sufficed to insinuate into equally tranquil cir-
culation even the ulterior development of the system which
he left to his successors. But the poor Jew of Amsterdam,
who is now to claim our attention, had neither outward
station nor dexterous arts with which to cover the tendency
of his speculations: though not entirely free from the cir-
cumspect speech of his nation and his age, he uses it so
baldly and transparently, that it answers no purpose: the
simple mind with its real meaning everywhere shines through;
and the genuine love of truth, coldly dominating over a still
and unambitious nature, gives an unshrinking thoroughness
to the structure of his philosophy. Hence, an opposition
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~which bad but partially resisted the earlier movement of
thought in this direction, and which the affectionate piety
‘of Malebranche disarmed, broke with full force upon the
system of Spinoza; and, by singling it out for attack, con-
cealed from view the near relation in which it stands to its
‘antecedents of less obnoxious name.

§ 1. Authorities for his Biography.

In a house on the Veerkay at the Hague was a back
room of the second étage in which Spinoza had lived for a
time, cared for by a certain widow. The same room was
occupied, some twenty years later, by a worthy and inquisi-
tive Lutheran clergyman, Jean Coler, whom the genius Joci
inspired with a kindly and sympathetic curiosity respecting
the personality and habits of Spinoza, notwithstanding a
strong theological aversion to his opinions. To his pains-
taking enquiries, which did not scorn the minutest details
of gossip, we owe the only authentic and connected early
biography of Spinoza. Though not published till 1706
(twenty-nine years after the philosopher’s death), it has
needed little correction from subsequent researches, though
supplemented by some additional facts, either contributed
by annotators, or ascertained by the discovery of new
materials. Of the former class the chief additions are due
to a manuseript ‘Vie de Spinoza,” published in 1719 by
Henri de Sauzet of Amsterdam, in the tenth volume of his
periodical ‘Nouvelles Littéraires,” and simultaneously re-
produced from the same types along with an appended
“Traité des trois Imposteurs’ (Lord Herbert of Cherbury,
Hobbes, Spinoza), under the enlarged title *La Vie et
I'Esprit de Mr. Benoit de Spinosa! Of this compound
book, the two parts are Written in completely opposite
interests; the Treatise by a vehement oppanent, the Life
by an admiring disciple, declared in the preface to be Lucas,
a physician at the Hague. The contributions from this
source were interwoven with Coler’s text in a book entitled
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‘Réfutations des Erreurs de Benoit de Spinosa, par M. de
Fénelon, Archevéque de Cambray, par le P. Lami, Béné-
dictin, et par M. le Comte de Boulainvilliers’ (Bruxelles,
1731):—a book issued, notwithstanding its title, in the in-
terest of Spinozism, and known to have been edited by the
Abbé Lenglet Du-Fresnoy. The interpolations thus intro-
duced into Coler’s biography are again separated from it and
thrown into foot-notes by Paulus in his edition of Spinoza’s
works (180z-3), with some further citations from another
MS. copy of Lucas’s ‘Life.) A notice prefixed, that only
seventy copies were printed, accounts for the rapid disappear-
ance of this Sauzet publication, except in a few manuscript
survivals; and its union with a brochure of contrary ten-
dency explains the strange mixture of conflicting elements in
Lenglet’s edition. The correspondence of Spinoza, as it
appeared in the Opera Postiuema of 1677, and some scattered
notices of him by contemporaries, especially Leibniz, com-
plete the sources on which, till 1852, we exclusively de-
pended for aur conception of Spinoza’s history and charac-
teristics.

In that year, however, Professor Edouard Boehmer of
Halle published some outlines (Zneamensa) which he had
found in manuscript a few months before at a learned book-
seller’s, Friedrich Muller’s, of Amsterdam, of an early and
unpublished treatise of Spinoza, ‘On God, and Man and his
Wellbeing:” the manuscript was appended to a copy of
Coler’s life (both in Dutch). Shortly after, Muller found a
Dutch copy of the entire treatise, written apparently in the
middle of the last century, annexed to a Dutch translation of
Spinoza’s abstract of Descartes’ ‘ Principia ;’ and, with some
further search, alighted upon a store of autograph letters
between the philosopher and his friends, which had lurked
unnoticed in a Baptist Orphanage at Amsterdam. All these,
together with a Treatise on the Rainbow, anonymously pub-
lished, and supposed to have been destroyed by Spinoza,
Muller gave to the world in his Sugplementum ad B.de Spinosa
Opera, under the editorial care of Dr. J. van Vloten, who
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supplied a Latin translation of the Dutch text. A second
Dutch manuscript of the ‘Short Treatise on God,” &ec.
written probably in the author’s lifetime, was discovered and
published by Muller in 186g; and the editor, Professor
Schaarschmidt of Bonn, who had already put forth an
edition of the first-known manuscript, found the second so
superior that he made it the basis of an excellent German
translation (znd edition, 1874). These new sources have
considerably deepened and widened our knowledge of
Spinoza ; the letters, of his life; the treatise, of the genesis

of his philosophy; and have largely contributed to the

revived interest, during the present generation, in his per-
sonality and his system of thought.

§ 2. Life and Personality®,

Baruch Spinoza was born November 24, 1632, in a family
of (probably) Spanish Jews, who about twenty-five years
before had escaped in a Portuguese craft to the revolted
provinces, and seftled in Amsterdam. In this city, which
they called their New Jerusalem, the Israclitish fugitives
from Portugal alone needed a synagogue for four hundred
members ; and though there was as yet no State charter of
religious liberty, and the clergy would have given no rights
to the intruders, the magistrates were sufficiently free from
intolerant prejudice to welcome the settlement of an orderly
people, who brought with them large capital, commercial
enterprise, and not a little of the best culture of the age.
They were accordingly permitted to raise their synagosue
and school, by a selfimposed percentage on their trade
returns, and to retain their national usages unmolested.
Spinoza’s home was not one of the three hundred great

! The references in this and the remaining sections on Spinoza are to
the recent admirable edition, by J. van Vieten and J. P. N. Land,
Benedicti de Spinoza Opera, quotqua reperta sunt. 2 Voll. Hage
Com. 1883. For Coler's Life, however, which the Editcrs have not
reproduced, reference is made to Panlus’s edition, in two Vols. 1802-3.
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mansions by which the refugees from the peninsula are said
to have adorned the city; but the house of a moderate
shopkeeper, who needed economy to provide a competent
education for his two daughters and son. Of these daughters,
one (Rebecea) remained single ; the other (Miriam Karkeris)

.was the mother of Daniel, who inherited some of the few

articles of property left by his uncle. Of the interior rela-
tions of this home nothing is known ; and of the father only
one thing is told, to show how he trained his son to estimate
people by their practical honesty, and not by their sancti-
monious pretensions. The boy was sent, when only ten
years old, to receive payment of a debt due from a neigh-
bouring old woman. The child, finding her reading her
Bible, was ordered to be quiet till her pious exercises were
over. While counting out the money at last, she kept
praising his father for his faithfulness to the Mosaic Law,
and prayed heaven that the child might in due time be as
good a man, This style of remark was not to the boy’s taste ;
and instead of letting her pour the coins into his bag on her
own reckoning, he insisted on counting them himself; and
found that, through a slit in the table, two ducats had been
dropped into a till below. Recovering these, he took back
the money and the story to his father, from whose contempt
for the old hypocrite and praise of himself his love of truth
and uprightness were strongly confirmed %

Of Baruch’s childhood no other tale is told. Not far
from his home there had been established an extensive
Jewish school, ranging, in its seven classes, through the
whole course of traditional education, from the rudiments of
Hebrew grammar to the most subtle wordplay of the Rabbi-
nists and the speculations of the mystic interpreters; and
here no doubt it was that he learned whatever his early
years acquired from others’ teaching. The head of the
school, as of the Synagogue, Saul Levi Morteira, was but a
commonplace person, not unfurnished with the ordinary
learning of a Rabbi, but without intellectual penetration or

! B. de Spin. Opera, Paulus, II. pp. 629, 630, note.
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strength of character, a slave of decorum and a master of
flattery, with whom the art of life lay chiefly in the evasion
of difficulties. The quick and thirsty understanding of the
boy carried him rapidly through the studies in which such
guidance suffices; and by the time he was fifteen, the
lessons in the Hebrew Scriptures suggested to him questions
on which Morteira gave him no satisfaction, and which,
though modestly pressed no further, fermented in his mind
and kept him eager for relief from other sources. They im-
pelled him to a closer private reading of the Biblical litera-
ture, and then of the pertinent parts of the Talmud: the
way cleared as he went along: at twenty years of age his
suspense was over, his difficultics had dispersed, but had
carried away with them his traditional faith, and left him to
seek his theory of the world from some more enduring
source than Moses.

It was probably at this crisis of his inner life, between
1650 and 1654, that he sought help from the more specu-
lative Jewish literature, and gained what acquaintance his
writings indicate (it is by no means great) with Ibn-Ezra,
Maimonides, and Chasdai Kreskas. For, so long as he
could find sympathy with his rationalising tendency, and
hope of a satisfying religious philosophy, among the schools
of his own people, he would naturally try whether there
was shelter for him there; but when once he had broken
away from the house of his fathers, and applied himself to
overtake the Gentile culture, it is not likely that he would
turn back to the sources which had failed him. No doubt,
when the writings of these learned Israelites had gained a
place in his memory, there would be nothing to prevent
him from referring to them, as to other books, for anything
that was apposite to the subject on which he was engaged ;

but his later citations from them, or reproduction of their
~ thoughts, have the character of relics of a past knowledge,
much more than of any fresh and present dependence.
His substantive study of them belongs, I believe, to the
latter part of his life “under the covenant.” His essential

- &-,_____
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disappointment with them left his mind open and thirsting
for sources of truth in other and foreign fields: the inward
loss of Judaism was an inward attraction towards Gen-
tilism ; and among the new acquaintances which he formed
beyond the circle of his nation, he fell in with two types of
character, both of which, in spite of their contrariety, drew him
by a powerful sympathy. Each of these requires a few words.

The cruel uncertainty of Jewish life in Christian lands
had established the usage in every family of training each
youth to some profitable skill or industry; and Baruch
Spinoza had learnt from some optician the art, rendered
every year more important by the recent invention and
constant improvement of the telescope, of grinding and
polishing lenses. It was probably in the intercourses of
this business that he came to know a small tradesman of
Amsterdam, afterwards one of his confidential correspon-
dents, viz. Jarigh Jelles, who, becoming prosperous, bore the
cost of his first publication ; and, surviving the philosopher,
wrote in Dutch for his posthumous works the preface which
either Glasemaker or Ludwig Meyer translated into Latin.
This man was an Anabaptist or Mennonite, and probably
of that small section whose members, from their union in
Collegia, or fraternal clubs without any clerical office, were
called Collegiants. Proscribed by the proscribed Remon-
strants, these sectaries maintained themselves in Holland
till the close of the last century, with a quiet patience like
that of the Quakers in our own country, and proceeding
indeed from very similar principles. For they so held to
the perpetuity of the Divine Spirit in man as to insist upon
dogmatic freedom : they refused to take an oath or to serve
in war, and had been released from these obligations by a
special law (of 1578): they allowed any brother, spiritually
moved, to speak in their assembly ; and, with the exception
of baptism by immersion, retained no ritual element in
their Christianity. They were rigorous in guarding the
moral purity of their community, and remarkable for their-
frugality, veracity, and industry; and with their simplicity
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and austerity of habit combined in an unusual degree an
openness to knowledge and love of scientific truth. Such
were apparently the first kind of Christians whom the
alienated Jew learned to know; and-it is easy to under-
stand how congenial to him would be their intellectual
and spiritual freedom, their inwardness of religion, their
peaceable disposition, and their simplicity of life. We
may fairly presume that his predilection for these people
implied at first an approval of their characteristic opinions,
speculative as well as cthical, though it survived several
subsequent divergencies; and as they were Arminians,
living in protest against the first principles of the Calvinistic
theology, his intimacy with them would most naturally be
formed within the time when he still adhered to the doctrine
of Freewill. It also deserves to be remembered that he
derived his first impressions of Christianity from these
brethren of the free spirit, whose reverence for Christ was
founded on His moral union with God and revelation of
the perfect human life; for, if Spinoza early caught up the
essence of this estimate, we need the less charge him with
insincere accommodation, when he says that ¢ Christ com-
muned with God, mind with mind; but this spiritual
closeness is unique®;’ and that to Christ alone did God
give revelations, not conformed to his subjective opinions,
but immediately to the mind; that is, that Christ really
understood the things revealed, which, being universal, in-
volved only conceptions everywhere true® Such language
doubtless requires to be translated from the vernacular
into the Spinozistic symbolism, before it yields its real
meaning ; but there is a satisfaction in believing that,
from the aspect under which the Christian characteristics
first presented themselves to him, it may have had a
true meaning for himself, and not have been a mere
empty play upon his reader’s thought. Throughout his
life these Collegiants seem to have formed the social

! Tract Theol.-Pol. cap. i. Vol. I. 383.
? Ibid. cap. iv. Vol. I. 427.
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circle nearest to his feeling ; the batch of letters recently
discovered were in their custody ; for the Baptist orphanage
in which it was preserved had belonged to them. And
the interest they felt in his philosophy was evinced by
opposition as well as by discipleship; for one of their
brotherhood, John Bredenburg, a weaver of Rotterdam,
reported to be a Socinian, published an answer to the
treatise just quoted ; supplying a ‘ geometrical’ disproof of
its alleged fundamental principle, viz. that Nature and God
are identical %,

The second type of new friend gained by the young
Baruch was very different. From his Hebrew studies he
had turned to the acquisition of languages in more general
use. From the Spanish of his father’s house to Italian,
and from the Dutch of his city streets to German, the
extension was not very difficult ; but he continually felt the
need of Latin scholarship, without which literary intercourse
with foreigners was impossible, and half of every library
was closed to him. Timely help was offered him for this
attainment by a scholarly physician and wit, Franz van den
Ende, on condition of his residing in the house, and giving
assistance in a school which was more profitable to the
physician than his practice. This arrangement took effect
for probably two years, ending in 1655 ; and brought him
into an atmosphere unlike that of any prior experience.
Van den Ende was devoted to physical science, and de-
veloped the taste for it in his assistant. He was moreover
a dashing and reckless ‘freethinker,” apparently without
any remnant of religious belief, and never tired of satirising
the superstitions of mankind. So little was his caustic
humour restrained by either personal prudence or tender
ness for others’ feeling, that he soon drew upon himself
the anger of the families who sent him pupils, and was
obliged to quit not the city only, but the United Provinces.

1 Joh. Bredenburgii enervatio tractatus theologico-politici; una cum
Demonstratione Geometrico ordine disposita Naturam non esse Deum.
gﬁu?}s cffati contrario predictus Tractatus unice innititur. Roterodami,

4o
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Withdrawing himself to France, he could not rest long
without engaging in a conspiracy to raise an insurrection
and land Dutch troops in Normandy : the plot was detected,
the leaders were beheaded, and Van den Ende ignominiously
hanged.

The influence of a man of this strong and coarse fibre
could hardly fail to be considerable on a susceptible youth
with undetermined convictions. It would inevitably harden
his sceptical rationalism: it enlarged his scientific know-
ledge, and probably fixed him in his naturalistic mode of
thinking ; and perhaps infused into his temper the tineture
of compassionate contempt which betrays itself in his esti-
mate of average men. The story of his often receiving his
lessons from the clever daughter of the house instead -of
from her father, and so becoming entangled in a romantic
attachment to her, which the bribe of a pearl necklace
tempted her to relinquish in favour of a richer suitor, has
been so gracefully turned to account by the art of Berthold
Auerbach?, as to give a charm to his life for thousands
who have no conception of his philosophy. But the recent
discovery of the young lady’s (Clara Maria) register of
marriage to the purse-proud rival (Kerckrinck), with the
entry of her age, cruelly discredits this tradition, by showing
that Spinoza left the house before she was twelve years old 2
And so vanishes the only indication that he ever inter-
rupted an abstract speculation by any intruding vision of
womankind.

Once withdrawn from his father’s house by this school
engagement, he would naturally fall away from Jewish
usages which had no longer any hold upon his conscience :
his attendance at the synagogue became rare, and his reti-
cence and respect for what was due to others did not protect
him from suspicion. Morteira probably surmised how
matters stood, but being fond of the youth,—perhaps afraid
of him,—and averse to scandals, thought it wisest “ quieta

! Spinoza, ein Denkerleben. Mannheim, 1854
* Van Vioten, Supplementum, p. 2go, note.
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non movere,’ Two young prigs, however, classfellows with
him under the Rabbi, managed, by affecting doubts of their
own, to worm out of him some avowals of opinion incon-
sistent with seriptural conceptions of God and spiritual
beings ; and, by artful use of these confidences, succeeded
in creating a religious panic which the rabbinate could not
disregard. He was summoned before the synagogue court;
and, naturally enough, when he was charged with contempt
of the law, his professions of innocence, which could only
be very general, availed little against the definite statements
of his accusers, that he ridiculed the Jews as ignorant alike
of physics and of theology ; that he represented Moses as an
adroit manager of a people requiring to be deceived ; and
said that none knew less of God than the race which
boasted of being peculiarly His. In spite of these charges,
perhaps in consequence of their obvious spitefulness, the
judges visited him at first with only the lesser anathema,
which allowed of retraction within thirty days'. And even
this, it is probable, would not have been passed, had not
the mildest and.most enlightened member of the court,
Manasseh ben Israel, been absent in England. During the
month of ‘suspense, personal influence was vainly tried to
extort a pledge of silence from Baruch; and a pension of
1,000 gulden was promised to him, without any condition
of recantation, if he would only keep his opinions te himself,
When it was found that nothing would induce him to sell
the truth and turn his future into an hypocrisy, the exas-
peration against him became extreme, and so wrought upon
an orthodox fanatic, that he lay in wait for the heretic as he
issued from some public place (synagogue or theatre), and
struck an assassin’s blow at him, Tt was evaded, and only
pierced his coat. Warned by this danger, Spinoza withdrew
from Amsterdam, and took refuge with one of his Collegiant
friends, who lived in a village on the road to Oudekerk.

! See Graetz, Geschichte der Juden, B. X. p. 176, who remedies the
confusion of the earlier accounts by suggesting the order of incideuts
given in the text.
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In his absence, on July 27, 1656, the great bdn of excom-
munication was launched against him, which finally cut him
off from Israel. This curious specimen of  ecclesiastical
wrath deserves to be quoted. ¢yith the judgment of the
angels and saints we anathematise, separate, curse, and
execrate Baruch d’Espinoza, with concurrence of the Church
court, and the whole of our sacred community, in presence
of the sacred books and their 630 precepts, with the ana-
thema wherewith Joshua anathematised Jericho, with the
curse wherewith Elisha cursed the boys, and with all the
curses written in the book of the Jaw. Cursed may he be
by day and by night, cursed in sleeping and waking, cursed
in going out and coming in. May the Lord never pardon
him ; may He make His fury and anger burn against the
man ; may He lay upon him all the curses written in the
book of the Law, and destroy his name under heaven ; and
may the Lord separate him for evil from all the tribes of
Israel, with all the curses of heaven (ffzmamenti) in the book
of the Law. And you who adhere to the Lord your God,
may it be well with you; taking beed that no one may
speak with him by word of mouth or by writing ; no one is
to do him any kindness, no one to stand under the same
roof with him, or to be within four ells of him; no one to
read any document or writing of his "’

To this denunciation Spinoza is said to have sent in a
written reply in his own defence. But it no longer exists,
except so far as parts of it are probably embodied in his
Theologico-political Treatise. He took his ostracism im-
perturbably, observing that it only placed him in the very
position which he should voluntarily have assumed, and
detached him not so much from privileges as from bonds.
His enemies are said to have followed up their ecclesiastical
proscription by an application for his perpetual civic banish-
ment. This they certainly did pot procure; but if the
magistrates, as the tradition says, consulted the city clergy
on the charge against him, it may be true that for a few

* Van Vloten, Suppl. 291-293.
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months, till the excitement of the synagogue had subsided,
they imposed upon him the exile which he had already chosen.
His transference from the Jewish to the Gentile world he
marked by assuming the name Benedict in place of Baruch.

Throughout his intercourse with the ‘uncovenanted’
world, Spinoza had lived in a Cartesian atmosphere. His
Collegiant friends were imbued with the metaphysics, Van
den Ende with the physics, of that school ; and the noise of
the Utrecht controversy filled the public ear. The charac-
teristic formulas and general drift of the philosophy in vogue
must have been favourably known to him, and awakened
the curiosity of so keen a mind. It may well have been this
very curiosity which made him lament his want of Latin,
for in that language both the ¢ Meditations’ and the * Prin-
cipia’ were written ; and it does not appear that the French
translations would have served him any better. His regular
study of Descartes may therefore be reasonably assigned to
the latter part of his residence in Van den Ende’s house,
and the years immediately following (say 1654-1658).
There can be no doubt that he was completely captivated,
and felt the relief of an organising principle at work among
the broken and crossing lights of his thought. I do not say
that, prior to his introduction to Descartes, he had only
negatived his original beliefs, and was without any specu-
lative conception of the system of things. In the first part
of his ‘Short Treatise on God,” &c. there are two dialogues
artificially interwoven, which are apparently products of his
pre-Cartesian time; and in these we find already, in the
baldest form, that identification of Nature and God which
was to emerge as the result of his finished philosophy, But
here it is arbitrarily forestalled and crudely presented, as if
picked up by sympathy with some writer who rendered the
doctrine attractive; and, both in its substance and in its
form, is like a flat imitation of Giordano Bruno. The
thought is loose and vague, the floating suggestions of a
mind unsystematised, altogether different from the rigorous
and strongly linked order, whereby, from the moment of

s 2
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his acquaintance with Descartes, he strove to assimilate
philosophy to geometry. As a matter of specuiative feeling,
he probably preoccupied the pantheistic terminus which
was the logical goal of Cartesianism ; but the way # #, the
starting-point from which to set out, the lines within which
he must keep, and the caution required at each critical turn,
he learned directly or indirectly from Descartes. To no
predecessor did he owe any obligation which detracts from
his just reputation as an independent thinker ; but to say
with Avenarius that he was ‘never a Cartesian’ seems to
me an assertion of his originality at once paradoxical and
superfluous.

During his residence in his friend’s country house, a
number of young men interested in the new philosophy
gathered around him, and acquired the habit of referring
their intellectual difficulties to him, and afterwards discussing
them together with the light of his replies. To this little
club of Cartesians, which still maintained itself when he
had removed to a distance, belonged especially Simon van
Vries, Ludwig Meyer, and John Bresser, medical students,
who continued throngh life in intimate relations with him.
With these three we meet in after years, among the corre-
spondents and friends of Spinoza: with Bresser indeed,
engrossed in professional practice, the intimacy on the
speculative side seems to have slackened, not without good-
humoured remonstrance and attempt to revive it on the part
of the master; who, in his turn, gives him proof of his
confidence by consulting him about an attack of tertian
ague, and sending to him for some ‘ conserve of red roses’
which her had prescribed for it% Meyer attended the
philosopher’s last hours, and edited his posthumous volume.
Van Vries, who apparently acted as secretary of the club,—
a youth of good fortune and fine promise,—foreseeing his

' Ueber die beiden ersten Phasen des Spinozischen Pantheismus, und
das Verhaltniss der zweiten zur dritten Phase, Von Richard Avenarins.
Leipz. 1868, § 6, pp. 17-10. f

* Epp. XXVIII, XXXVIL
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early death, and having no one dependent on him, wished
to make Spinoza his heir; but was persuaded by him not
to divert the estate from a younger brother, and to be
content with subjecting it to a small rent-charge by way of
life-pension ; which the philosopher himself made smaller
by reducing it from 500 to 300 florins per annum’. An
affection at once so disinterested and so considerate could
subsist only between two noble natures.

The study and discussion of Descartes was no passive
process of absorption and interpretation of foreign ideas:
careful abstracts were made, which brought the several parts
of the scheme of doctrine into their logical relations, and
gradually revealed its weaker junctures; and when Spinoza
came, as he evidently did, to give dssons on it to learners,
he could not but detect every misfit with- his own prior
assumptions. Hence, while he expounded the system he
also modified it, and reached the first phase of his own
doctrine, namely that which finds expression in the ‘Short
Treatise on God,” &c. (exclusive of the dialogues). The
most marked deviations from Cartesianism are two; the
adoption of the theory of determinism ; and the denial of
any possible beyond the acfual, or, in other words, the un-
conditional identification of God with Nature. Outside
these exceptions, there is a large reproduction of Descartes,
—his & priori proofs of the existence of God from the Idea
of God ; the duality of substance ; the synchronism of body
and mind; the relation between understanding and will ;
the immortality of the soul ; and, above all, a psychology of
‘the passions,’ the list of which (excepting two omissions)
is, as Sigwart says, almost a servile copy® This first phase

! Coler, ap. Paulus, II. % 623,
* 1 take from Sigwart (Spinoza’s Neuentdeckter Tractat, p. g7), the
following comparison of the two lists :—

Carfesius de Passionibus, Spinoza de Deo, Homine, &e.
1I. 69-148. Admiratio, II. ¢. 3 & 4. Admiratio.
o i Amor. e 5. Amor.
e = Qdinm, s 6. Odium (Aversio).
» = Cupiditas. - 7. Cupiditas,
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of systematised doctrine must have been constituted between
1658 and 1661; and as he was then about to leave the
neighbourhood of Amsterdam, it is not unlikely ‘that.hf:
reduced it to written form, and placed the * Short Treatise

in the hands of his disciples, as a manual for reference when
they could no longer personally consult him. The annota-
tions which appear in almost every page aré with _the
exception of one to the Preface of Part II, almost certainly
not his: they are probably the comments of the students
who applied themselves to the treatise, and heard the
explanations transmitted by him in reply to their CRGUITIES.

Cartesius de Passionibus, Spinoza de Deo, Homine, &

IL 6g-148. Leetitia, T c. 7. I..m_tit_i?-
3 s Meeror. o yy | Ltistittfls | L
IIL. 149-152. Existimatio et Des- o 8. Emsum_af_ﬁo et Con-
pectus. tempti_:la. e
., 153-150. Genercsitas et Ho- ., Generositas, Humili-

militas

157-161. Superbia et Hu-
militas vitiosa.

,» 162-164. Veneratio et De-

tas. 210
,» Superbia, Abjectio.
EE

dignatio. S
5 165. Spes et Metus. - 9. Spes et D ]-:Dtus. 3
= 166. Securitas et Des- 7, Securitas, Desperatio.
peratio.
167-169. Zelotypia. - :
:: 170. Animi Fluctuatio. - o Amml‘g‘:l“ﬂf’-latloh
53 171. Animositas et Au- o » Intrepi itas et Au-
dacia. daf’}”{.
172. Emulatio. ot s ZBmulatio.
,,’, 174-156. Posillanimitas et = o, 4 PusillanimitasetCon-
Consternatio. sternatio.

4 Invidia (Boehmer,
Zelotypia, Belgzugt).

177. ConscienticMorsus 10, Conscientice Morsus.

5 178181, Irrisio et Jocus, & 11. Irrisio et Jocus.
. 182-184. Invidia. . i o Im':chﬂ; S
,, 186-18p. Commiseratio. = 14 Commis .
- 1go. Acqui¢scentia in se
e Peenitentia.

58 191, gcemtcntm_ 4 1,3,‘ F;e:-l;r

192. Favor. 5 . :
’,, 193—134. Gratitudo. et In- ., Gratitudo et Ingrafi-
: gratitudo. mdo.d' e
, 195—203. Indignatio et Ira, 5 o 1ra, In éﬁ’ 5
,» 204-206. Gloria et Pudor. + 12, Honor .

207. Impudentia. = ,, Impudentia.

e i e Ve
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Tn 1661 he quitted for good the neighbourhood of his
native place, and took up his abode at Rhijnsburg, near
Leyden, where there was so large a colony of Collegiants
that the sect was familiarly known by the name of Rhijns-
burger. Here he was visited, during that summer, by a
foreigner whose name figures most largely in his correspond-
ence ; Oldenburg, the first Secretary of our Royal Society,
an industrious common-place German, who made it his
business to maintain communication, on behalf of his con-
stituents, with the leading men of Science throughout
Europe. Devoted to Baconian rules of observation and
experiment, he sought Spinoza for his optical knowledge and
skill, as much as for his intellectual repute ; and the corres-
pondence which followed is a curious cross-fight between
two minds that cannot meet; the enthusiasm of the one
expending itself on nitre and the air-pump, that of the
other in daring metaphysics that take away the Secretary’s
breath. By sending him Robert Boyle’s treatises as they
appeared, and inviting his criticism on these and other
similar publications, Oldenburg almost compelled Spinoza's
attention to physics and chemistry ; and at no later time do
these subjects come so much to the front in his own
letters or those of his young disciples at Amsterdam. For
the first time, it is probable, he now took the measure of
Deseartes, not only by his own reflections, but by confront-
ing him directly with the opposite methods of Bacon
and Hobbes. The reply to Oldenburg’s first letter, and
his work De JTutellectus Emendatione, on which he was now
engaged ?, both of them indicate the recent reading of Bacon.
And a book which appeared in 1663, reproducing Hobbes's
theory of the State, was so generally ascribed to Spinoza’s
school as to imply that the prevalence of that doctrine
among them was already matter of notoriety; though, in
point of fact, the treatise in question, if Leibniz is not
mistaken, is the production of Van den Hoof?. In any

1 Ep. X1 Apr. 3, 1663,
? See Leibn. Theodicée, § 375. The title of the treatise in question
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case it is pretty certain that by this time Spinoza himself
had elaborated the doctrine of Civil Society, expounded in
Chaps. XVI. XVII. of his Theologico-political Treatise ;
for it forms the basis of that defence of free-thinking in
Chap. XX. which is universally regarded as a part of his
reply to the decree of excommunication’. It was apparently
for the resident pupil at Rhijnsburg (most likely Albert
Burgh, a pompous youth who became Romanist, and tried
to convert his heretical instructor®), that Spinoza analysed
the first book of Descartes’ Principia, and reduced it to
geometrical form ; afterwards (1663) publishing it, with the
second similarly treated, and with an appendix of Cogitata
Metaphysica, as the vehicle of his own independent reflec-
tions. It is curious to find, in this supplement, a strenuous
defence of free-will, as inseparable from the nature of the
human soul ; and alse, twice over, the balanced statement,
that the necessity of the Divine decrees and the liberty of
the human will are both alike certain, and yet irrecon-
cilable®, though we know from his “Short Treatise’ that he
had for some years been a complete determinist. Meyer's
excuse for him* that, having engaged to instruct his pupil
in Cartesianism, he was bound in honour not to criticise his
text-book, presents him in the false light of a truly servile
teacher;; and, even if it held good for the mere personal
relations of the hour, can have no application to a book
revised and completed for public use ; for whatever engage-
ment there is between author and reader, is surely a promise
not of disguise but of simple truth-telling.

is Lucii Antistii Constantis de jure Ecclesiasticorum. Alethopoli. Ap,
C. Val. Penfiatum. Iis aim is to show that the riphts attxibuted to the
clergy are fictitious, and that sovereigns and magistrates are supreme.

I Graetz reckons the composition of the Theol.-pol. treatize as part of
the work on which Spinoza was enpaged between 1660 and 1664 (X,
p. 178). This is probably correct with regard to the theoretical ontline
of the treatise ; but the more special Biblical part was evidently occupying
him in the year following. See Ep. XXTX.

2 Epp. LXVIL, LXXVL

3 Cogit. Metaph, IL cap. xii. (Vol. IL pp. s02-308); L iii. (Vol. II.
p- 471} IL xi. (Vol. IT. p. 500).

% Preface (Vol. IL pp. 377 378).

A
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Besides the three treatises already mentioned, his great
work, the Ethica, was not only projected, but under his
hand; for the correspondence of Van Vries and Meyer!

- shows that Part I. had been forwarded to the Amsterdam

Club and discussed at its meetings, The propositions criti-
cised are entirely identified ; but they did not occupy then
the position ultimately assigned to them. Thus his largest
enterprise had made its first and most difficult steps of
advance in 1663; and, in completing the catalogue of
Rhijnsburg labours, marks the two years there as by far
the most intellectnally energetic of Spinoza’s life. They
originated every philosophical work, except the political
fragment, which proceeded from his pen; and carried one
of them to publication, all of them pretty far iz medias res ;
and, as a prerequisite to this, they matured and fixed his
conceptions of ‘Geometrical Method,” as applicable to non-
geometric subjects ; and finally settled his exact relations to
Descartes’ philosophy,.-and so altered its proportions as to
give symmetrical place to the new thought he had to put
into it.

His critical attitude towards Cartesianism, which the
clergy had now taken to patronising, brought some obloquy
upon him; and, in order to go out of hearing of this, he
removed in 1663 to the village of Voorburg, about a league
from the Hague, and made it his place of residence for the
next seven years. The history of his thought and of his
industry now becomes one of simple persistency in tasks
begun. From his desire to define his logical procedure
before he followed it, he addressed himself first to his essay
De Intellectus Emendatione, and never lost sight of it: yet
he soon found that the metaphysical truths towards which
it was to mark out the way had to be assumed either at the
outset, or in laying the track ; so that he could not secure
the subordination he required, and might just as well go at
once into the heart of his philosophy, and let its logic speak

! Epp. VIII-X, XIL
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for itself. The result was that the book intended to be
preliminary lagged behind its proposed sequel, and remained
a fragment at last ; yet betrayed its first design by promising
for the greater work more than it contained. It was
evidently on the Ethics that he was concentrating his zeal.
By June, 1665, he sends to Bresser the portion of MS.
which reaches the twenty-first proposition of Part IV ? with
the remark that he had not intended to part with it till his
work was done ; but finding the conclusion linger more than
he expected, deems it better to make two parcels instead of
one. In the next September, we find him telling Oldenburg
that he is at work upon ‘angels, prophecies, and miracles ®;’
evidently implying that he has turned his hand to the
Biblical part of the Theologico-political Treatise ; so that
his posthumous work was actually finished, while his first
original publication (for the Princ. Phil. Cart. was but an
exposition) was yet on the stocks, and his philosophy had
set into its final form when he was thirty-three years of age.
The completion of his Theological Treatise he could hardly
spread over more than a couple of years. Above all his
productions, it bears traces of being written currente calamo,
as indeed we should expect from a defensive record of long-
formed opinions for which he had suffered. As it was

! This significant fact is pointed out by Sigwart (Op. Cit. p. 158),
who gives as examples of it the unfulfilled promises to explain in his
¢ Philosophy* the meaning of the phrases ois nativa, opera iniellectualin,
and guerere in animd ; and to determine the question whether ideas
themselves are subject to decay.’ The promises are found in the notes
to De Intell. Emend. Vol. I. pp. 11, 12, 28.

2 Ep, XXVIIL ; in which the MS. is said to go as far as the 8ozk
proposition of the Third Part. There is no snch hish figure in any of
the parts as they now stand. Trendelenburg has doubtless given the
true explanation, by reckoning the Third and Fourth Parts together as
one in the original design, and subseguently divided in order to prevent
excessive disproportion m the parts. The 8oth proposition from the
opening of the Third Part (which alone he professes to send) brings us
to IV. 21. The order of subject, as laid out at first, was more logically
compact than the revised arrangement: viz. (1) metaphysic; {2) doc-
trine of knowledge; (3) the emotions; (4) the intellect. See Trendelen-
burg’s Historische Beitrige zur Philosophie, IT1. pp. 204, 295

* Ep. XXIX.

s
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published in 1670, and he bad apparently no ulterior
literary design, we cannot wonder if he felt himself at liberty
to listen at last to the entreaties of friends, that he would
quit his village retirement and remove to the Hague, within
constant reach of the books and men and affairs that had

. the highest interest for him.

To the Hague accordingly he went ; first, to the widow
Van Werve, but soon to a less expensive room in the house
of a painter, Henry van der Spijck, and his wife, on the
Paviljoensgracht ; the chief economy being that here he
could provide his own meals, and so spend as little on them
as he chose. It is certainly remarkable that here, in this
city of free and energetic life, his intellectual productiveness
seems to suffer sudden arrest; and that the only fruit of
the remaining seven years should be the fragment of a
Political Treatise on no great scale. It seems too early, at
the age of thirty-eight, for so strong an arm to rest upon the
oar and float down the stream. Nor does it appear that he
reverted at the Hague to anything like the personal position
which he had occupied at Amsterdam, as the virtual head
of a growing school, training itself under his influence. His
room indeed, even at Voorburg, and still more in the city,
was sought by frequent visitors; but, instead of docile
pupils on the spot, they were inquisitive and perhaps jealous
foreigners, like Leibniz, or neighbours, like Huyghens, no
less entitled to be law-givers than himself. .In the absence
of any further literary biography, his relations with some of
these distinguished men assume a prominent interest. His
correspondence with Huyghens, if we had but both sides of
it, would present a study of comparative personality of
exceptional value : but the letters of the great physicist we
see only in Spinoza’s three replies’. As it is, we gain the

1 Epp. XXXIV, XXXV, XXXVI. The person indicated by the six
or seven asterisks prefixed to these letters is identified as Huyghens by a
reference, near the end of the last, to his “small treatise on Dioptrics;’
of which, in a letter written near the same time, Oldenburg makes

mention as being by Huyghens. See Ep. XXIX; and Trendelenbiirg,
Op. Cit. p. 293.
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impression that, while Huyghens’ mind engaged itself
deeply in metaphysical reflections, Spinoza’s interest in
physical problems, beyond his optical range, was compara-
tively languid ; for when Oldenburg eagerly enquires from
him, as an observer on the spot, about Huyghens’ pendulum
clock and cycloidal pendulum, he replies that he knows
nothing about them, and seems quite insensible to the mag-
nitude of these inventions and discoveries. This one-sided
sympathy was perhaps the reason why a correspondence
commenced when the writers were within a league of each
other (for it belongs to the Voorburg period) was not con-
tinued when one was at the Hague and the other at Paris
(whither Huyghens removed in 1666).

In 1674 there appears upon the scene another corres-
pondent, of genius less capacious than Huyghens, but
scarcely less brilliant and penetrating,—Ehrenfried Walter
von Tschirnhausen, a Bohemian noble, then twenty-three
years of age, who had studied at Leyden, and early gained
high distinction in mathematical and physical science. It
would detain us too long to follow him through his ener-
getic and romantic career. We can mark only the charac-
teristics which retain his name in the history of human
knowledge. He fixed attention on caustic curves, and
determined their equation and properties: he invented the
burning lens, and contrived to produce it on an enormous
scale ; and the art of porcelain-manufacture is due to him.
Tmpulsive and open-minded, he scattered his profusion of
ideas with a generosity which often deprived him of their
fruits; and, expecting others to do the same, he asked
Spinoza’s leave to show Leibniz in Paris the MS. of the
Ethica, and was surprised to receive a refusal from.the
author’s Jewish circumspection. The acquaintance with
Leibniz (then, i.e. 1675, ®t. 29) was new to them both
both were struck by his large accomplishments; in the
presence of which Tschirnhausen was as ready with his

! Epp. LXX, LXXIL

£ s
-
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trust as Spinoza (who as yet knew him only by letter) with
his suspicions. For these there was some semi-political
pretext; for Leibniz, then in the service of the Elector of
Mainz, had lent himself to a project of that prince and his
minister Von Boyneburg (a convert to the Church of Rome)
for reuniting the Catholics and Protestants and, in the
interests of such union, establishing a rigorous censorship of
the press; and as this project looked to Paris for support,
the doubt arose, whether it was not on some secret mission
that Leibniz had gone thither from his work at Frankfort.
But behind this pretext there lay an inherent antipathy
between the ingenuous and the ingenious philosopher, the
transparent truth-seeker and the contriving system-maker ;—
an antipathy which, a year later, suddenly became mutual,
after Leibniz had visited Spinoza at the Hague. Though
the interview was occupied chiefly in political conversation,
yet Leibniz speaks of Spinoza’s metaphysics as “strange,’ and
“full of paradoxes'” He had certainly got a sight of the
MS. Ethics at Paris; so that Spinoza’s prohibition appears
to have come too late.

Tschirnhausen’s letters present, in a tone of modest inde-
pendence, a series of acute and pertinent enquiries on all
the characteristic principles of Spinoza’s philosophy,—its
Determinism *, its theory of Discovery?, its ontological
doctrine of God and Nature*; on the first, adhering to
Descartes ; on the third, suggesting a fatal difficulty, which
Spinoza confesses himself obliged to reserve for future re-
moval ; and only on the second, acknowledging large agree-
ment and important obligations; the measure of which is
apparent to any one who compares his Medicina Mentis
(1695) with Spinoza’s fragment, De Inteliectus Emendatione.
The replies to these letters are unusually careful, not to say
anxious; as if Spinoza felt himself confronted by a critic as

* Theodicée, § 376. Comp. Ep. to the Abbé Galois.
4 Epp. LVII, LVIIL,
$ Epp. LIX, LX.  * Epp. LXITI-LXVI, LXXX_LXXXIIL
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truth-loving as himself, who had the art of touching weak-
nesses never owned before.

The favourable impression of Tschirmhausen’s intellectual
genitis which we gain from this correspondence, is extended
to his moral nature by some delightful letters of his to Huy-
ghens, found by Van Vloten in the Leyden library, and
published, with one of Huyghens’s own, in his Supplement .
Seldom has the pure scientific spirit assumed a more atfrac-
tive form than in the lives and relations of these two men.

In the third year (1673) of his residence at the Hague,
Spinoza was invited by the Elector Palatine, Karl Ludwig,
to become Professor Ordinarius of Philosophy at Heidelberg.
This prince was brother to Descartes’ correspondent, the
Princess Elizabeth ; and shared the liberal interest in philo-
sophical studies which prevailed in his family ; and he autho-
rised Professor Johann Ludwig Fabriclus, in communicating

" the invitation, to guarantee perfect liberty of teaching, pro-
vided only that the religion of the country were not made
the object of attack. The indefinite character of this proviso,
and a reluctance to exchange the habits of a solitary thinker
for those of a pledged teacher, induced Spinoza to decline
the appointment, and remain in his safe retirement.

This invitation was the more liberal on the part of the
Elector, and perhaps the less attractive to Spinoza, from its
coinciding in time with the panic excited by the Theologico-
political Treatise. Though this book was anonymous, the
authorship was no secret; and, though written in Latin, it
created an excitement far beyond the circle of the learned ;
so that Spinoza, who abhorred the disturbance it was always
his fate to produce, was alarmed by the rumoured intention
of a certain Professor to issue a Dutch translation in satis-
faction of the public curicsity, and wrote eagerly to Jarigh
Jelles to find out the translator and stop his proceeding,
His anxiety was in part occasioned by the appearance of
a book (Homo Politicus), which brought discredit on his

1 Suppl. pp. 319-350
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theory of society, through shameless inferences drawn from
its principle of egoism and its right of the strongest; com-
mending whatever license and fraud and perfidy could be
perpetrated with impunity. The very impudence of the book
suggests that it may have been only the satire of a eritic;
but Spinoza, to whom everything was serious, took it for the
aberration of a disciple, and, in his first disgust, thought of
disclaiming and answering its reasonings’. Though he
abandoned this and every other polemical purpose, he noted
the effect of his book with sensitive vigilance. It was at-
tacked at Leipzig by Jacob Thomasius, at Utrecht by Mel-
chior and Mansvelt, at Jena by Museus, at Leyden by Van
Blyenbergh. Of these he takes no notice. But when a
private correspondent (John QOosten, a Rotterdam surgeon)
forwards to him a letter of Dr. Lambert van Velthuysen,
containing a critical abstract of the treatise, he explains and
defends his position, though strongly protesting that the
report of his book is hardly less a caricature than VoEt's
account of Descartes®. When preparing, four years after-
wards, some notes for a new edition, he applied to Vel
thuysen for permission to cite his criticisms (anonymously, if
preferred), as the basis of a reply®. The work being pro-
scribed by the States, at the instigation of the Synods, the
intended revision of the text never took place; and the
materials for it appeared in the form of annotations to the
treatise in the collected works.

This treatise, with the previous exposition of its principles

1 Ep. XLIV.,

4 ¥pp. XLII, XLIII. Until the appearance of Van Vloten and
Land’s second volume, the chronological place of these two letters had
to be determined purely by internal evidence; from consideration of
which Professor Pollock had referred them to 1673 : and I, to 1676,
Tt now appears, however, that the Duich manuscript of the first letter
carries its own date, Jan. 24, 1671, which was absent from the published
Latin form., The answer, naturally, would not be many days later.
This disposes of all conjectural reasoning on the matter : and I take the
opportonity of accepting the learned cditors’ refutation. in the preface to
their second volume, of a note of mine on the subject, on p. g8 of 2
little book called © A Study of Spinoza.’

* Ep. LXIX.



272 METAPHYSICAL IMMANENT. [Book L.

while it was in progress, was apparently the chief cause of a
ten years’ suspension of intercourse with Oldenburg (viz.
1665 t0 1675). On receiving the author’s presentation, he
had sent, with his acknowledgment, a criticism upon its
hostile bearing towards religion, which Spinoza refrained
from answering. The coolness and silence which ensued are
suddenly ended in June, 1675, by a letter from Oldenburg,
retracting his former opinion of the treatise, begging Spinoza
to write openly, and promising to keep his confidence and
defend him against prejudice’. What can have brought
about this ve/fz_face in the Secretary’s attitude? The next
month brings from Amsterdam a letter of Schuller’s which
sugpgests the explanation. Z5ckiznsausen is in London ; and
reports that Oldenburg and Boyle had been possessed by
the strangest conception of Spinoza’s character, till he had
the opportunity of setting them right; but that they were
most ready to be corrected, and now gave him all honour,
and even held his treatise in high esteem® It is the mis-
fortune, however, of theological as of conjugal reconciliations
that, if needed once, they are apt to be needed again; and
scarcely is a month gone before Oldenburg, having heard
that the formidable £Z#kizs are about to be published, entreats
the author to introduce nothing ‘which may seem to invali-
date the practice of religious virtue ; the degeneracy of the
age eagerly catching at doctrines which in their results secem
te support current vices.” This said, he consents to take
charge of a few copies, provided they are snugly sent in a
parcel to a private merchant, without any indication of the
contents®. Whether, if he had published, Spinoza would
have submitted to all these disinfecting processes, he is not
obliged to say; for at Amsterdam he finds such an array of
hostile antipathy drawn up to give the book a ruinous recep-
tion, that he determined to hold it in reserve. So far, he
can relieve the Secretary’s trepidations. But, that he may
profit by the admonitions given him, he begs to be informed

! Ep. LXL ? Ep. LXIIL ¢ Ep. LXIL
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what doctrines of his are supposed to invalidate the practice
of religious virtue ; and what are the passages of his pub-
lished treatise which suggest this danger, and excite scruples
in the minds of learned men'. Oldenburg, in a curt reply,
having enumerated the objectionable points,—(1) identifi-
cation of God and nature; (2) the invalidity of miracles ;

(3) the silence about Christ’s incarnation and satisfaction,

—a three months’ correspondence on these points ensues,
without! producing any satisfactory result, the last word
being said by Oldenburg, nearly two years before Spinoza’s
death.

Throughout the correspondence of Spinoza there is one
negative feature which excites a natural surprise. It runs
through a period of intense political excitement in Western
Europe, in which Holland played a central part. Two wars
with England, rendered memorable by fleets and naval
battles on a scale unknown before, and claiming such
victims as Van Tromp, De Ruyter, and Turenne ; alliance
with England and Sweden, disgraced by the treachery of our
Charles II ; invasion of the United Provinces by Louis XTIV,
pushed; by favour of a drought in 1672, as far as Utrecht,
and then, on the apparent eve of conquest, vanishing in
disastrous retreat ; a Dutch fleet raiding in the Thames, and
threatening London itself ; vehement domestic dissensions
between the adherents of the House of Orange and the
Republicans, leading up to the murder of the De Witts ; all
this was passing while the pen was in Spinoza’s hand, and
he was directing letters to Paris, to London, to the anxious
cities of his own land ; and yet his reader might suppose,
for all that he tells him, that the world was in the pro-
foundest calm. From Oldenburg he hears of the plague in
London, and the migration of the Royal Society to Oxford ;
of the fire of London ; of an expected second great sea-fight ;
and receives distinct enquiries respecting the proposals for
peace, the conveyance of Swedish troops into Germany, the
march of the Bishop of Minster, with an expression of

1 Ep. LXVIIL

VOL. 1. T
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opinion that next summer all Europe will be involved in
war ; but on no one of these topics does his reply contain a
single word. Nothing so strongly marks the intellectual
solitude of his nature, as this reticence with regard to the
living drama of the world. Vet, when its action came near
enough to his experience and his friends, he was ready with
his convictions and even with his sympathy. He was inti-
mate with the De Witts, and indeed had a small life-pension
from them ; he sided with them against the supporters of the
House of Orange; and at the news of their violent death
(August 2y, 1672) he burst into a passion of tears. And in
this grief there was no selfish alloy ; for, when the heirs of
the statesmen contested his further claim to the pension, he
was so ready to surrender it rather than allow of any dispute,
that they were touched by his self-abnegation and withdrew
their objection. * What was thus secured to him was his
chief dependence for the remainder of his life.

Once, and not long after this, we find Spinoza in a
position surprisingly at variance with his usual habits and
ways of thinking ; viz. in the camp at Utrecht of the French
invaders of his country; and #at, not as a negotiator for
their departure, but as invited guest, and under the special
passport, of their Commander-in-chief, the Prince de Condé.
The account given of this vioclent misplacement of the
recluse philosopher rather enhances than relieves its incom-
prehensibility. In the army of the Prince was an Evan-
gelical Lieutenant-Colonel (afterwards Brigadier) Stoupe,
of Swiss troops, who had been a preacher in the Walloon
Church of the Savoy, London, in Cromwell’s time, and
continued:to take a lively interest in theology. In a book
upon religion in Holland, he had reproached the clergy in
that country for allowing the ¢ Theologico-political Treatise’
to remain without any effective reply ; and had entered into
a correspondence with Spinoza of which the contents are
unknown. It led, however, to a proposal that the philo-
sopher should visit the camp and be introduced to the
Prince, who was anxious to see him ; and the proposal was
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reinforced by the assurance that the Grand Monarque
would accord a pension to Spinoza, on receiving any work
dedicated to him. The proposal, which was accompanied
by a safeconduct, was accepted; but the Prince being
absent on business which detained him, the interview took
place only with Luxemburg, the second in command, and
with other officers of rank. After several days of fruitless
waiting for Condé, Spinoza returned home; not without
declining the offered pension, on the pretext that he had no
present purpose of publishing any book. It is not wonderful
that, on his reappearance at the Hague, he was looked on
as a spy, and that Van der Spijck was afraid lest a mob
should wreck his house. Spinoza reassured him by saying
that, if they came, he would go out to tell them how good
a Republican he was, and how the object of his journey had
been well known and approved by ©the most considerable
persons of the State ;’ and if then they chose to treat him
as they had treated the De Witts, so it must be'. On this
story I will make but two remarks : (1) the private motives
assigned for the visit to an enemy’s quarters are altogether
inadequate and out of character ; it would need the vainest
of men, and the emptiest of public spirit, to be thus coazed
and flattered into the salons of Utrecht, usurped by the
conquering foe, and to listen without instant indignation te
the hint of a foreign patron’s bribe; nor can anything be
more ludicrously matched with Spinoza’s refemue and severe
simplicity. (z) The language of Spinoza to his frightened
landlord implies some public purpose in his visit, approved
by the chief persons in the State; and such purpose, in
the extremely critical state of affairs, it might be important
to conceal by intrusting it to the least likely of all agents,
and disguising it under personal pretexts: that it died away
without making any sign may be due simply to the absence
of Condg¢, and the rapidly succeeding disasters that overtook
the army of occupation. We have no conjectural clue to
any possible intended negociation, beyond this: that the
1 Coler and Boulainvilliers, ap. Paulus, II. pp. 624-627.
o
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House of Orange represented the Netherlands of which
France was jealous and afraid; and that House was no
less the object of suspicion and dread to the Republican
citizens at home ; and it is conceivable that this concurrent
enmity might serve as a basis for negociating, on the one
hand, the withdrawal of the military occupation, and on the
other, the establishment of a Federal Commonwealth without
the unity of an hereditary head. A wet season and a flooded
country in 1673 dispensed with the necessity of making any
terins with the invader; the army could neither stay nor fly,
but wasted away in baffled retreat, and left the Dutch factions
to settle their own affairs.

The deepening interest of domestic politics doubtless
helped Spinoza to concentrate his attention on the theory
and structure of the State, as expounded in his last un-
finished treatise. Else it is probable that his declining
strength would have rendered his later years still less fruit-
ful. Though not subject to serious illnesses, or perhaps
preserved from them by frugal living and regular hours, he
apparently inherited a consumptive constitution ; as is pretty
plainly betrayed by the fine portrait at Wolfenbiittel, with
its bright eyes and narrow chest, and somewhat hollow
cheeks ; and his vitality seems to have slowly ebbed away
for some years before the end. But his even and un-
complaining temper, his habitual cheerfulness, his steady
industry with his lenses and recreation with his microscope,
his friendly chats with his hostess, and pipe with her
husband, and good words with the children, kept the
mechanism of their commen life goig so simply, that no
‘change was observable. 1In all his intercourse with his
inferiors he was at ease with himself and most winning to
them ; his wariness and mistrust were reserved for his
equals and his opponents. In reading some few passages
of his writings in which he has not suppressed the thrill of
scorn and indignation, and in looking at his swarthy com-
plexion and intensity of face, we may well believe that there
was in him a southern fire which rendered his equanimity
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an attainment nof easy to be secured. If so, however, the
conquest was so complete that his nearest associates, the
weak and dependent, who usually come in for the last
remnants of irritability, never felt it at all. ¢ This it is,” says
Renan, ‘that is perhaps his truest honour, that he had the
sincere esteem and affection of the simple natures living
around him." Rien ne vaut l'estime des petits ; leur juge-
ment est presque toujours celui de Dieu’ On Saturday,
February 20, 1677, Spinoza came down from his room as
usual in the afternoen, and while enjoying a pipe with his
host, asked him about the sermon which he and his wife
had been attending in preparation for the Shrovetide com-
munion; returning upstairs in time for early rest. Next
morning, he apgain came down and talked with them
before church-time. They noticed nothing unusual, ex-
cept that Ludwig Meyer, his physician, had come over
to him from Amsterdam. By his order, they boiled a
chicken and gave him the dowi/lon ; and both then, and
again after church, he took his food with good appetite.
There was nothing to suggest any departure from the habits
of the day, and the good people of the house went to their
afternoon service. When they returned, they learned with
astonishment that at 3 P.v. Spinoza had died. Meyer,
who alone was with him, returned by the evening beat to
Amsterdam, without, apparently, reporting any particulars
respecting the last hour; but having helped himself, as
Van der Spijck was careful to tell, to a ducatoon and some
little money that was on the table, as well as to a silver-
handled knife. The funeral took place on February 25
Its expense and a few small debts having been paid, his
sister Rebecea found the residue not worth claiming. The
one enduring legacy which he left, his desk, with its
manuscript contents, went, as he had desired, to Johann
Rieuwertz, a printer at Amsterdam, who was apparently

’

! Spinoza: Conférence tenne 4 la Haye le 21 Février, 1877, 200m®
anniversaire de la mort de Spinoza. Paris, 1887, p. 17.



278 METAPHYSICAL, IMMANENT. [Book L

authorised to act as his executor. So. ended his life-
record. But his true history scarcely opens till this is
closed.

§ 3. Are Geomelrical Likics Possible P

To s modern, and especially an English reader, no two
things ¢ift appear more incongruous than the subject and
the method announced on the title-page of Spineza’s great
posthumous_work : £ Eithics] treated in ¢ geomelrical fashion.
Take apy familiar ethical question, e.g. whether it is ever
right to tell a lie ; or to threaten a refractory urchin with the
birch rod ; or to touch wine ; or to use force against wrong.
How are We to answer such questions °geometrically?’
And if they can be so answered, why are they yet debated ?
Does not Spinoza here combine two incompatible types
of problem, viz. the moral, where there is e/Zways, and the
smaihematical, where there is zeger, a possible alternative ?

This IS @ pertinent enquiry, and hits at once the
fundamental difference between Descartes and Spinoza in
the preconceptions which they brought to their speculations,
Neither Geometry nor Ethics were to Spinoza what they
had been to Descartes. Not the former ; for to Descartes
its demonstrations had only a confizngent certainty, instituted
by the will of God, who might, if He had preferred, have
made falseé what now is true; while to Spinoza (and, as
we have seen, to Malebranche) the relations of quantity
and figure Were uncreated and immutable, as much eternal
data for the highest mind as for the human. Not the
latter ; for to Descartes, Moral law was a rule which it was
possible for us either to obey or to disobey, and which we
were bound to take as our guide ; while to Spinoza it was
only Aafnral law in the highest instance of its inevitable
working. In both cases, the peculiarity of the newer phi-
losophet consists in the subjection or reduction of all being,
whether Divine or human, to Necessity, and the exclusion
of any possible other than the actual. When this is done,
Geomery becomes adselufe truth, giving law to a# Blind,
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infinite or finite, and the cogency of its reasonings expresses
eternal connections in real existence: it tells the things,
not that simply asv, but that mus? be.  And Ethics become
a doctrine, no longer of what we ought fo be, but of what we
shail be, under assignable conditions,—an account of our
constitution as a natural object, modified by the conjoint
play of its inward make and its outward exposure. In the
light, or under the shadow, of this common preconception of
an all-determining Necessity, the rclation between Geometry
and Ethics ceases to be obscure. In the ‘applied mathe-
matics’ we have already carried quantitative relations,
determined in the abstract, into physical things, weights,
motions, pressures, intensities, and thus created science
after science, from mechanics to electricity. By extension
of the same process to the measurement of sensory and
motory stimuli in living beings, it is conceivable that they
too might be brought under knowledge as exact as that of
the chemist or astronomer. And if the ideas special to
man are uniform data of his nature, or determinately con-
tributed or modified by his experience, it can only be the
oreater complexity of his phenomena that delays their
reduction to a decipherable order. When the delay is over,
the whole of nature will be seen in unbroken continuity,
rigorously deduced from self-evident primary cerfainties as
little questionable as the axioms and postulates of the
geometer. To ‘demonstrate ethics in a geometrical way’
is therefore, in this view, to show how the several varieties
of human character arise from the nature of things, just
as necessarily as the equality of alternative angles from
parallelism in the lines intersected to make them. That
this is Spinoza’s meaning he himself explains in these
words : ¢The affections of hatred, anger, envy, &c. in
themselves cansidered, follow from the same necessity and
power of nature as all other particular things; and refer
themselves therefore to definite causes, and possess defi-
nite properties, which are just as worth knowing as the
properties of anything else which we find it interesting
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simply to contemplate, So I shall treat of the nature
and energy of the affections and the mind’s influence on
them, as of God and the mind in the preceding books;
and shall deal with human actions and appetencies just
as #if it were a guesiton of lines, planes, and solids?;
Supposing this design successfully executed, it would
obviously give us only a psyehological account, and not at
all an etkical doctrine, of the human affections; just as a
natural history of instincts in birds and beasts, detecting
their causes and defining their properties, does not con-
stitute a mora/ science. Perhaps it will be said that it
is psychological only so long as you confine yourself to the
study of cause and effect among the phenomena; but that,
as soon as you compare them together as better or worse,

with a view to minimise the latter, the enquiry becomes,
ethical ; so that this character depends upon the fact that !

‘man may be modified,” and his more harmful affections
restrained. But the beasts also may be modified, and their
more troublesome propensitics controlled ; without on that
account our regarding the horse-breaker, or even the trainer
of a “happy family,’ as a moralist. It is not modification
by others, but sel-medification ; not the application of an
irresistible necessity, but the alternative possibilities of a
free will, with which ethical phenomena enter, and from
which ethical language obtains all its meaning. Short of
this, there can be no doctrine of Duly, but only a doctrine
of relative Geod. To this accordingly Spinoza’s ¢ Ethics’
are limited.

Taking them under this limitation, let wus consider
whether they admit of being investigated #rore geometrico,
50 as to take rank with thesciences of exact demonstration.
It was Descartes who inspired the ambition to extend the
mathematical procedure to the whole field of human en-
quiry. At the opening of his *Treatise on Method,’ he

expresses his surprise that the only secure form of proof,

1 Eth. HL Intr. Vol. L. 125,
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the mathematical, had never been applied in philosophy,
but had stopped short with mechanics ; and, in following
this hint, Spinoza only works on the same lines as in his
abstract of Descartes’ ¢ Principia’ and his own appended
¢ Cogitata Metaphysica” The question is, whether he can
thus gain for philosophy the ‘security’ which is the acknow-
ledged advantage of the mathematics : to ascertain this, we
must examine where that security lies.

It does not lie in the severity of the deductive process.
In geometry we deduce, by the application of certain stated
rules of thought (Axioms), assumed as self-evident, the
properties of certain defined hypothetical existences (Defi-
nitions), assumed as real (Postulates). The rigour of the
deduction' may be unimpeachable ; but if the assumptions
from which it starts are questionable, the conclusions reached
cannot but be insecure. It is indeed a practice familiar to
the mathematician to reason out, for some subsidiary pur-
pose in a large investigation, the consequences of a suppo-
sition known to be more or less wide of the truth. This
process might easily be extended till not one of the original
assumptions remained true, yet all the inferences from them
were logically drawn ; and so a geometry purely fictitions
would arise from the perverse ingenuity of some Pseudo-
Euclid. It would be possible, I suppose, to construct a
system of Optics on the supposition that darkness was a posi-
tive element, and light its negation, just as you may interpret
and measure motion by taking your stand on either of the
two bodies which are changing their relations, as if there
you were at rest. Nay, it is not impossible that from two
inconsistent hypotheses may result, to an astenishing extent,
the very same system of consequences, actually verified in
experience ; as in the case of the Newtonian and the undu-
latory theories of light; though at last, no doubt, some
phenomenon is sure to turn up which is missing from one
of the logical chains. Geometry would be undistinguishable
from a mere hypothetical science, if it had no credentials
beyond its strict reasoning.
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From this fate it is saved by the nature of the assumptions
from which it starts. All its definitions are definitions of
Jigures; figures are limitations cut out of Space ; Space is to
US an & priori or necessary thought of a necessary thing, i.e. of
a thing the non-being of which is inconceivable, Thought
and thing are here inseparably united ; the idea of Space in
the mind is the knowledge of Space out of the mind. It
gives us the very meaning of reality, the condition and feld
of Dasein or objective existence. If you choose to say with
Kant, it is but ‘the form of Sense,” it makes no difference ;
in that case, so too is Dasein or objective existence ; and
the antithesis of thought and being itself becomes ideal,
But whatever we mean by existence, by objectivity, by
reality, is there, whenever we think of Space. Hence the
definitions of geometry are not nominal, but real: they give,
not the meaning of a word alone, or the essential parts of a
conception, but #e masure of a thing: they carry with them
an assumption which it is impossible for us to question, that
what is defined exists or may exist; and therefore the
properties which they enable us to deduce are features
vresent in the nature of things ; and geometry is intrinsically
ready to play the part of an applied science, It is this start
from a position common to both worlds, of thought and of
being, that makes the rational progression of the geometri-
cian an advance also into the ordo #erwm ; and renders the
cogency of the thought an exponent of the necessity of the
corresponding things ; and weaves the system of the world
into a tissue of relations answering to the organism of
demonstrated truths.

It was certainly a tempting sugeestion that perhaps, if
Substance instead of Space were put at the starting-point,
the contents of Being might be made to emerge, with all
the necessity attaching to the properties of figure ; for, was
not the thought of * substance ” (tmoxedueroy) also the thought
of a real existence? Why then should we not be able to
work out a Hypokeimenometry, as we have constructed a
geometry,—a deduction of the properties of the universe
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from its substantive ground, just as we reach the properties
of particular spaces from defined modifications of the uni-
versal? The analogy was sufficiently promising to induce
an attempt to extract the All from the One.

The analogy, however, is misleading. Granting that in
our minds the words Space and Substance both stand for
& priori ideas, and that beyond our minds they stand for
real existence, there is yet this difference between them ;
that the one is stugle and absolute, the other is but @ member
of a pair, and only relative ; the necessity of the one is
wunconditional, the necessity of the other is conditional. If
you think of a quality, attribute, or phenomenon, you must
think of a Substance that has it : the idea is of a redation, as
much as the idea of father and child, of back and front;
but, in the absence of phenomenon or quality, there is no
need and no room for substance in our thought, any more
than for a back where there is no front, or likeness where
there is but unity. But there is ne such condition attached
to your thinking of Space and cognising it as real : you
cannot think at all, even of Votking, without its being there :
whatever else you discharge from your presence, you cannot
clearit out; and if you could, it would carry away Substance
too. Substance, in the world of being is conditional on
Space, and in the world of thought on quality or perceived
phenomenon ; Space is conditional on nothing, and is the
condition of all else. Relative indeed to the #iinking Ego
it may be (in order to provide for Kant’s doctrine); but in
the non-ego it is @bselute, which Substance is not.

And hence results a further difference. When you have
said that Substance is #ke ground of guality, you have as-
signed to it its endy predicate ; there is no more to be said
about it; nor is this proposition fraitful of ulterior ones,
unless you like to take it in the inverse direction and say
that quality inheres in Substance. As a principle of further
knowledge it is altogether barren. 1If it were susceptible of
analysis, it would yield only the components of its meaning.
and no definite gqualities. But Space, as the ground of



284 METAPHYSICAL. ITMMANENT. [Book L.

quantity, has & priori several distinct predicates. It is
infinite ; it has three dimensions ; it is susceptible of con-
taining forms through inclosure of parts. And it is out of
this plurality of predicates that the numerous definitions
and axioms are supplied whence undiscovered relations of
magnitude and figure emerge. Without this afluence of

objective contents, mere nominal definitions of conceptions -

would fail to help geometry forward a single step. But
Spinoza imagined that he had only to start with an accurate
series of such conceptions reduced to their essence, in order
to follow the tracks of necessity through nature, and demon-
strate the inner construction of the world. He professes to
show that from the absolute nature of substance are deriv-
able all the experienced characteristics of things, as inevit-
ably as from the definition of a triangle the equality follows
of its three angles to two right angles’. There can be no
greater fallacy. From no definition of a general conception
can you ever infer a more specific that falls under it ; pre-
cisely because what makes it specific is some added mark
not present in the general, but taken on by it, so as to
increase its comprehension while contracting its range.
Besides the marks of the genus we must have a principle
of differentiation, before we can advance to the species ;
and this the deductive method cannot supply. Had we
nothing to work with but the definition of a triangle, we
could never discover the equality of its angles to two right
angles; we have to call to our aid the definition of right
angle, the representation of external angles, and the equation
of an external angle with adjacent internal to two right
angles ; and these are elements, not of the mere conception
of triangle, but supplied by construction from the @ griori
predicates of space. This was clearly seen by Tschirn-

! Ego me satis clare ostendisse puto (Prop. 16) a summa Dei potentia
sive infinita natura infinita infinitis modis, hoc est, omnia necessario
effluxisse, vel semper eadem necessitate sequi, eodem modo ac ex natura
trianguli ab eterno et in eternum sequitur, ejus tres angulos equari
duobus rectis, Eth. L xvii. Schol. :
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hausen, and pointed out by him when it was too late®. 1In
his reply, otherwise unsatisfactory, Spinoza candidly admits
the justice of the criticism ; and hits upon the distinction
which affords the enly hope of escape from it; viz. that the
definitions which are barren are exclusively wmomina/; but
that those of rea/ éeing present an essence which may be
developed into numerous predicates. Under this cover he
proposes to protect his definition of ‘ Substance ;7 without,
however, rescuing it from its character of a purely relative
notion, or settling it in any relation to reality except as its
synonyme®. I have sometimes fancied that these deductive
»world-builders may have deceived themselves by the mere
sound of the logical rule * Veritas universalis infert veritatem
particularis,” especially in an age when the word ¢ veritas’
was used not only for the truth of a proposition, but for the
real existence of a thing. Bat, of course, when we thus say
‘that all the marks of the genus will be found in the species,
we imply an overlapping residue which the genus does not
provide.

Mathematics and metaphysics, then, do not start from
similar primary assumptions, and invite by their analogy
the same method of treatment; nor can we hope, by deduc-
tion from a list of definitions and axioms, to gain such a
conspectus of the system of the universe as the geometricians
give us of the properties and relations of figures, We cannot
make ontology an exact science of necessary thought. But
there is another fallacy involved in this fancied analogy
with the mathematics. Besides putting together hetero-
geneous studies in the field of thought, it confounds under
the same name (Necessity) heterogeneous relations in the
distinct fields of thought and being. The ¢ Necessity’ by
which all things flow from the Supreme nature is a cansal
necessity, determining their genesis and their succession ;
or even if they be, not particular objects, but permanent
lazos of objects, still it gives them the field of extended being

! Ep. LXXXIL ? Ep. LXXXIIL
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for their operation ; and that operation on individuals is
successive in time. Butthe ‘necessity’ which connects the
cquality of the three angles of a triangle to two right angles
with the data of deduction is in the geometrician’s under-
standing, and not in the things understood. He Zarns this
property from the data, and other properties again from
this; so that there is an order of knowing in which he passes
from truth to truth about the triangle ; and each step taken
by his intelligence may be treated as cause of the next.
This consecution, however, is limited to the cognitive pro-
cess, and does not exist among the objects of cognition.
The data do not preduce the equality between the three
angles and the two right angles ; nor does this property
produce the others which are subsequently inferred. They
are all a co-existing group connected by a reciprocal neces-
sity, without any history of their origin, one after another.
Hence, there is no one exclusive order in which the learner
i5 abliged to circulate among them ; take what property he
will as his datum, he can work his way logically thence to
all the rest. For instance, you may define an ellipse from
either of two modes of generating it ; viz. the revolution,
round the two foci, of the intersecting point of a vector
from each ; or the section of a right cone by a plane in-
clined to the base at an angle less than that which the
sides make with the base ; and, starting from either defini-
tion, you can arrive, only from opposite directions, at all the
properties of the figure. They are as a chain which may be
hung up from either end; or rather as a network, whose
meshes may be counted off in several forms of series. Here,
therefore, there is no cawsality; for causal order can never be
inverted, or turned from consecutive into reciprocal ; nor,
among things that eternally coexist, can any one claim to he
cause of another. The relations uniting them constitute an
ordp essends ; whereas the relations of dependence in which
derivative things flow from the all-determining Nature, con-
stitute an grdo fiendi ; and here for the first time do we
alight upon the idea of Cawse, or necessary order in Zime,

it
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as distinguished from necessary co-ordination of the Time-
Iess. - This difference between airia and Adyss, Cawsa and
Ratio, 15 ignored by Spinoza: the nexus that unites the
group and the nexus that links the chain he describes by
the same terms : terms of segmence, applicable only to one,
are given to both: from the essezce of this or that nature
attributes ¢ fo//ozy* which are always there : dynamic terms,
proper only to the phenomenal provinee, are thrust in among
eternal coexistences: it is the supreme ‘potentia,’ ‘sive natura,’
whenece infinite properties ¢ follow,” just in the way in which,
from the triangle’s nature °follows” the equivalence of its
angles to two right angles. Only, we never say that it is the
‘power’ of the triangle which makes this equivalence. It
is of the utmost consequence to remember; in the study of
Spinoza, this identification of logical cogency with dyna-
mical efficiency ; so that cewsation has with him its supreme
expression in the relation between premisses and conclusion.
It is remarkable that nowhere in his ¢ Ethics’ does he sup-
ply any general definition of the word ‘Cause,” or discuss
the doctrine of which it is the symbol. We are left to infer
his idea of it from its incidental use; nor is it possible to
make these inferences consistent with each other, For
example, he tells us that the human understanding is the
cause as well as the #ofality of the conceptions (Begriffz)
which it has; and he uses this proposition to justify the
assertion that God is the cause, at the same time that He is
the totality, of creatures and effects’. This certainly implies
that the understanding has a producing efficiency, and is 2
Jacuily with conceptions at command. Yet, if we find him
elsewhere identifying understanding with will %, he further
explains away will as a mere ©ens rationis,” a common term
for all particular geZizions, and no more the cause of them
than humanity is the cause of Peter or any particular man *;
and, similarly, understanding is not a faculty at all, but is

* Short freatise, ‘ De Deo,’ &c.  1st Dial. sub fin. Vol. IL p. 278.
? Eth. IT. xlix. Cor. 3 Ep. IL sub fin.
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related to particular acts of intelligence, precisely as sfoni-
zess is related to this or that stone® It is a mere “notio
universalis,” the passive residuum of our conceptions when
all their differences drop out ; it neither answers to anything
real, nor can @ anything over and above what the particular
conceptions do. Thus, he distinctly divests of causality the
very ‘understanding * for which before he had emphatically
claimed it.

§ 4. Conjectural History of Spinvsa’s Thought.

The ‘ geometrical method’ on which T have commented
was far, I believe, from being the first thought or frame-
work of Spinoza’s philosophy : rather was it the mould in
which its constituent parts, separately formed, were ulti-
mately compressed or fused into an apparent unity. If it
were my purpose to work out from his writings a chrono-
logical sketch of the genesis of his doctrine, I could not do
better than adopt the three phases which Avenarius has
treated as successive in his mental history : viz. (1) Natural-
istic Allin-One ; (2) Theistic All-in-One; (3) Substantive
Allin-One ®. The first of these he regards as expressed in
the dialogues interwoven with the Short Treatise;’ the
second, in that treatise itself; the third, in the °Ethics’
But looking less at relative dates (which after all are by no
means certain) than at the known successive influences that
were dominant in his mind, I prefer to say that in his
problem there were two parts which engaged him, one after
the other, and were brought into more or less definite form,
before he had settled their relation to each other as mem-

bers of a whole ; the doctrine of God, and the doctrine of

matter and’ mind. The former of these was the residuary
presence of his Jewish Theism, transformed and naturalised,
it may be, by the influence of Bruno and of the semi-pan-
! Eth. I xlviii, Schol.
# Ueber die heiden ersten Phasen des Spinozischen Pantheismus, und

das Verhdliniss der 2%m zur 3: Phase. Von Richard Avenarius.
Leipzig, 1868, p. 11.
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theistic Hebrew philosophers. The latter was the direct
adoption of the Cartesian dualism, of extension and think-
ing, as the component data of the known world. The one
was essentially a #heology ; the other, mainly, an antiropology;:
in his hands the former was still a critique of religion ; the
latter a critique of science. And I think they subsisted for
some time, side by side, in an indeterminate way, before
they were welded into a system.

This distinction is not destroyed by the fact that we
already meet, in the dialogues, with an express identification
of Nature and God: Nature is the infinite allincluding
being, the immanent cause of all phenomena and creatures,
as well as their totality ; and though this is said all through
of ¢Nature,” just at the end the word ‘ God’ is slipped in as
its substitute and equivalent'. In the text of the ‘Short
Treatise” itself, we find the same interchange of terms;
‘God is Truth, and truth is God,’ the word truth’ being
used for ‘reality®’ And to this Pantheism we cannot even
ascribe a framscendent type ; for an express argument is
introduced to prove that in God’s understanding there is
nothing which is not realised in Nature, and that the actual
and the possible are coestensive, the world exhausting the
perfections of God® And it is even said that the Divine
thought is simply the sum of creaturely thought ; for so we
must understand the words ¢ No modes of thought are to be |
ascribed to God but those which are in the creatures®’ |
Such passages, if they stood alone, would certainly oblige us
to say that the naturalistic conception had completely super-
seded the theistic. But, on the other hand, we meet with
predicates of God which, evidently used without figure of
speech, cannot be transferred to the world: we hear of not
only His omnipotence, but His ©gvodness,) and His * sim-
plicity of will®. Tt is also evident that, in speaking of the
¢ perfection ’ of God, Spinoza had not yet reduced the word

! De Deo, &ec. L ii. 1st Dial. Vol. II. 278,
2 Thid. 11 v. xv. Vol. 11. 310, 328. ¢ Ibid. L ii. Vol. IL. 266-275.
+ Ibid. IL xxiv. Vol. IL p. 334. & Ibid. L. ii. Veol. IL 268, 269.
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to the mere quantitative meaning of compledeness or ali-inclu-
siveness, or, as he expressed it, ‘7eaZity, irrespective of any
qualitative idea of excellence or good. And, finally, he

distinctly recognised the presence of guspose in the constitu--

tion of things; using the following illustration: as bees
have no other object in their work than to store honey for

_-the winter, while man who keeps them has another object,

viz. to get honey for himself ; so the particular end of our
nature 1s different from the ultimate end of infinite nature,
which uses us as tools®’ This is the more significant,
because at a later time there was no interpretation of the
world which so touched in Spinoza the springs of passionate
contempt, as that which saves in it anything like action for
an end. From the internal inconsistency of these indications
we may infer, that his ontological theory had not yet been
thoraughly worked out, and that its naturalism, while fasci-
nating his imagination, had still to make some conquest in
his intellect. And from the vestiges of theistic conception
it is evident, that his theological problem was only gradually
solved, and as a centre of interest had not yet been left
behind. From both features taken together it appears pro-
bable, that he formed his idea of the Supreme term of being
not by atheistically expunging his original belief, and then
reconstituting a substitute from the data of natural philo-
sophy ; but by rescinding from his religious conception one
constituent after another as he found it to be untenable, i.e.
incompatible with his postulates; parting by degrees with
design, with free volition, with thought of a possible beyond
the actual ; reducing moral relations to natural necessity;
and ideal perfectness to quantitative totality. = There re-
mained the idea of Cawsality, involving in some form or
other that of griorify; and this I conceive he left for a
time, undefined and in darkness, suspended over the uni-
verse, while he descended and separately studied the world
of which it was to give account.

* De Deo, &c, IL xxiv. Vol I 355, 356. See Tiendelenburg,
Beitr. II1. p. 351.
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The key to that world he found, with Desecartes, in the
twofold nature of man, whose body and soul were only the
culminating sample of extended being and thinking being,
the coexistence of which constituted the universe. So long
as he took this cbject apart for study, after the fashion of
the natural philosopher, he retained the Cartesian language,
and treated its two factors as ‘ Swdstamees” Thus, he says
that ‘phenomenal nature’ (being only a modification of
these factors) ‘cannot be rightly conceived without these
substances® ;> and that the ‘nature of man cannot exist or
be conceived without #e atiribules which are admiiled fo be
substances®’ And even when he calls them © aliributes’ at
this early time, he gives to that word the very same defini-
tion which in his Ethics he reserves for Substance, viz.
‘things, or rather a self-subsisting essence which, as such, is
self-revealing and self-evident ® ;* or again, with a variation of
phrase, ¢ by attribute I understand all that is conceived of
itself and in itself, so that the conception of it does not
involve the conception of anything else .’ Nevertheless, he
does not consistently identify the two terms. He applies
the term ‘attribute’ (in the ordinary sense) to certain predi-
cates of God, which it would be absurd to call ‘ substances ;?
viz. necessary agency, Frovidence (identified with the striving
for self-conservation throughout all nature), and fore-crdina-
fon®. Yet in the same treatise he already announces the
doctrine that, among the innumerable attributes’ which
must belong to an infinite nature, extension and thinking
are the only fzoo through which we conceive His essential
operation. If there is any rule which he follows in the use
of this mixed language, it is this: that what he treats as
Substance relatively to phenomenal nature below it, he re-
gards as affribufe relatively to a prior infinite nature above
it. In working out the former relation into its particular
varieties, especially in the body and mind of man, he does

1 De Deo, &e. I. viii. Vol. IL 256, 2 Ibid. II Pref. Vol IL zo1.
3 Ibid. L vii. Vol. II. 204 Y Ep Ik
3 De Deo, &c. L. iv, v, vi.
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not as yet advance beyond the amphibions dualism. of
Descartes. The parallelism of extension and thinking seems
to be involved in the position, that one substance cannot
produce or affect another ; but the ‘animal spirits’ step in
and intercept the inference, precisely as we found them do
in the Cartesian physiology. Indeed, interaction between
the two ‘substances’ or ‘attributes’ is even expressly
affirmed ; e.g. the expression occurs  whenever these attri-
butes operate upon each other®.’ In almost all instances it
is implied that the interaction takes place in the direciion
Jrom extenston fo thinking, and not in the opposite ; e.g. where
it is maintained that all understanding is passize, produced
by the operation of the exifernal object ; whick in fact, it is
said, is the affirmer or denier in perception, and zof ewe®
And we find it distinctly said that no mode of thinking
can produce motion or rest in the body *; though no similar
general statement in the inverse direction can be cited from
the ¢ Short Treatise.” It is obvious that if the mind is thus
inoperative on body, yet the passive reflector of bodily
objects, so that it merely photographs their affirmations,
thinking is in us not in co-ordination with extension, but in
subordination to it; and the ideal phenomena are thrown
back into the material. Thus Spinoza is found oscillating
between two opposite inconsistencies. If extension and
thinking are independent ‘substances,’ or ‘attributes’ de-
fined as such, man, as the lodging-house of these indepen-
dents, Is two natures, and not one; and the synchronism of
these two natures is inconceivable without the doctrine of
parallelism, which has no place in this early treatise; and,
even with that doctrine, remains a mere mystery. If, on the
other hand, thought is the passive czgy of what things have
to say of themselves, then extension alone is substantive,
and the statement that ‘there is in nature only a single
thinking thing, which is expressed in an infinitude of ideas

1 De Deo, &c. IL xix. Vol. TL 342.
2 Thid. II. =v. Vol. IL 328; xvi, 332; xvil. 333.
& Ihid. IL xix. Vol TL 341.
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corresponding to the infinitude of things that are in nature?;’
affirms ‘a thing’ which has no existence; and, further,
every idea, being the direct delivery into thought of the
object itself, must be true, and there can be no departure of
idea from ideatum ; did we predicate of the object either
more or less than we passively received from it, we should
do a bit of thinking for curselves, actively creating what
was not given, or cancelling what was. Error therefore is
excluded by this alternative hypothesis.

These unreconciled elements were gradually reduced to
a self-consistent dualistic order, chiefly by discharging  the
animal spirits,” and setting up unconditionally the doctrine
of parallelism. The world thus becomes to Spinoza the
coequal development and expression of two substances,
never separate, though never interacting. Vet somehow, in
us, the two contrived to set up a unity; and similarly, in
the universe, they cannot be supposed to be ultimately un-
related, and umable to give account of their invariable con-
currence. So the next problem was, to find a formula of
conception into which both these opposites could pass and
be united. This could evidently not be done till they were
divested of the character of sudstances, and compelled to
surrender it to a term above them. The invention of this
formula took Spinoza back to that Supreme region of being
which his theology had left in such deep shadow; and
required him to bridge over the theoretic chasm hetween
the Unitary and the Manifold infinitude. This feat of
speculative construction was needful to make a whole of
his metaphysics and his natural science.

§ 5. dbsolute Entity ; what is its Namel

It was easy enough to take the first step, and determine
what the deposed substances were to become ; for they had
already been accustomed to the alternative name of A7z
éufes. But attributes ¢f wha/? how are we to call “that

1 De Deo, &c. IL xx, Vol IL 348.
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which is extended and thinks?’ If we say ¢ God,” we alter
the meaning of that word by including under it material
things. If we say ‘ Nafure, we arbitrarily assume that all
natural objects ‘think’ If we select for the purpose the
word which has been resigned, and say ¢ Subsfance, we com-
mit a tautolopy; for ‘substance’ is simply that which has
cattributes ;’ so that our position is that ‘extension and
thought are attributes of that which has the attributes.’
Spinoza employs them all, in spite of the misleading effect
of such #zez signification, or se signification ; Nafure pre-
dominating at first; Swhstence at last, fixed by rigorous
definition ; and Ged being identified with cither, and then
persistently used all through, as the most convenient term
of comparison for the erroneous beliefs which he wishes to
£xXpose. :

All these terms he takes up at first as if they were well
understood and needed no definition. ‘God’ denotes the
all-perfect Being, the sum total of all reality, and as such the
Supreme Cause. ‘Nature® is the actually realised aggregate
of things, considered in distinction from the merely ideal or
possible. By ¢ Substances’ he does not at the outset under-
stand an existence more than refefively independent : there
may be a plurality of them, each infinite and complete it-
self, and all dependent upon God as their cause, and not
therefore carrying existence in their own essence. In this
sense it was that he applied the word to extension and
thinking, both infinite, each in its own kind, carrying its
essence through all its instances, but having nothing in
common with any other. The conversion of this relative
idea of stibstance into an absolute, the reduction of the
plurality into the unity, was effected by the mediation of the
other terms ; and especially by the identification of Nature
with God.

This identification is preceded in the  Short Treatise’ by
so-called proofs of God’s existence, which constitute, in
truth, not a proof but a definition, attaching existence to
His essence ; i.e. determining that the word God ska// mean

e §
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existence as such, shall go as far as existence, and contain
nothing that does not exist. We might say that he has an
easy task, for he simply defines God into existence when he
says that His “essence involves existence! But, lest we
should think this a mere verbal trick, we must remember
that to him Essence was not simply the meaning of a word,
but the real nature of what the word denoted ; and that the
idea of it in us was the counterpart in thought of that very
nature in the field of being ; so that the clearness of that
idea was the certainty of the essence, and whatever we saw
in the one was predicable of the other. Our idea of God is
that of infinite being; this then is His essence; and He
exists. Another argument is founded on the assumption,
universal in his time, that the essences of things have
always been, and will always be, without change ; but the
essence of God is existence ; so He has always been, and
will always be. To this & prior7 argument he adds an a posse-
#1077 one, which we have met with in Malebranche ; that we
have the idea of a being infinite and perfect; but this we
could not have through the resources of our finite nature,
and from the experience of our finite world ; or from any
source short of the infinite reality ; it is therefore the witness
of His existence.

The identity of the Being thus secured for our knowledge
with Nature is likewise made out, partly by @ privs¢ reason-
ing and partly & posferiori. ©Nature, we have seen, ex-
presses the actual as distinguished from the merely ideal or
possible. Now in God’s understanding, or the infinite .
thought, there can be nothing,—whether substance or attri-
bute,—which is not realised ; for to the Infinite all is equal,
and there can be no cause why He should have created this
rather than that ; and if you say that He can never create
so much but that He might create still more, this is tanta-
mount to affirming that He can never create that which He
can create ; which is a contradiction. All therefore that is
in thought is also in being; and*the real is coextensive
with the possible ; i.e. Nature with God. The @ posteriori
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confirmation of this is simply an appeal to the observed unity
of Nature ; which could never constitute a whole, were it a
composite of different substances, one unable to produce
another or enter into the line of a common history %,

The conviction thus gained of the unity of nature, and
its coalescence with God, renders it impossible to retain the
notion of a plurality of substances. Body and mind may be
so called, in so far as their modifications form different
sets,—love, feeling, will, &c. under the latter; form, size,
motion, &c. under the other. But, in relation to the abso-
lute infinitude of Nature or God, the two kinds of infinitude
predicable of extension and of thought can only be as modi-
fications of One existence comprehending both®  That
existence is their suéstance, of which they are attributes ; and
having the same predicates,—eternal, infinite, uncaused,—
already attached to the previous terms, it is the same with
Nature and with God.

Of these three equivalents, Substance is that which finally
assumes the place of Head to the whole system, and which
prescribes the language of the dependent metaphysical or-
ganism: viz. dZtributes, the expressed essence of substance ;
and Maodes, the variations under which an attribute appears.
The word Nature is dropped as an exact term. The word
God is defined by other marks than those chosen for ¢sub-
stance,” but marks so directly involved in these, that they
differ only as property from essence, and give the same
tdeatum under a modified idea. This is true also of a third
phrase, which, though previously used, first plays an important
part in the “Ethica;’ I mean © Cawsa sui,” which still renders
account of itself from the same group of marks, and is
therefore only a new name for the same thing. The defini-
tions are as follows :

Dermvirion 1.—°By Cause sui I understand that whose

essence involves existence, or that whose nature can-
not be conceived but as existing.’

! De Deo, &e. I, il. Vol. II. 266264,
2 Ibid. 1. 5. 1st Dial. Vol. IL 275.
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DEeriNITION 3.— By Swhstantia 1 understand that which
15 in itself (i se) and conceived by itself ( ger se);
i. e. the conception of which needs not, for its forma-
tion, the conception of anything else”’

DErINiTioN 6.— By God I understand Being absolutely

~ infinite, i. e. Substance consisting of an infinite num-
ber of attributes, each expressing an infinite and
eternal essence.’
He explains that the phrase “absolutely infinite ’ is meant to
distinguish from the case of infinitude swi generis, which
occurs in each one of the attributes, as extension and think-
ing. Of anything possessing merely this redative infinitude
you can deny all the attributes but one; of the absodutely
Znfindte you can deny none .

It must have cost Spinoza something to adopt the phrase
¢ Causa sui’ for the very first words of his Ethics ; unless he
had forgotten his own criticism upon it in his early treatise,
where the following remark occurs: ‘to say that Desire is
free is equivalent to saying that this or that appetency is
causa sut, 1. €. that defore it existed, it produced its existence ;
which is absurdity itself and impossible®’ Yet, at the
moment of writing this criticism, he can hardly have remem-
bered that he had already, on an earlier page, used the very
phrase, of God ; defending the & prio#i proof, through His
essence, of His existence by the plea, that ‘since God is
cause of Himself [and things are proved by their cause],
it is sufficient, that we prove Him through Himself—
a much more valid proof than the & posteriors, which
usually is effected only through external causes?’ This
oscillation between condemnation and adoption of the
pbrase finds somcthing like a reconciling medium in
another passage, occurring in his De [nfellectus Fmenda-
#ione, which supplies at once an equivalent and an apology
for the expression: ¢Si res sif in se, sive, uf wilgo dicitur,

Y Eth. I. Defi; 1, 3, 6:

* Die Deo, &e, 1L xvil. sub fin. Vol. IL. 336,
¥ Ibid. L vil. sub fin. Vol. II. 295,
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causa sui’.’ To convey his idea with readiness, he has
to resort to the current vocabulary of philosophy and
waive the scruples which at another time it would provoke ;
but to guard it from misinterpretation he provides it with
tantamount words. These words, it will be observed,
express self-existence, and are identical with the first clause
in the definition of ‘substance.’ So far, then, the defini-
tions coincide; or rather, the definition of Substance is
itself defined in that of Causa swi: Substance=1id guod in
se est= Causa sui=1d cujus essentia involpit existentiom. The
second, or conceptional clauses, are also equivalent ; for faf
whose natire cannoi be concetved bul as exising, is concerved per
se ; were it conceived per afiud, it would be dependent, and
need not be conceived as existing. The first and third
definitions therefore cover exactly the same ground. How
is the sixth, the definition of God, related to them? They

have given the marks of the selfexisting; this gives the

extent of the selfiexisting : they take the selfexisting by dfself,
apart from relation to its contents; this takes the self-
existing along with all that follozes from if and expresses it
essence. God is the totality of the existence named in the
prior definitions, i se, therefore, and suébslance ; with essence,
however, involving not only existence, but also a#fridutes,
each infinite, like itself, and together constituting several
infinitudes 7z suo genere, like the two known to us, extension
and thinking. But these ‘several’ cannot be limited in
number ; for there is nothing to limit them; not anything
from without, for they are the All, with no beyond; not
anything from within, for the essence they express is limit-
less. So the abstract self-existent is enriched in this defini-
tion ‘with innumerable attributes, each expressing an eternal
and infinite essence. The relation of the attributes #n/er se
(or, rather, absence of relation) is explained in the definition

of ¢ Fimite s’
DerniTioN 2.—* That is called findie of t#s kind which can
be bounded by another of the same nature. €. g a

! De Intell. Emend. Vol. T. p. ze.
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Body is said to be finite, because we always conceive
of another greater. So a Thought is bounded by
another thought. But body in not bounded by
thought, or thought by body.

Each attribute, therefore, as a whole, is unbounded by
any other, and they are an aggregate of distinct infinitudes.
Though, therefore, you have set up the term Substance to
hold them all, they are but koused and assembled there, and
form no real unity. There is not one of them that can be de-
duced from the definition of substance, or that, when known,
can give the slightest insight into the presence and nature of
any other. This becomes clearer when we turn to the defini-
tion of ¢ Attribute,” which is a counterpart of that of Finite :

DerINITION 4—*By Aftribute 1 understand that which

intellect perceives of Substance as constituting its
essence.’

The essence of substance is se/fexisience; therefore
efernzly ; for in yet another definition it is said,—

DerivitioNn 8—By ZFErernify 1 understand existence

itself, so far as it is conceived to follow necessarily
from the object’s mere definition.”

Each attribute then expresses, 1. e. enables intellect to per-
ceive, an eternal and infinite essence. But no one attribute
enables intellect to perceive anything which another does;
so that what is perceived, so far as expressed by a second
attribute, is different from what was given by the first; and
similarly with the third, fourth, &c. to the end of the chapter.
The essence expressed, therefore, is new every time; and
there are, to intellectual perception, as many essences of
Substance as there are attributes. But a plurality of
essences is a plurality of things; for each has one and only
one ; why are there not then many substances? where is the
oneness of this heterogeneous multiplicity? by what right
do we agglutinate its unrelated members as predicates of a
single subject?

This difficulty is not removed by an ingenious proof
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which Spinoza furnishes, that Substance must be One.
Existence necessarily follows from the definition of sub-
stance. Whatever follows from the definition of a thing
belongs entirely to its nature, and is part of the contents of
that nature.  If of that nature there be seven or eight in-
stances, there must be some ex#riusic cause for this definite
number, neither more nor less; for the definition carries
only the nature, irrespective of number. The existence of
plural things, therefore, being always caused externally to
them, while the existence of substance is intrinsic to its
nature as defined, the latter is zof plural’. The only
effect of this proof, if we allow its validity, is, that we are
required by it to exclude plurality from an object of thought
which has been already so described that we can think of it
only as a nest of plurality. It is utterly impossible to
combine in thought the number of coexisting attributes and
the unity of the substance to which they beleng.  The proof
burdens us with a contradiction, be it ever so good.

But it is mof good; and its failure lies in this; that
although the definition of substance provides within itself
for the existence of substance, and does no! provide for any
numerical determination, neither on that account does it ex-
cliede such determination, but remains neutral to ore o7 many.
Definition always gives the compresension of a term, and is
silent on its exfension ; but this silence holds no less where
the extension is oze than where it is plural. Do you say
that in the latter case we want @ cawse for there being a
Dluralify rather than one? I reply, then no less shall we
require a cause for there being one rather than a Plurality.
Perhaps you will say, this is supplied by the definition, which
‘involves existence;? but it is not so ; for the existence of a
nature excludes only non-existence, or mone of it, and is just
as compatible with many of if as with oxe. - For the cause of
either fact alike you have to go out beyond the definition
or inner elements of the conception ; the statistics of reality
cannot be extracted from the factors of thought. This

1 Eth. I, viii. Schol, 2.
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want of a cause, Spinoza tried to satisfy in the case of
substance by having recourse to the strange idea of © Cawse
szi," thinking thus to keep causality at home within the
definition, instead of having to seek it out of doors. But if
this device will serve the purpose, what is to hinder us from
applying it to a number also, and declaring it to be self-de-
termined ? In both instances alike what we really do is not
to find a cause but to dispense with if. Moreover, exactly the
sameg reasoning which Spinoza here applies to the numerical
predicate of substance would equally hold of a#fziduse, viz.
that if plural, there must be a cause for each and for the’
number ; yet he seeks for no such cause aé exfra, and pre-
tends to no deduction of any attribute from the definition
of substance. He cannot escape from explaining the num-
ber on the plea of its dnfindtude ; for the selection of two, as
alone relative to us, shows that the infinitude at least con-
tains and disfinguishes definite number, and so falls under
his rule and requires its cause. The reference of them all
to one substance as their seat is not an adequate cause ;
for it keeps them all upon a footing, and explains only
their sameness, or common attributive character, and not
their differences nser se.

On this question, of the Unity of substance, a corres-
pondence with Huyghens tock place in 1666, in which
Spinoza replied to his friend’s difficulty so nearly in the
words of this scholium as to prove that it was already
written, Huyghens remained unconvinced by the argu-
ment!. And it is curious to observe that, eight years later,
Spinoza himself takes up the position that the terms s
and Unicws, being purely densiative and applicable to objects
only in their exiension, cannol be predicated of God, whose
exislence 15 identical with Flis essence®. This is equivalent
to Malebranche’s saying, that God is not a Being, but 47
being ; and goes far to justify Schelling’s interpretation® of

1 Epp. XXXIV-XXXVL ® Ep. L. 3
3 Philosophie der Offenbarung. Siammtl. Werke, II1. 2° Abtheilang,
150, 157 -
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the First Definition in its clause, that Causa swi ¢ cannot be
conceived but as existing,’ viz. that existence is its osdy
predicate,’—that z# does nothing but exist ;—and not th&?.t
‘existence is an insgparabie predicate of it A term of t?ns
kind, from which all denotation disappears, and in wl}wh
the connotation (or comprehension) is a solitary idea, Is a
mere abstraction, calling itself existence, but verging upon
Nought. :

I have already pointed out the inexact use by Spinoza of
the word Cause, his resort to the terms ‘necessit.y’ a.nd
“ causality ’ as interchangeable, and his failure to distmgulslh
between the rafio essendi and the cawse jendi. In this
feature of his thought we have the key to his phrase Causa
sui. e assumes as axiomatic the proposition, that ‘ what-
ever has no cause of its existence cannot exist';” and
again, that ‘everything which exists must have a cause of
its existing, instead of not-existing;’ and that °this cause
must be either in its own nature or external to it®’ If it
be found within the nature, then the thing in question
¢ causes ifself; and is “in e’ if beyond the.natu.re, then the
thing is caused by something else, and is ‘&z adio.”’ W{? are
thus thrown at once upon the absurdity, that from within
the nature something acts before that nature exists. The
axiom is illusory ; it is not exésience, as such, that demanfis
a cause, but the coming info existence of what did not exist
before. The intellectual law of causality is a  law for
phenomena, and not for entity ; and though we may speak of
inward causes, as distinet from foreign agency, we can only
mean by them the powers of a nature already there to put
forth phefiomena new in its history. Te a.pply, therefore,
the language of causality to eternal things is to cheat our-
selves with distorted formulas that quickly entangle us in
contradictions. A cauxse may be eternal, but nothing that zs
caused can be so. ' : :

There is, however, another motive assignable for Spinoza's
resort to this paradoxical phrase. He had set up God or

1 De Deo, &e. I vi. Vol. II. 280. ? Eth. L xi. Dem. 2.
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Substance as necessary cause; of what? Of something
outside? of foreign objects that might have been quite
different? Not so; but of properties emerging from their
source, just as those of the parabola follow from its defi-
nition. It is not of new and unmediated beings arbitrarily
invented or cast up that our world consists ; but of deri-
vative modifications of one substantive being, along the
lines of its two known attributes of extension and thought.
The effect is therefore not alien to its cause, but a simple
development of it, and still organically belonging to it:
that which the substance has produced is but a part of its
own history : the effect takes us to no other nature, but
retains our contemplation still within the same. This
identity or continuity of being between the primary Real
Existence and the ultimate phenomenal is strongly marked
by saying that what is caused is after all only a form of the
cause itself. Both are Nasure in different aspects ; and so,
by the phrase Causa swi, preparation is made at the outset
for the subsequent distinction drawn, between the Natura
Naturans and Natura Nafurata ; the former denoting ¢ Sub-
stance with such attributes as express an eternal and infinite
essence ; the latter, all that follows from the necessity of
the Divine nature or of one of its attributes, i.e. -all modi-
fications of attributes considered as existing in God, and
incapable without God of either existing or being con-
ceived’” It should be carefully noticed that, in this
antithesis, the upper member includes, not merely ‘sub-
stance,” but the attributes of extension and thinking ; and
that the lower begins with the phenomena derivative from
these. Spinoza takes up the phrase from philosophies
already current. The disciples of Aquinas applied the
term Nalura noturans to God2 And in a dialogue of
Giordano Bruno’s, it is so applied by a ridiculous pedant of
the peripatetic school, with whom at the same time Form
and Matter take the place which Spinoza gives to the
two - attributes of thinking and extension,—¢ Form’ being

! Eth, I xxix. Schal. * De Deo, &e. L viil. Vol. IL 293, 296.
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glorified as masculine, and ‘ Matter’ abused as feminine.
The pedant, attributing all evil to Matter, proves his point
by the Fall in Paradise ; Form,—that is Adam,—excuses
himself to Natura naturans,—that is God,—in the words,
the woman that thou hast given to be with me,—that is
Matter,—she hath deceived me,—that is, is the cause of all
my sin'. In order to leave the line quite clear between
these two provinces of Nafuwra, 1 ought to give the defi-
nition of Mfode which coincides with the range of the
second :

DeriniTION 5.—°By Mode I understand the affections of
substance, or whatever is inherent in something else,
through which it is conceived 2.7 j

The explanation which has been given of Cawsa su:
removes all obscurity from the much agitated proposition,
‘Cod is the immanent, not the transitive, cause of all
things .} The antithesis of ‘Immanens’ and © Transiens’
might be interpreted either of Zme or of position and mation.
Taken in the former sense it would here affirm comstasncy
of the Divine causality in distinction from enlermitiency.
Taken in the latter, it would predicate action from within
the All, in contrast with zuéezposition from without. The
word ‘transiens’ has fixed attention chiefly on the former;
but it is to be rendered not ‘transient’ in the sense of
temporary, but ¢ fransitive i.e. passing on to things and off

them as objects extrinsic to the agent; and the leading .

thought undoubtedly is that God's causality is identical
with the internal forces of the universe, and beyond them
has no station whence it can enter to modify them. = This
thought itself carries with it, it is true, a time-contrast also ;
but in a secondgry way; and the intention is, to claim
both agent ani patient in the causal relation as constituting

! Von der Ursache, dem Princip und dem Einen, iibersetzt von Adolf
Lagson. = Berl, 1872, p. 97.

- Eth. 1. Def. 3.

® Bth. T. xviii. Comp. Ep. LXXIII: ‘Deus est omnium rersm
¢ausa immanens, non vero transiens.’ :

e
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one and the same organism, comprehended alike under the
term God ; so that the cawsa causati is Causa sui.

§ 6. Attributes.

In descending from the ‘absoclute nature’ of Substance
to its first manifestations, the geometrical method? should
lay for us a stepping-stone of deduction from the definition
to the essential attributes connected with it by ‘inevitable
necessity.” Instead of this, it leaves us to find them as we
can, empirically, and fit them in, when found, to the theory
of the Nature which has them. Picking them up in this
way, we might doubt, in each case, whether we had hit
upon a mere properfy derivative from the essence, or upon
an attribute immediate to that essence itself. The doubt
is removable by a simple rule: if what we have found
requires for its definition any generic idea under which it
comes, it is a property of something finite ; if not, it belongs
to the essence of Nature or God!' By this test, all the
contents of our cognisable world run up to extension and
thinking as the two highest genera, neither of which can be
resolved into the other or into anything else: they are
therefore our immediate expression of the infinite and
eternal essence of God. They are not co-ordinate factors,
both necessary to constitute that essence; but each ex-
presses that essence, only in a different way, like two
definitions of the same thing. And since no being can be
without that which is essential to all being (or substance),
extension and thinking are predicable of everything: all
material objects are animate; and all thinking things are
extended ; the concomitance between body and idea is
universal. And the same is true of all the other attributes
which, unknown to us, exist in infinite number in Sub-
stance. Yet these co-present attributes in every object
have no collateral relations, or anything in common beyond
their being all predicable of substance; they are separate
and heterogeneous, though parallel. The predicates of

1 De Deo. &e. L ii. znd Dial. Vel. IL 280, 281.

VOL. L X
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substance are thus all disparaiz,—a state of things which
contradicts the very idea of a single subject, and resolves
it into an aggregate. This flaw in the doctrine is irre-
mediable; for if, in hope of removing it, you allow the
attributes to have something in common, you thereby
establish them in causal relations, and, being no longer
self-existing and self-conceived, they cease to be atiributes,
and hand over that term to the genus above them.

This disparate character of the attributes issues, in the
case of man, in the proposition that “neither does the bedy
determine the mind to think, nor the mind determine the
body to move'’ It is obvious that, if the two attributes
thus lie apart, and conduct their history without regard to
each other, the things that are must be entirely strange to
the things that are thought, and there can be no guarantee
of accord between idea and ideatum, unless there be some
special provision instituted for that end. It is in this
interest that the law of parallelism is invented ; that ‘the
order and connection of ideas is the same as the order and
connection of things*’ Thus the intelligible universe reflects
the actual, without being caused by it; and actual objects
seem to dispose themselves by our will, though determined
in quite another sphere ; and the correspondency which so
exactly mimics causality is our sole security for truth. If
you ask Spinoza how he can distinguish between such cor-
respondency and causality, and why he objects to say out-
right that it is the ideatum which gives the idea, he answers
that, if you examine the case, say, of an actual circle and ©of
your idea of a circle, your idea cannot be had except by
another mode of thought as its proximate cause (your mind
that has it is itself=2#/#¢ idea of the body), and that again by
another, &c. in infinitum ; and the circle cannot be had
except by operations in extension, whereby it is drawn; so
that, as long as you view the order of nature as a modus
of thought, it must be explained by one attribute; and so
long as you regard it as a modus of extension, it must be

3 Fth. 11T a5, o« - # Ihid. IL vii.
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explained, i. e. find its cause, through another. The obvious
objection, that close correspondency between two inde-
pendent series without causality is an unsolved mystery,
Spinoza endeavours to reduce, by insisting that the separate
attributes are, after all, but the same thing expressed in two
ways ; the body and the mind of man, e. g. being a single
res, appearing now under the aspect of 7es exfensa, and now
under that of #es cogifans. In spite of this verbal assertion
of identity, it remains, however, impossible to constitute a
conceivable unity out of parallel dissimilars.

A further difficulty is forced upon our attention, when we
remember the infinite number of attributes, besides those
which are accessible to our apprehension. The same law
applies to all alike, and must do so, as cach is but another
aspect of the same reality. For them also, accordingly, it
holds, that the order and connection of ideas is the same as
the order and connection of things. Though the ¢things,”
or modifications of the other attributes, are foreign to us,
we share the attribute of Zhnking, and have ideas in order
and connection ; and since it is not the ideata that give the
ideas, but the ideas that give the ideata, why have we no
apprehension of these unknown attributes? If there is
nothing that fails to be reflected in the order and con-

nection of ideas, the thinking attribute cannot be the

associate of extension alone; it must be the common con-
comitant of all the attributes: what hinders it then from
telling the tale of each in the audience chamber of all the
rest? It is obvious that this law of parallelism, in the very
endeavour to balance our two attributes, destroys their
equilibrium, and gives an overwhelming preponderance to
the thinking attribute; fitting it up, like a polygoneid of
innumerable sides, with a reflecting face towards every one
of the remaining infinite attributes as well. Modes of
extension have their material world ; but modes of thought
are denizens of all the worlds. . These difficulties did not
escape the acuteness of Tschirnhausen, who presses Spinoza
for some proof that we can apprehend only two of the
X 2
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countless attributes, and peints out that, if it be true, it is
inexplicable. He obtains no satisfactory reply ; and ap-
parently produced on Spinoza a stronger impression than
he had himself received '.

No aspect of the doctrine of parallelism is more stag-

gering than its assertion that all bodies are animate. Did

Spinoza really believe, we naturally ask, that a nugget or
a boulder had an idea of itself? Let us consult his own
writings. ‘There can be nothing in nature,’ he says, ‘of
which there is not, in the soul of that same thing, an idea;
and the more or less perfect the thing is, so much the more
or less perfect is the union, and the effect of the idea upon
the thing or upon God Himself?’ Again, having laid down
the positions, that ‘the object of the idea constituting the
human mind is the body,’ and that ‘man consists of mind
and body,’ he adds that these statements are just as true of
all other objects as of man; for that ‘all individual things
areé animate, though in different degrees®’ The difficulty
of this surprising doctrine may perhaps be relieved by
attention to two considerations: that the ‘object’ of an
idea does not mean ‘that which is consciously contem-
plated in the idea;’ and that “the soul of a thing’is not
regarded as localised in the thing. To explain the first
of these points it may be useful to recall Hamilton’s revival
of the Democritic doctrine of Perception, viz. that the sole
‘object perceived’ is always ‘that which is in immediate
contact with the organ,” so that “all the senses are but
modifications of touch®’ Thus interpreted, the object of
vision is-not the thing of which we gain cognisance by
sight, but the ethereal undulations which impinge upon the
retina; and if I am ignorant of their existence, I ‘im-
mediately perceive’ an ‘object’ of which I am wholly
unaware. Nothing can less conduce to precision than thus
to confound the ‘cause of perception,” which may be wz-
percetved, with the ‘object’ which is the #ing perceived,

! Epp. LXIII-LXV, ILXX. 2 De Deo, &c. II. xxii. Vol. IL. 351.
* ® Eth, IL xiii. Schol. * Hamilton’s Reid, p. 24% B, note.
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The word  perception’ is not a physical term, denoting a
particular link in a chain of molecular movements; but a
mental term, denoting the contents of a self-conscious act;
and it must not be sent ont to seek its meaning beyond
that self-consciousness. Spinoza, however, takes the side
of Demoeritus and Hamilton ; with him also “the object of
an idea’ is the particular bodily affection (though unde-
ciphered or even unknown by us) on which the idea
attends ; so that ‘the idea of the body” (i.e. the mind), or
‘the idea’ of a bodily change or process, is not necessarily
the thought of #7, but the thought or feeling from it (as the
ordinary physiologist would say); eoncomitant with if, as
Spinoza would rather have it. It is indeed possible for the
cause, or occasion, of perception, to be also the thing per-
ceived*; and in that case the two meanings of the word
“idea’ would coalesce ; but it makes no difference. to
Spinoza whether they do or do not; the idea or soulof a
thing is any conscious state that may attend its presence or
its changes. While calling Democritus’ doctrine in aid asan
illustration, I ought, however, to point out two minor par-
ticulars in which the analogy fails. The Greek philosopher
placed the ¢ object’ of perception in the last link of change
outside the organ ; Spinoza, in the molecular movements
within the organism itself; and while the former treated
the relations between the material and the mental phe-
nomenon as one of causality, the latter reduced it to one of
correspondency.

Next consider that, when once the attributes of thinking
and extension have parted company with each other, and
stand in no relations but that of Z¥me correspondency,
there is no longer any meaning in the questions ¢ H7ere
is the idea or soul of a material object? Is it fn the thing !

1 The late Professor T. H. Green held “ that the exciting cause, _the
stimulant, of the sensation involved in a perception, is nezer the object
perceived in a perception.” He overlocked perbaps the ease of direct
physiological experiments, like those of Fechner, Helmholtz, Wundt,
and other writers on Psychophysik. See his admirable criticism of
Lewes and Mill in his Prolegomena to Ethics, Bk. L ch. ii, § 60 seqq.-
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What ségn does the thing give of such a possession?’ All
that Spinoza affirms is that the thing has not only a material
but also an ideal existence ; that it has a place and function,
as in a system of extension, so in a system of thought, and
can no more be excluded from the organism of intelligence

than from the equilibrium of bodies. For this position it

suffices that the object be a #hinkabie or infelligible thing : of
course, it cannot itself, as a material individual, be sriel/igent,
50 as to understand itself ; for it belongs to the other attri-
bute, which has no ideas. If you still press the enquiry for
the thinking subject, the answer must be given in Spinoza’s
statement, ¢ There is in Nature only a single thinking thing,
which is expressed in an infinitude of ideas corresponding
to the infinitude of things that are in Nature! Provided,
therefore, that within this single 7es cogrfans an idea arises
answering to the thing of which we speak, the condition
of correspondency is fulfilled, and it has gained its soul
Thought, thinker, thinkable, are all ‘ideas,’ and fall together
under the category of the res cogifans, and the margins melt
away which separate them.

An attempt has been made to rescue the doctrine of dis-
parate attributes from its difficulties by withdrawing them
altogether from substantive reality, and treating them as
mere subjective forms of conception on our part. And at
first sight the attempt seems to be favoured by the definition
of attribute, viz. “that which #ke infellect perecives of substance
as constituting its essence ;’ which might be taken to mean
‘that which we #kink on fo substance, as its expression rela-
tively to us.” If only this were intended, the failure of
unity in the essence of ‘Substantia’ would be our error
instead of its fault, a mere illusion of human imperfection.
Erdmann defends Spinoza by this interpretation. But it is
irreconcilable with his habitual language, which distinctly
plants the attributes in the #ea/ essence of things themselves;
e.g. “the more reality or existence anything has, the more
attributes are predicable of it; the more attributes I

1 De Deo, &ec. 11, xx. Vol, IL. 348.
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predicate of a thing, the more existence I predicate of
it, i.e. the more do I conceive of it as real (sub ratfione
zert) ' ;7 nay, he speaks, dofidemn verbes, of the attributes
of substance as being ‘ exfra intellectum ;7 * there is nothing
outside the intellect by which to distinguish a plurality of
things among themselves, except substance, or, what is the
same thing, thetr attributes and affections.” Here the attri-
butes are not only placed beyond the intellect, but are
actually pronounced to be the same thing with substance,
i.e. reality itself>. And in truth the definition itself, which
has suggested the subjective interpretation, goes really
against it ; for it speaks not of what the mind assigns fo sub-
stance, but of what intellect * gercerzes of substance, a phrase
which Spinoza never uses except of #we apprehension. Still
further evidence is afforded by the obvious meaning of the
word ‘intellect’ in the definition. Does it here denote our
human mind ? If it did, there would be no attributes except
extenston and thinking, for they are all that our mind per-
ceives as constituting the essence of substance. Spinoza is

defining A#fribuie tn general, and for him there is an infinite

number of them: the ‘intellect, therefore, of which he
speaks as perceiving them must be taken in a sense large
enough for them all to reach; in other words, must be
¢ infinite intellect ;’—a phrase which, accordingly, is in fre-
quent use with him. It denotes no actual mind, of an
individual or of a race, but a Aypothetical thinking power,
before which comes as object some reality he is discussing.
This meaning betrays itself, for example, in the form of
phrase ‘Omnia quz sub intellectum infinitum cadere possuns.’
Had he been thinking here of the in#llect of God (to whom,
as we shall see, he denies intellect), he would not have said
caz fall,—as if there could be an alternative, of their mo?
falling,—but, categorically, do fall. He is putting an imag-
inary case, of all things which might fall under an intelli-
gence, or an aggregate of intelligences, like yours or mine,
only clear and adequate by removal of bounds®,
P Ep. IX. # Eth. L iv. Dem. # Ibid. L xvi. Dem.

fy
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It must be carefully remembered that the *thinking
attribute’ which Spinoza assigns to substance invelves no
self-consciousness or understanding. Intelligence, i.e. thinking
through ideas, in which for the first time self-consciousness
appears, is distinctly affirmed to be absent from the Natura
saturans, and to belong exclusively to Natura zaturata, like
will, desire, love, &c. ¢ it is only a particular sort of thinking,
one among many, into which the attribute opens out; and
the attribute itself, absolutely taken, is but the common
ground or prior pessibility of them all™. It is the basis in
Nature for all that becomes self-conscious mind in finite
beings. As extension is the presupposition of body, so is
thinking (or ideation) of mind ; but it would be as improper,
in virtue of this presupposition, to ascribe Body to God er
Substance, as to ascribe Mind. He (or It) has neither in-
tellect nor will, except in the natures of dependent creatures
¢Understanding and will belong in every form,” says Camerer,
‘to the produced and not the producing nature; in the
latter, according to Spinoza, there is no sort of knewing or
willing, but only power without consciousness, although such
a power as generates consciousness ;—a power which acts
exclusively by the law, of realising everything which it
potentially includes °. Thus we are naturally handed over
from the doctrine of attributes to the doctrine of

$ 7. Modes.

The word ¢ Mode’ (in the sense of ‘ modification ’), already
familiar to us in the writings of Descartes and Malebranche,
is older than ‘ a#tribute; and came into use as the correlative

of ¢ substance’ ©Substance and its modes’ was an exhaunstive

classification of things ; and -in Spinoza’s ‘Short Treatise’
¢ extension and thinking’ are called ‘meodes’ of ‘substance ;’
just as willing, feeling, loving, &c. are modes of thinking.
Nor did the interposition of the intermediate conception of
attribute ever displace this bifurcate arrangement, which

1 Eth. I zxxi.

3 Thid. T. xxxii. Cor. 2. Comp. Epp. IX. LIV,

2 Die Lehre Spinoza's, von Theodor Camerer, p. 16,

S
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indeed reappears even in the- definition (already cited) of
‘mode,” where it is said, ‘Substance and modes make up all
that exists.” It seems at first strange that, after introducing
the subaltern genus, attribute, Spinoza should revert to the
practice of referring its species to the highest genus. The
reason is, that of no attribute do the modes ever constitute
individual #Hings, but only their qualitics or phenomena ;

e.g. shape and motion, of extension, perception and reasontng,
of thinking ; so that the things themselves, combining both
within their essence, cannot be ranged under either, but
only under substance, which also has them both. The other
mark which the definition affixes upon ‘ mode,’ viz. that it is
not conceivable 7z se but iz alte, places it, however, in direct
relation to attribute, as the genus by which it is understood ;
extension, for example, being the aliud in which shape lies ;
and thinking, the a/iud on which perception introduces its
differentia.  Observe also that, when you pair together
‘substance and modes,’ the relation between the members
is not the same as between the two members of the other
pair, ‘attribute and modes.” In the latter case, it is of #e
attribute that the modes are varieties ; in the former, it is #of
of substance that the modes are varieties : you can predicate
thinking of perception, you can predicate exfension of shape';
but you cannot predicate sudstance of man. He is a mode
of each of its attributes, and not of itself ; so that, after all,
you cannot tack on the word ‘mode’ immediately to
¢ substance,” without a subawdifur of attribute to complete
the meaning of the phrase.

In descending from substance to attribute we have not
yet quitted the region of the eternal and infinite. And since
out of the eternal and infinite nothing can follow by neces-
sity of nature except what is eternal and infinite, the modes
deduced from the nature of extension and thinking must no
less be eternal than the properties which are involved in the
essence of a geometrical figure. The same principle, how-
ever, must hold, it would seem, at the next step of reason-
ing ; so that the sub-deducible still detains us among eternal
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things, only now medrafed by the first derivatives, instead of
being émmediately dependent on the attribute. Spinoza
dccordingly establishes a class of Zternal Modes, which he
thus divides into fmmediate and mediate’; and the difficulty
is to see how, by ‘geometrically ’ working down the line of
¢ necessity,” he can ever alight upon anything else, and make
acquaintance with any finite and perishable nature. Reserv-
ing this difficulty for the present, let us say that what he
gets by successive evolution from the absolute nature of an
attribute, through its chain of deducibles, is the essezes of
things, such as they might be preconceived by a reasoning
mind, and #of their existence ; just as the properties of a
parabola could be elicited from its equation, whether or not
the figure was ever drawn. IHe did not depart from the
received doctrine, that the essences of things were eternal ;
only, instead of supposing them due to creative invention
and separate acts of will, he conceived of them as necessi-
tated links issuing in irreversible order out of the primary
data or absolute essence of nature.

When pressed for explanatory examples of his ‘eternal
modes,” immediate and mediate, Spinoza gives but a curt
and obscure answer. © Immediate to the attribute of exien-
sion, he names Motion and Rest ; to the attribute of #inking,
absolutely infinite Understanding. And as a mediale eternal
mode, under the head of extension, he gives the ‘aspect of
the whole universe’ (facies fotius unizversi), which, though
varied in infinite ways, yet remains always the same. Inthis
last instance he apparently means that, conformably with
the laws of motion, no internal changes of position in the
parts of a body affect the equilibrium of the whole A Fhe
two tmmediates, Motion and Understanding, which he here
gives only as samples of the first rank of eternal modes, are,
in his ¢ Short Treatise,” expressly mentioned as the ondy ones ;
and his language in regard to them is very remarkable: ©of

1 Eth. L xxi-xxiii. i ; .
* Ep. LXIV. Comp. Eth. II. Lemma vil, Scholium following
Prop. xiii.

—
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modes immediately dependent upon God we know bat twae,
Motion in matter, and Understanding in res cogitans. Of
them we say that they have been from all eternity and will
remain unchanged to all eternity ; truly a work so great as to
be worthy of the greatness of its Master,” With still wider
departure from his usual way of speech, he adds that, on the
one hand, Motion, depending upon the attribute of exéension,
and, on the other hand, Understanding, depending on the
attribute of Zhinking, is ‘a Son of God,’ in the sense of ‘a
creature or immediate product,’ eternally proceeding and
eternally unchanged’. Perhaps we have here a key to a
wonderful passage of self-defence (in reference to the Incar-
nation) which occurs in a letter to Oldenburg, as follows:
“to declare my mind more clearly, I say that it is not at
all necessary ad salufem to know Christ after the flesh; but
with regard to that eternal Son of God, i. e. the eternal wis-
dom of God which has manifested itself in all things, and
especially in the human mind, and most of all in Jesus
Christ, it is far otherwise For without this no one can
attain to a state of blessedness, seeing that this alone tells
what is true and false, good and evil®’ The real drift of
this language, when accurately estimated, is simply the fol-
lowing : well-being depends on discriminating true from
false, i. e. on understanding ; of understanding Jesus is to us
the highest example in the individual, and human nature
in the race, though everything has place in an intelligible
order; if we call this ‘the wisdom of God,” it is not that
God has or is understanding, but that it is @ product of God,
inasmuch as the thinking attribute in Him, i. e. in the nature
of things, is its prerequisite condition. Itis perfectly obvious,
from the parallel case of Mation, that the intellectual life
enters only at the secondary stage ; as extension is the con-
dition of motion, and yet is short of it, so is the thinking
attribute in need of a differentia before it can become
sartelfectus. :

If this sort of process could be indefinitely continued, of

1 Pe Deo, &c. L ix. Vol. I1. 295, 297. 2 Ep. LXXIIL
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stepping down from primordial attributes, through all the
successive derivative cases of them, till their most specific
_expressions and combinations were reached, there would at
last be assembled before us all the essences of things, whether
as yet they had phenomenal existence or not. We should
know all natures, considered as esernal objects of thought,
and see them as mediate, and ever more mediate, modes of
their first sources ; whether they were only a #ought scheme,
or were exemplified in instances more or fewer, here or
there, our inference would not inform us, In assuming such
hypothesis of deduction for the purpose of exposition, I do
not concede it: it is impossible to overlook the fallacy per-
vading Spinoza's ‘ geometrical’ descent from an ‘absolute’
nature of widest sweep to the natures near the terminus of
| derivation. It is a descent throughout from the more
| general to the more particular; and of the latter he can
' render no account ow# of the gencral alone - he must take on a
differentia in order to construct a species out of a genus;
and his ‘inevitable Necessity’ will be at fault for new
essences, unless he can open out for it some unworked mine
of differentiation. Waiving this, however, I turn now to
another question: ‘ How are we to pass from the “eternal
modes " hitherto noticed to “ Fznife modes” and ““concrete
things?” Supposing the ideal essence of the vaccine nature
to be eternally set up, still how will you get it on four legs,
with a maid to milk it before breakfast?” This brings us to
one of the hinge-points in Spinoza’s theory,—the origination
of single things from ‘the necessity of the Divine nature.’
| He admits that the essence of these things, which follows
| from thé supreme essence, does not involve existence *; that
the Supreme essence does, and in fact is identical with
U existence?. How, from the absolute essence of existence,
something should necessarily follow which does #zo# carry
existence, is sufficiently difficult to conceive; and the diffi-
culty is increased when we are told that, somehow else than
through His absolute essence, God dees cause the existence

1 Eth. L xxiv. 2 Ibid. L x=x.
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of single things®. He is the causa essexzds from His essence,
or, which is the same, the essence of some attribute; He is
the cansa fendi,—from what? what else is there, when you
have reckoned with the essence, with its invelution of exist-
ence, and not found what you want? If the highest essence
can and must distribute itself into subaltern essences, why
not the highest existence, which is inseparable from it?

Else, God being cause of both, the two inseparables part

company at the first step of His causality, and proceed
thenceforth on different lines. The answer to this riddle is
curious. The “existence’ of which you want an account is
of simg/e things, 1. e, of determinate or limited things: #af,
however, is partial non-existence, an exclusion from more
than a trifling resicdue of being. Finiteness consists in a
series of privations, a boundary of #we, a restriction of place,
a check to action, a narrowed horizon of knewledge®. And
when you ask for the cause of an object under such con-
ditions, you really ask two guestions ; what causes the sur-
vival of some existence? and what causes the negation of
the rest? The former, i. e. the essence of each nature so far
as it is expressed, may be set down as a development of
the supreme essence, of which in truth it is but a part. If
it had its way, it would be eternal as its source; and it
actually does persist, in spite of mortal conditions, through
the generations of each living kind. But when you quit
this side of the pesifive being, and seek an explanation of
the negative characteristics or individuality, you find the
limitation caused by the presence of another nature of the
same kind which fownds the former and renders it determin-
ate. No attribute has any bamier to fear from another:
extension and thought keep each its own infinitude. But
one thought takes its beginning from another, and comes to
an end with another; and one measure of extension is in-
closed by another; and the imposition of these confines

* Eth. I. xxv. Cor.
2 Epp. XXXIV. XXXVI; Eth. II. ix. xxxi. Cor. IIL. Def. 2. Prop.
i. iil, with Schol.
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upon the eternal continuum of each attribute is not from its
essence, but @b extra, i.e. from a homogeneous piece of at-
tribute adjacent. How the attribute comes to be thus cut
into lengths not inherent in its nature, how the derivative
essences are on terms to press against each other and
mutually prevent a portion of existence, how things wholly
made up of timeless attributes® can become phenomenal ;—

' in short, how from the infinite there springs a finite, remains

unexplained. Once possessed of a few finites, you may see
your way to plenty more ; but they must be taken as fresh
data; for, elicited from the definitions of the supreme
cause they cannot be. They institute a netw kind of causality,
other than that by which property depends on essence, viz.
that by which #ing comes from thing; they lnstitute a zew
kind of infinitude, other than that of immutable reality, viz.
that of wnbeginning and unending series ; they institute a zez
order of nature, other than the order of rational necessity
calculating from the dual attributes, viz. an order of scien-
tific experience, spreading a network of sueessional con-
nection through all dimensions of the world. This great
innovation, in which Spinoza rushes from his @ priori cave
and makes off with the clothes of the inductive observers
while they are bathing, is introduced in Eth. I xxviii, which
runs thus : ‘No single thing, i. e. having a finite and deter-
minate existence, can exist and be determined to act,
unless determined thereto by some other cause, also having
a finite and determinate existence; which again cannot
exist and act, unless determined thereto by some other
finite and determinate cause, and so on in infinitum.’ The
¢proof’ which he gives of this proposition is merely nega-
tive, viz. that from the absolute nature of God nothing but
the infinite can come; so that in order to produce the
finite, that nature must be modified into some finite form, i.e.
must act in a finite object.  Or, as he is fond of expressing
it, the particular thing is ‘caused by God, #of as tnjinile, but
as affectsd in the mode of an actually existing pa wlicular thing ;
! Iith, I xxv. Cor. ;

‘.:2
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of which also he is the cause, not as infinite, but as affected
by a third?’ &c. I call this proof ‘unegatize, because all
that it establishes is, the impossibility of extracting the
finite from the infinite ; but though it thus creates the wanz of
finite causes, if we are to elicit finite effects, it does not help
us to get them, It tells us that the limitation or imper-
fection of objects comes, not from within their essence, but
from without : yet, what is there without? nothing but
other essences, equally derived from the essence of the same
attribute, and claiming in like manner to be its property ;
and how then can these coexisting properties of one nature,
without which surely that nature would be imperfect, clash
with one another and weaken its perfection ? Spinoza, there-
fore, does not effect the transition, but makes the leap, from
his infinite to his phenomenal causality, and sets up, as an
assumption from experience, the consecutive action of par-
ticular objects in perpetual series. In other words, he sup-
plements the logical evolution of natures by the causal |
nexus of existences ; and, without noticing their distinction, |
calls them both ‘necessity of nature,’ and identifies them |
both with petentia, though the one is an immanent cogency |
of thought, and the other a dynamic efficiency of being. -~
The general result of this new turn of doctrine is, that in
every finite thing two elements or mementa are united, an
eternal and a transitory, viz. its essezce expressing a modified
attribute ; and the conditions partially suppressing that
essence, and subjecting it to limitations of time, place, and
energy, and translating its proper ‘eternity’ into infinite suc-
cession. These two, treated as inner and outer causality,
play a most important part in the ulterior psychology and
ethics of Spinoza. The former, the inherent power of our
essence, passes into the active effort of reason to assert
itself in us and through us; the latter, the controlling
power of the world’s external order, flings upon us all that
we have to feel, imagine, and suffer : the one, the free play

! Eth. IL ix. where, however, the language is employed within the
ttribute of Thinking, instead of Exfension. Comp. I xxwiii, Schol.
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of our proper nature ; the other, the restrictive mechanism
of nature beyond us. In the selfliberation of the former
from the operation of the latter is summed up the perfection
both of intellect and character.

Man.

It would be interesting, if it were not too discursive, to
follow Spinoza over the new field thus opened up by the
causal nexus among finite things. His account of the
dependence of link on link of objects in succession; of
simple bodies, that have no properties but motion and rest ;
of compounds, rendered hard or fluid by molecular arrange-
ment ; of the laws of motion-and equilibrium ; constitutes a
doctrine of Physics which, though obsolete even in his own
time, is historically curious as a remnant of @ prios7 interpre-
tation of nature. But I must be content with putting on
record a single important assumption, which lies at the base
of his theory of external causality ; viz. the following : ¢ That
which has nothing in common with another thing cannot be
the cause of that other thing’s existence.” Twice he repeats
this position in his correspondence®; supporting it in one
instance by the reason that ‘if the effect had nothing in
common with the cause, all that the effect had would come
from nothing?®’ Not only is this community essential to
the relation of cause and effect, it is the sof essential; ‘to
have community with other things is to be produced by
them, or to produce them®’ It is in this character, viz. as
. identical with the common properities of all that exists, that God
is called #ke cause of alZ; that every idea of a particular
thing is said to involve His eternal and infinite essence;
and that all men are declared to have adequate knowledge
of that eternal and infinite essence®. What is common to

* De Deo, &c. Appendix, Axiom 5.
& Elé. IIL where Oldenburg quotes it from a previons letter, Sept.
2%, I6OI.
3 Ep, 1v. * De Intell. Emend. Vol I. p. 14, Adnot.
® Eth, IL. xlv, xIvi, xlvii. and Schol.
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all exists in each ; and any one thing is sufficient to reveal
it. The thing known introduces you to extension ; and the
knowing introduces you to thinking ; and these two give -
the eternal and infinite essence of God. Thus the causality
of God is resolved ito the interaction of the homogeneous
properties of things.

Man, however, is the only finite object in which we can
study with direct insight the interplay of the two causalities,—
the energy of the inner essence, and its subjection to
external counteraction ; and Spinoza’s anthropological doc-
trine claims attention as the real source and centre, though
not the professed initiative, of his whole philosophy. In
our own mixed nature we have both extension and thinking
at home with us ; and here it is that we catch their relation
in its elementary form. I have already mentioned the
position which sounds to us so strange, that ‘the idea
which constitutes the human mind is the idea of the human
body, i.e. a definite mode of extension in actual existence';’
and by ‘idea’ he means ‘the first, immediate modification
of thinking, from which all the rest, love, desire, pleasure,
&e. are derived?’ This idea, however, though ‘immediate,’
‘is not simple, but composed of very many ideas;’ for the
body is very complex, and subject to be sensibly affected in
all its constituent parts; and the sum of all these modifica-
tions of feeling makes up the idea of the body®. The true
key to these statements is found when for ‘idea of the
body’ we substitute, as before suggested, ‘idea FrROM #5¢ body,
i.e. the conscious state arising on occasion of a corporeal
change,—a state which Spinoza habitually, but erroneously,
treats as if it were equivalent to @ know/ledge of the corres-
ponding change. He began, I am conyvinced, by regarding
the body as the sousce of the mind ; starting the mind, after
the method of the empirical psychology, with the sensible
affections directly due to bodily phenomena ; holding to the
rules, that we know only what we feel; that we feel only

i Fth, T xiii,

3 De Deo, &e. Appendix, Vol. 1L 367.  Ibid. IL xv.

VOL. L. ¥



322 METAPHYSICAE, TMMANENT. [Book L.

the changes in our organism ; and that we cannot feel
without knowing what we feel. Thus assumed and inter-
preted, the cowsality of the body was to him, as to Demo-

eritus, the adjectivity of the body,—not only the eondition of

perception, but the thing perceived. And if you ask “per-
ceived by what?’ he will not allow you any pervipient ready
to become the subject of the idea, or at all distinct from the
idea itself. He does not say that the mind gefs #he idea, but
that the idea & #ke mind,—the first rudiment that constitutes
it ; the word “mind’ being only a shorthand abstract for the
total cumulus of ideas. He identifies the Fgo with its phe-
nomena ; he begins these phenomena with a cogwition, and
makes the object of that cognition the human body,—a
thing in the sphere of exfension, not a phenomenon in the
sphere of thought. This ebjectioiéy of body, which originally
slipped in under shelter of its causality, he still retained
after he had severed the tie of dependence and interaction
between the two attributes; and though he no longer
supposed that the idea of a body was the effect of that
body, and so had something in common with it, he did not
cease to treat it as kuowledge of the body, i.e. as the presence
in thought of the essence of the thing. It does not seem to
strike him that, in the absence of causation, it is incumbent
on him to explain how we can be sure of agreement between
idea and ideatum, belonging as they do to spheres incapable
of communication. The essence, as thought, is known
to us only as cwnfained in an idea, i.e. within the thinking
attribute, and #of as dn extenston, which is its own ; and if,
as an ideal phenomenon, it needs a prior within the same
attribute, and so om, Wwe are set upon an infinite regress,
without ever escaping from the world of thought. He
gives us no help over the chasm which thus distances us
from reality ; but assumes the world of things, beginning
with our own body, as a grzen object, i.e. as the same for us
that it is in itself.  Truth, it is expressly said, is simply
‘to have the essence of a thing present to the mind as an
object of thought,’—® habere essentias rerum objectivas;’
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and this, he says, is “the same thing as to have ideas,’—
faut, quod idem est, ideas habere ;’ so that, in virtue of
this assumption of correspondency or identity of essence,
he can predicate about both spheres at once; notwith-
standing his statement, apparently on the other side, that
‘Idea vera est diversum quid a suo ideato )

Our idea of an object then authenticates itself, and is to
be believed on its own word. But further ; this idea of a
reality is itself a new reality or experienced phenomenon,
which, in its turn, becomes an object of thought ; for we
cannot know without knowing that we know ; it belongs to
the very nature of an idea that whoever has it is aware that
he has it. There arises, therefore, of necessity an idea of
the idea (idea idez), which again is a new fact or modification
in the thinking attribute, and must have its corresponding
idea, liable in its turn to fall into the erdo #eruwm and have
its counterpart in the o7do sdearum ; and so on, in infinitum?.
This infinite series, however, does not make itself up in
discrete parts that can be counted in succession ; being only
a reduplicated reflection of the same reflection, its self-
similars fuse themselves together and coalesce into owme
continuum of self-conscipusness. This ‘knowledge of the
human mind,” i.e. of ‘the order and connection of ideas
corresponding to those of things,’ is ¢ united with the mind
as the mind is united with the body *;’ an expression which
is intended to attach self-consciousness to idea as insepa-
rably as idea to thing ; but which is not quite exact in its
comparison of relations; inasmuch as both idea and the
knowledge of it are within the same attribute of thinking,
while mind and body belong to the different attributes of
thinking and extension: the union is causal in the cne
case, it is a correspondency in the other. This curious
theory of self-consciousness really means, that it is made up
by adding all the items of idea, with the running accom-
paniment of their being known as soon as they are had ;

! De Intell. Emend. Vol. L. p. 11. < Eth, 1T %2,

3 Kth. 11, xxi. and Schol.
¥i2
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merely to be conscious of a bodily affection would not
constitute knowledge of #4e mind, did it not involve further

our making the idea of it our olject, and repeating that

process indefinitely and identically with every idea, a con-
tinuous thread through all successions; the ‘mind’ is
nothing but the ideas, as far as they have gone, unified by
the invariable recurrence of the same kuowledsr of them.
Consciousness, which begins with an affection of the organ-
ism, necessarily involves self-consciousness, which is know-
ledge of the mind’. We have here, in subtle and obscure
form, an anticipation, not perhaps without influence from
Hobbes, of the doctrine of Condillac and James Mill. The
theory, although professedly founded on the exact parallel-
ism between the two attributes, really contradicts it twice
over ; and #af in contradictory ways. On the one hand, by
making the union between the body and its idea identical
with that between that idea and its reflection in selfcon-
sciousness, Spinoza treats the relation as alike causal in both
cases, and, with the empirical psychologists, regards the
body as answerable for the idea ; so that the thinking mode
surrenders its pretensions to the extended. On the other
. hand, when, forgetting this, he takes the two attributes as
parallel, they are already brought to equipoise as soon as for
every extended object he has provided an answering idea ;
this done, the ordo idearum and the ordo #erum sway the uni-
verse as two consuls differing neither in term nor right. But
when he adds that, over and above this, each idea is the
object of another, and each other of a third, &c. to infini-
tude, so that all the modes of thinking are, through self-
contemplation, boundlessly prolific of further thoughts, it is
obvious that he indefinitely multiplies the phenomena of the
ideal attribute as compared with the extended, and raises
the nominal colleague into the Dictator, And so it is that
the scheme leans over, according to the needs of the con-
text, now to the materialistic, and now to the idealistic side.

L Eth, I xxii. xxiil.

fr————
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Y 8. Gradations of Knotwing.

The composite nature of man prevents him from being
either a mere physical automaton, or a mere logical instru-
ment ; and renders him the subject of certain mixed states
in which the mechanism of the world, playing upon his
own, affects him with sensitive conditions disturbing to his
clearness of thinking. The hindrances to adequate know-
ledge of finite things are various. Knowledge of an effect
depends upon knowledge of its cause: in the case of an
eternal truth or mode, as of a geometrical property, this can
be had ; we know the essence which yields a property, the
attribute which yields the mode: here the causality is of
the immanent kind. But a finite thing is turned up, not by
its essence, but by a prior thing in the order of phenomena,
which is again predetermined by another, &e. ; and we can
never know its total cause which thus retreats out of reach
into infinity %. So is it with the human body, the base of
all our ideas : we know it, not in its cause, or in itself as a
unitary nature, but only through ideas of particular succes-
sive states through which it passes: each of these has its
concomitant idea ; and the sum of these items is all we
know about the body ®.  There is a further source of imper-
fection. These corporeal affections themselves arise from
two factors, viz. the constitution of our own body, and the
operation of other bodies ; and in the answer of our con-
sciousness to their relation, their respective functions are
not disentangled, but the natures of both are confusedly
rolled up together®. The exdstence indeed of foreign bodies
we learn from their presence affecting our own ; else they
would have no being relatively to us ; but what share they
have with us in the joint effect, that effect does not report
in its idea. And, once more, the mind’s selfknowledge
necessarily comes in for the same imperfection ; for it is only

1 Eth. I, ix. and Cor. xii. I. Ax. 4, # Ibid. I, xix.
+ Ibid, JL. =vi!
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the knowledge of this identical imperfect knowledye,—the ideas
of the bodily states reflected in consciousness’. Under
these manifold limitations, the first and lowest order of
ideas which we gain may be appropriately called
InraciNaTioON.— Under this term Spinoza includes memory
and perception, as well as the ideal representation to which
it is usually restricted ; classing them together in virtue of a
physiological theory common to them all, and originally
expressed in terms of the ‘animal spitits.” In acting upon
an organ of sense, an external body impels the nervous
fluids upon the brain, and by their pressure alters the con-
figuration of its local surface; and each variety of such
change has its special concomitant idea ; which is called an
¢ fmage, not from any supposed zesemblance to the external
object, but from its attending on a physical zes#ige of the
object’s action on the brain. The characteristic of such
image is that it oZjectifies the external body and gives it to
us as present; the gestige is in the sphere of extension;
the #mage, in the sphere of thought® But next, it may
happen that the fluids, once having learned the way, may,
from lighter hint than the outward object, repeat their pres-
sure and imitate the vestige ; the image will then recur, and
give a quasi-presence to a really absent thing,—zepresenta-
#ion in place of preseniation,—or, if recognised as such and
distinguished from its original,—memory as well®. This
order of ideas is necessarily confused and inadequate®. It
is a passivity put upon us, not an action of the mind’s
essence ®. It ‘expresses the present condition of the human

body (though confusedly) more than that of the external

body ®;’ vet, giving the latter as present, induces us to plant
out into it as qualities the warmth, the smell, the beauty,
&c. which are in ohr own feeling; and so it refers us to
two related terms,—our own hody and the foreign body,—
L Fth. II. xxiii. xxviii. Schol. xxix, and Cor.
2 Ibid. II. xvii. Cor. and Schol.
4 Ibid, II. xxviil.
% Thid. TI1. Def, 2. IV. ii. De Intell. Emend. Vol L p. 8.
& Ibid, II. xvi. Cor. 2. IV. i. I. App. Vol. L. p. 74.

3 Ibid. II. xviii.
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without an account of their relation, and still less with any
apprehension of either beyond the limits of this one rela-
tion.

The images thus supplied are susceptible of both com-
position and resolution, which vield innumerable new
products, none of which escape the imperfections of their
source. Mere empirical concurrence of integral images
will make them cling together and form an artificial whole %,
And in tracing the transformations effected by ‘#te asso-
clation of tdeas’ Spinoza is not behind Hobbes in psycho-
logical ingenuity. Unlike the later expositors of the process,
he treats it chiefly as the source of illusions. And it is
in a similar spirit of detection that he follows out the
opposite process of dissociation of ideas, by which integral
representations are shaken to pieces by recurrence under
variation, so as to crowd out and drop the shifting
features, and retain only the elements that never change
or fail, in the shape of common concepts and abstract
notions. These are nothing but mutilated images, to
which no reality corresponds, though the words which
hold them,—e. g. “thing,” ‘being,’ or £beauty,’” ‘power,’
*humanity,” are apt to impose upon us a belief in their
objective significance®. And so are innumerable asso-
ciated -images mere accidental agglutinations, giving no
clue to any relations of cause and effect, yet taking our
thought captive to their connection and disabling us from
holding them apart.  All existences are in reality zecessazy;
either from their essence, so as to be ‘eternal ;* or from the
nexus nature, so as to be finite and phenomenal. In the
latter case, we are often aware of their finiteness, but
ignorant of the causes which determine their various limits ;
so that we have to discriminate these varieties by names in
the dark ; marking the relative extent to which they fail of
existence, the relative order of the several defects, and the
relative degree of our ignorance about them. ‘For the
purpose of such distinctions it is that we resort to the ideas

1 Eth, IT, xviii. xliv. Schol. 2 Ibid. IIL xL Schol. I. a.
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of Duration, to denote less or more privation of existence ;
of Zime; to denote this or that position in the series of
existence ; Confingency, to denote the doubts about exist-

ence which our blindness invelves?; Freedom, to denote

our unhindered pursuit of an end, while unconscious of
what determines us towards it®. All these terms form a
vocabulary, not of knowledge, but of megation of knowliedge
they are all devices of imagination, for picturing to our-
selves the vacancies in our system of ideas, the subjective
feelings which fill the géps of real apprehension. But
we use them just as we do the language of reality, and
become unconscious of the difference; and so come to
attribute contingency to events, and freedom to beings, as
inherent qualities ; and to conceive of duration and time,
not simply as subjective measures, but as entities measured.
Hence these ideas of imagination are a confused medley
of true and false thought, and the copious fountain of
illusion. In themselves, if simply taken for what they are,
they practise no deception : they also are facts, with some-
thing corresponding to them in the field of extension; and
to have them is not to be in error. But they are not
knowledge ; and when taken for it they pass into falsity.

With this © Cognitio primi generis’ Spinoza takes leave of
the province of ‘ confused and inadequate ideas,’ and under
the names Ratio and Jnfuifus passes to the second and the
third, where all is * clear and adequate.’

Ratio.—By this term must be understood the process of
legitimate inference, or mediafe attainment of truth, as dis-
tinguished from ufuifus, the immediate reading it off by
insight, 'The difference between Ratio and Imagination
is best seen by comparing two apparently. similar but
really contrasted orders of ideas, characteristic of them
respectively, viz. notiones wwigersals, and notiones com-
munes. 'The former are class ideas, or the meaning we
connect with common nouns, consisting of a2 mere blurred

HER X IT, # Eth, IL xliv. Schol. I. xxziil, Schol. L
* Ibid. I. Append. Vol. L. p. 7o.
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and mutilated image of an individual, where it is an acci-
dent what may be the surviving and permanent features for
you and what for me. Such a term may be a convenient
arbitrary sign for referring to any one of a given number
of objects ; but it corresponds in its contents to neither any
imaginative picture nor any real essence. Nofones communes,
on the other hand, are ‘ideas of what all things have in
common and what is alike in the part and in the whole;’
or, if we are attending to a more restricted world, ¢ideas of
what the human body has in common with a portion of
the bodies external to it, and what is alike in a part of
these and in the whole’ Whatever complies with this
condition can never be absent, or otherwise than zwhelly
present: from experience therefore, though prolonged to
infinitude, it has no supplement to receive, but only to
undergo perfect repetition. Hence the idea is adequate.
Moreover, what is common to the human body and other
bodies is not varied by being in both, or adulterated by
confusion with a foreign nature, but only extended in range:
its idea is consequently clear and distinct in the human
mind’. Nor does this consideration apply less to such
properties as the human body may have in common with
only seme other bodies ; because these some’ might have
been all, and are actually all that affect the human body,
ie, that exist for it. It thus appears that, since the area of
clear and adequate ideas is coextensive with the properties
common to the human body with other bodies, the more
the body has in common with other bodies, the more is
the mind competent to know % These ‘common notions,
which unfold the essence of no particular thing,’—are the
data whence all reasoning springs,—the ‘fundamenta ra-
tionis :° nothing can follow from them but adequate ideas ;

and to deduce these is the special function of Ratio °.

From this account it is plain that the highest example of
a communis nolie must be exdension, as the common essence

1 Eth. 1L xxxviii. 2 Ibid. 11 xxxix. and Cor,
¢ Ibid. II. xliv. Cor. a.
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of all body, and alike in the part and in the whole. Itis
given in the idea of our own body, which involves that of
the attribute under which it comes ; and it is identical with
the eternal and infinite essence of God. Our own body is
the object of the idea which constitutes our mind ; all that
happens in the object is attended by modification of the
mind, i.e. is perceived by the mind : but all that happens
in the body is from external bodies, through what they have
in common with it ; therefore the affection of our body in-
volves the idea of what is common to all bodies : the idea,
however, of the common propertics of all is the idea of
God’s eternal and infinite essence ; and this idea all men
necessarily and adequately have, because they have the idea
of their own body, and of its idea, and of external bodies,—
all from experience of their corporeal affections ..

The notiones communes, however, which thus arise come
from our knowledge, not of the body’s phenomenal existence
in the order of finite causation, but of its essezce as NeCcessary,
Le. as belonging, in common with other bodies, to the infinite
and eternal attribute of extension. The Kazional contents
of our knowledge of the human body are the common pro-
perties of the essences of things, which are unaffected by
the nexus nature and all its determinations. They are
defuced from the definition or conception itself, and are
always and everywhere predicable, not as what is, but as
what must be ; and in knowing them as thus necessary, we
know them ‘sub specie efernitatis/—the invariable mark of
clear and adequate ideas, and of the ordo ad intellectim, as
distinguished from the experientia vaga of imagination ®.
The difference between the adequate apprehensions which
we gain from the common properties of a// bedies, and those
which arise from what is commen to our body with only
some other bodies, is this: that the former constitute the
characteristics or universal principles of Reason ; the latter
constitute the special knowledge of the human affections.

Spinoza has worked out his doctrine of reason less clearly

1 Eth. II. xlv-xlvii. 2 Ibid. V. xxix.
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and fully than that of imagination. Perhaps the 'relat@on
between the two is best seen in the light in the following
Scholium, introduced by him in quite another connection:
¢ We conceive of things as acfzal in two ways ; in so far as
we conceive them to exist in definite relations of time and
place ; or in so far as we conceive them to be c:".omprised in
God and to follow from the necessity of the Divine nature.
Things conceived as true or real in this second way we
conceive sub specie efernitatis, and the ideas of them involve
the eternal and infinite essence of God, as shown in 1I. xIv,
the Scholium to which may be consulted '’ The ‘actuals’
of the first type are particular things, each taken as a unit
made up of many properties ; the ‘actuals’ of Fhe second
type are such of those properties as reappear in all, and
form each an eternal unit pervading the manifoldness of
things. Imagination lives among the former, and seces
nothing but the grouping and incidents of the concrete
world, and #ia# just as it appears, without analysis, ar?d
without detecting its links of succession. Reason lives in
the latter, reading the single attribute underlying the mult3~
tude of things and presupposed in all, and contlem.p]a.ting it
apart till it yields the consequences it necessarily an()lvf_:S :
and so, of any other attribute, till the eternal data, with
their dependent trains, are assembled in thought, ready to be
followed in their distribution through the modes of pheno-
menal existence.

InTUrTUs.—Still more obscure is the account of Jrfusire
Enowldge. The name prepares us to meet some pode of
apprehension at a glance, in which all process is dlspgnsr-:d
with and the end is struck by a flash. And this is consistent
with a curious statement in which Spinoza seems to attempt
some rationale of this third grade of cognition: ‘it de-
pends,” he says, ‘on the mind itself, as its real ( formalis)
cause, in virtue of the mind itself being eternal ; for under
the form of eternity the mind conceives nothing except so
far as it thus conceives the essence of its own body, i.e. so

1 Eth. V. xxixz. Schol.



332 METAPHYSICAL, IMMANENT. . [Bockl

far as it is eternal ; and so, gud eternal, it has the knowledge
of God,—a knowledge necessarily adequate ; therefore the
miind, as eternal, is qualified to know whatever follows from
this given knowledge of God, i.e. things of the third kind of
knowledge® And again, he says, ¢ the essence of our mind
being knowledge, of which God is the principle and founda-
tion, it is clear how aur mind depends, essence and existence
alike, on God ;—an impressive example to show how superior
is that knowledge of particular things which, as intuitive, is
called of the third kind, to the general knowledge called of
the second kind2’ Through these dark sayings, which can
hardly be unintentionally enigmatical, one ray of hope 15
seen in the epithet (formalis) attached to the mind as
‘canse’ of this particular kind of knowledge. The mind
of course is, in some sense, the cause of a/ Fnowledge ; but
in other cases it is the receptive or responding condition,
ie it reflects in itself the nature of the thing known, and
makes it an object of thought; #he #ing known is the real
or ‘formal’ object, and is something diversum from the
‘idea,’ though the latter be true to it. In the present
case, this “diversum quid’ disappears; the seat of reality is
changed, and is now in the very make and essence of the
mind itself ; the knowing act and object known are coales-

cent instead of antithetic. The mind knows the eternal .

(i.e. timeless or mecessary reality), because it 7 eternal : this
knowledge is not a case of the infinite passing over into
the grasp of the finite (which might well be deemed im-
possible), but of the infinite coming home to itself. T he
mind is the idea of the body’s essence ; but #azis extension,

which is timeless and necessary; and so is its idea; and .

this eternity, common to both, finds itself out in the Jatter;
the idea, as a thing, having the same necessity which it
perceives in its object. If the mind can predicate eternity
of any essence, it is because eternity is its own predicate.
And herein it has knowledge, not only of its own body and
of itself, but of God; for the eternal part or essences of both

! Eth. V. xxxvi, Schol. 2 Thid. V. xxxi.
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are simply modes of His attributes, and are conceivable
through them alone; i.e. they are examples of extension
and thinking.

This difficult position of Spinoza, that intuitive knowledge
has the mind itself for its real cause, may be rendered
perhaps more conceivable, if regarded as Kant’s doctrine of
the subjectivity of space, faken in reverse.  Ideal space and
objective space are the same (Kant teaches), because the
latter has no reality beyond the mind : its infinitude, its
necessity, are modes of our thinking, not predicates of any-
thing ° extra intellectum ;’ they pass upon the outer nature
because given with the inner; but all the while they have
but one seat, viz. in the percipient idea. Now suppese the
dualism of knowledge to be similarly reduced to unity, only
beginning from the other end of the relation; then the
infinity, the necessity, of extension beyond the mind will
also form the essential predicates of its idea ; they are the
common predicates of both worlds: extension is infinite,
necessary, eternal ; thinking is infinite, necessary, eternal ;
what necessity or eternity is in the ideatum, #at is it in the
idea ; but in the ideatum it is real Timelessness; so is it
therefore in the idea ; which is accordingly qualified to read
in the object what is identical in itself. Thus the unification
of percipient and perceived leads in one direction to the
ideality, in the other to the reality of the infinites given to
our thought. :

Besides this dependence on the mind itself, intuitive
knowledge receives two other marks at Spinoza’s hand. It
is confined to single things (res singulares)'. And it ‘ad-
vances from the adequate idea of the real essence of certain
attributes of God to the adequate knowledge of the essence
of things®’ This last characteristic seems to constitute
a process of deduction, and therefore to contradict the very
idea of knowledge at a glance. But the inconsisteney is only
apparent ; for he is describing not simply the contents or
features of the third kind of knowledge, but its difference

1 Eth. V. xxxvi. Schol. 2 Thid. IT. x1. Schol. 2.
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from the second; and this it is which consists of ‘an
adwance’ from the general to the particular ; in the second,
we reason out the consequences of an attribute; in the
third we apprehent] the essence of a given thing: .Thifg he
calls ¢ an advance from’ the former, not because it 1 gained
by way of tnference from i, but because, being immec‘-:i.ate
instead of mediate, it is superdor to it. The other specialty
of intuitive knowledge, viz. that it is concerned with single
things,’ does not mean that it apprehends only isolated facts

and finite objects among the successions of the world, so as -

never to apply itself to the necessary and etcz:nal : bjut
only that it sees the necessary and eternal i the -
stance, without requiring to get at it through prior cogni-
sance of the total genus ; and indeed leaps to the genus n
and through the instance. Thus, you peed only have t}.le
sample of extension in your own body in order to hlzwe, in
the idea of it, a knowledge of all extension as infinite and
necessary ; yoit do not reason, deductively, fror_n the .attri-
bute down to the particular mode; or climb, inductively,
from all observed modes to the attribute ; but immediately
understand the given case as a mapddeypa embodying the
essence of the attribute. Spinoza illustrates this meatning,
not very happily, by an example which he gi_ves hoth in h-IS
Shott Treatise and in his Ethics ; of the different ways in
which you may know and use ke 7ul of three. You may
trust it and apply it from mere authority and custom, in
which case your knowledge is only of the first kind, a ban.d
preconception. You may proceed on the stfength of Euclid’s
proof of the common property of proportionals ; and .then
your reckoning is a deduction, and your kmwledg? rational,
under the second head. Or, on simple inspection of the
numbers one, two, three, you may percetve 2?.t a glance,
without any calculation, that the true fourth 15'51?:1. It does
ot seem to occur to Spinoza that, in such instances, the
conclusion may be reached by a rapid process of thought,

1. Vi 3 E S lzo De
1 Deo, 8c¢. 11 i Vol. IL 302 Eth. T xl. Schol. See a
Iuiel?eEmzn:i, Yol. 1. p. g, where the same example is adduced.

=
-
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which only appears to be an Zu#uifus because in its fleetness
it dispenses with all record by words or symbols: yet, where
there are dafa or premisses, it is hardly possible to conceive
that they are not wsed in reaching the gu@sifum,; and if they
are used, it is through their mediation, and nef umedrately,
that the truth is gained; just as Newton, in virtue of his
swift flight over a long train of mathematical reasoning,
seemed to seize without transition the solution of problems
which to others cost days and weeks of labour,

Though both the second and the third kinds of know-
ledge contemplate real unizersals, or the common properties
of all things, or the attribuies of God (which are but different
expressions for the same thing), the second contemplates
them only in their separation, one by one, and follows
them down into the essence of particular things: but as
no particular thing is made up of either attribute alone,
the constitution of its essence is thus only partially seen,
though of its modal relation to the attribute the idea is
clear and adequate, The third species of knowledge, on
the other hand, contemplates res simguares, sees the attri-
butes united in the nature of each, and seizes the whole
individual essence which they constitute : the former reads
them as two eternals, each #n swo gemere; the latter per-
ceives them as making up one wacrele efernal. It must
be admitted that, after every attempt to penctrate the
darkness of Spinoza’s intuitive knowledge, it remains very
obscure. And, although it is one of the most persistent
features of his philosophy, appearing in his first treatise
and reappearing in his last fragment, indications are not
wanting that he was himself conscious of its defective light.
From the supreme place which he assigns to it, both in the
intellectual and the affectional excellence of man, we natu-
rally expect to find it invested with some large functions in his
mental history. Yet in oneofhis last pages Spinoza confesses
‘that, thus far, the truths which he can assign to this kind of
apprehension have been ex#remely fezo ( perpauca fuerunt)')

1 De Intell. Emend. Vol. L p. 9.
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These two higher stages of cognition together constitute
Intellect, as distinguished from /Jmagination, to which the
first belongs, and to which the fatal disqualification attaches,
of having no means of discriminating truth from error. Its
mutilated representations, its fictions of abstraction, its com-
binations thrown together by the accidents of experience,
expose us to uncertainty and error; and all the variances
of thought among men will be found referable to this head.
Agreement begins as soon as you can bring them upon the
intellectual ground. And if the question be asked, How
then is truth separated from error? Spinoza replies that in
the ideas. of the understanding there is a power of Se/f
vertficatton, which resolves itself in the last resort into their
simple clearness and distinctness in themselves, and their
adequacy for the deductive use which is assigned to them .
The truth of an idea, i.e. its agreement with its ideatum,
may always be known by the special feeling of certainty
which attends upon clear and distinct thought, and puts it
out of your power to doubt it. Beyond this subjective
criterion Spinoza could never be pressed, often as his friends
tried to draw from him some common measure that would
escape the risks of private interpretation, He thought it
snfficient to say, in defence of his position, that a true idea
was itself the only possible detector of the false, just as
light revealed at once both itself and the darkness which it
banished %

1 See Epp. LIX. LX.

2 Tith, 1I. xliii. Schol. The passage is so characteristic that I cite it :
¢ No one who has a true idea is unaware that a true idea involves the
hishest certainty. For to have a true idea simply means to know a

thing perfectly or in the best way ; and of this, it must be admitted, no
one can be in doubt, unless he takes an idea to be some dumb object
like a picture, instead of a mode of thinking, viz. the very act of under-
standing. And who, I wonder, can know that he understands a thing,
without first understanding it? i.e. who can know that he is cerlain of
it, unless he is first certain of it? Besides, what can there be clearer or
more certain than a true idea, to serve as a criterion of truth ?  As light
reveals both itself and darkness, so, you must admit, truth is the rule of
itself and of the false. This is my answer to the following questions:
(1) “If a true idea is distinguished from a false only so far as its alleged
agreement with the ideatum is concemed, it has no advant_a.ge of reality

v
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In Spinoza’s conception of human nature there is an occa-
sional wavering which has its explanation in the foregoing
threefold distribution of ideas. In order to include the
whole, the essence of man is said to be constituted of both
adequate and inadequate rdeas; and this account holds of him
as he stands in actual experience. But then, so regarded,
he is the product of two factors, viz. his inward nature, as a
mode of the Divine attributes, and the finite causes external
to him, that limit and variously control him. So far as he
is subject to the latter, he is under a foreign influence, and
is only partially Z#mse/f.  And this repressive agency has its
field entirely in the imagination and its confused inadequate
ideas ; so that, after all, this area and its contents appear
not properly reckoned as a province of his personality ; they

or perfection over a false one” (the distinction being wholly extrinsic),
“and consequently a man who has true ideas is no better off than one
who has only false ones;” (2) “ How comes it that men have false
ideas?™ (3) and finally, “ How can any one know for certain that he has
idess agreeing with the ideata ?” These questions I regard as already
answered. As for the difference between a true and a false idea, it has
heen shown in IL xxxv. that the true is related to the false as being to
non-being : now the eauses of falsity I have most clearly shown in
Proposition II. xix.-xxxv. with the Schol. to this last ; whenee also the
difference is made evident between the man who has true ideas and the
man who has only false. Then, with regard to the last question, how a
man is to know that he has an idea agreeing with the ideatum, I have
given proof enough and more than enough, that it is simply &y fazine
an jdex agrecing with @5 ddeatum, i.e. that truth is its own criterion,
And besides, our mind, in so far as it apprehends things truly, is part of
the infinite intellect of God ; so that the mind’s clear and distinet ideas
are a3 necessarily true as are the ideas of God.” This last consideration
comes in curiously. Besides being at variance with Spinoza’s denial of
intellect to God, it can receive no meaning which adds anything to the
previous reasons. What is ‘the infinite intellect of God,’ the ideas of
which are true with absolute certainty? Tt is simply that attribute of
¢thinking ' which is parallel with that of ‘extension’ in the universe,—
the gufelligihie aspect of the Real which is actual and conscions thought
in man, potertial everywhere ; L e, it is Reality tumed into Zrwuth,—the

Jdzal reflection of Being; and to say that its ideas are true with abso-

lute certainty is mere tautology, and no synthetic proposition. And
therefore to say that our mind, so far as its ideas are true, is a part of
this, is to say that our ideas, so far as they are true, 2re frue, or faith-
fully correspond with their realities, within the sphere of total reality.
This relation of the part to the whole gives no new assorance, but
merely conveys over into the former what 25 assumed in the definition of
the latter.

VOL. 1. z
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belong to the surroundings of his existence, not to the
contents of his true essence: if that essence were free to
realise itself with unstinted expression, it would have no
alloy of confused and inadequate ideas, but would emerge
into pure intellectual light. Thus, there is a difference
between the essence of the human mind as & might be, if
relieved of controlling conditions, and as it # in its sub-
jection to them ; and it is spoken of in both ways, some-
times with inclusion, at others with exclusion, of the
negative element from the imagination’.

§ 9. Transition from Knowing to Doing.

With Spinoza, as with the current philosophy of his age,
all the human phenomena were varieties of Jdea. All the
properties of a nature, it was assumed, were to be educed
from its essence, on which they depend ; the essence of
man (i. e. what distinguished him from other kinds) was /s
understanding ; and so his cognitive states were taken as
presupposed in the active, and were installed in the leading
place of every psychology. Feeling, affection, will, were
different types of idea, or modes of #hinking. Hence, in
advancing to Spinoza’s doctrine of character, we meet again
the intellectual laws and classifications which we have been
reviewing, charged with new functions, yet claiming an
unimpaired identity. The first enquiry must be for the
link of connection between parts of our nature that appear
so little dependent in causation, and so little concurrent in
their proportions.

That link is supplied by a Law, boldly assumed as uni-
versal in nature, though not apparently involved in either of
the attributes that constitute our world ; viz. that, inherent
in the essence of each existing thing, there is an endeavonr
(conatus) to persist in its existence. I speak of this law as
¢ gssumed’ notwithstanding the proof adduced in its support,
because it is proved in one sense, and applied in another:

! Eth. IIL iii. and Schol.

s
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the plea urged on its behalf is the mere negative con-
sideration that a particular thing, being a determinate
mode of the attributes, cannot have in itself any suicidal
element, but, being in existence, will not disappear without
any external cause'. This amounts to no more than an
absence of spontaneous change, and is only a statement,
respecting any and everything, of the law of imerfia for
bodies in motion or at rest®. But to exclude a cause of
destruetion is not to provide a cause of fresh phenomena,
and secure the development of a determinate history ; and
it is nothing less than this that Spinoza lays upon the
shoulders of his econafus, when he plants it and sets it to
work within our human nature. It is not content with
offering a dead weight against non-existence: it keeps at
a distance whatever would reduce, and selects and appro-
priates whatever may increase, the scope of the nature
which it guards: it inspires love and aversion for helps
and hindrances respectively : it is the secret spring of all
volition ; and conducts the whole drama of enterprise and
passion. Of no such positive power as this does the
negative demonstration afford the slightest evidence; so
far as it is granted, it must be as a postulate.

The inadequacy of this principle to the work it has to do
becomes yet more evident, when we take into account
Spinoza’s doctrine of the two causalities, and the relation
between esseznce and exisfence. Only in God (substance)
and not in finite things, does essence inpolve existence : there
is nothing in the essence of man to determine into exist-
ence, or out of existence, Paul or John or other men, few,
many, or all: it is equally perfect as a definition of po-
tential existence, whether actually realised or not. Now
the seat of the comafws is in the essence of each thing®;

L Eth. IIL vi.

* See Trendelenburg’s Beitrage, IT. p. 82, especially note 1.

3 Eth. IIT, vii. “The conatus of each thing to persist in its existence
is simply the actual essence of the thing itself’ For, ‘from each thing’s
essence necessarily follow certain resnlts ; and it is competent to nothing
but what follows from its nature ; therefore the power or endeavour by

Z 2
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s it is which asserts itself and insists upon its adequate
expression in a mode of extension, and which repels what-
ever would remove it and deny it way. If so, however,
the essence, instead of being neutral towards the existence
and inoperative upon it, treats it as an effect which it is
entitled to command and control ; the a#empf is in the
essence, while the #hing atfempted is the existence. And
thus Spinoza, after renouncing the field of existence and
surrendering it to the zexuws nafure, re-invades it in the
name of the essence, and claims over it at least a partial
jurisdiction.

The truth is, Spinoza had to effect the passage in some
way from idea to action; and it was beyond the resources of
his deductive method to find it; just as motion does not
necessarily follow from extension, so neither does agency
from thinking, He tried to link them together by using
‘affirmation as an intermediary : affirmation was the logical
outcome of thought: and it was presupposed in volition,
which makes affirmation of a thing as good ', Why not say

which each thing tries to act is nothing but its actual essence. Yes;
but if it is competent to nothing but what follows from its nature, and
if, as we have been told, existence does not foilow from its nature, then 4#
cannol iry for exisience.

L [t is impossible to give any account of the Folunfas oft Spinoza
against which some passages may not be quoted. There is indeed one
position respecting it from which he starts and with which he ends ; viz.
that it has its origin in cogmition and involves an acl of judgment.
£We insist, he says (De Deo, 1L ii. Vol. IL. 304) ¢ on Anowledge as the
immediate cause of all passions in the soul ; considering it as absolutely
impossible that anyone, without the above-mentioned modes of concep-
tion, could be brought to love, desire, or any other modifications of will.”
And again (Ibid. IL. xvi. Vol. 1L 329}, ¢ Desire is an inclination which
the soul has, towards something which it elects as good. Hence, before
our desire directs itself externally upon anything, we have previously
formed a judgment that the thing in question is something good : which
affirmation, or (in universal terms) power of affuming and denying, is
called Will.” This identification of Will with judgment is repeated in
Eth, IL xlviii. Schol. : < by #7%// I understand the power of affirming and
denying, and #of Desire (eupiditas): the power, I mean, whereby the
‘mind affirms and denies what is true or false, and not the desire by
which the mind seeks and shuns things’ Though in the first of these
passages he calls Desize © a modification of Will, and in the last excludes
it from 'Will, it is merely that he had come to take at two stages the
fact which he began by treating as one; and now separated, as “Will,’

i
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then that intellect and will are the same, so far as both con-
sist of predication ; with only the difference, that the one
limits itself to true predication, while the other risks a good
many that are not true? The answer is that, for intel-
lectual judgment, you have only #o predicate: for voluntary
agency you need something more: it does not terminate in
the monotonous award of its stock epithets ‘good’ and
‘bad,” and die away in interior assent and dissent; but
prolongs itself in the sphere of extension, betraying its
presence by movements of the body and a determinate
series of material phenomena. It is this migration of
activity from the field of thought to that of leing, which
constitutes volitional agency, and which is totally irre-
solvable into affirmation and denial, Precisely the same
illusion is invelved in attaching a comalus to every essence -
the essence belongs to the category of the eternal and
immanent : the conafus is a device for getting work out of it
in the field of finite and material things. The doctrine in-
volves an intercommunication between the two attributes
quite at variance with their alleged parallelism; and it
surreptitiously introduces a dynamic causality under the
the prior ‘judgment that the thing is good,” from the consequent
executive movement ‘ of the soul towards the object of election:” con-
fining the word ‘Desire’ to the latter. In this readjustment of the
terms, there is nothing to disturh the original conception of the order of
the phenomena, viz. (1) an afirmation of a thing as good; and then, as
effect of this, (2) an appropriating ‘direction of the soul towards it.’
But what are we to say to the following statement (Eth. IIT. ix. Schol.):

‘it is plain that we try for (conari), will (pelle), appetise and desire
nothing becanse we judge it good; but, inversely, judge a thing to be

* good beeause we try for, will, appetise, and desire it?’  This surely is a

complete reversal of the former doctrine, and makes the affection the
necessary prefix to what before had been insisted on as its ‘ immediate
cause. Moreover, in spite of the notice given in Eth. II. xlyiii. Schol.,
that by Will (@o/untas) he does sof mean Desire (cupeditas), we find
these alienated neighbours fully reconciled in the next I'art; e g. ¢ This
will or propension (afpefitus) to benefit is called femezolence, and is
simply Desive (cupiditas), arising from Pity’ (Ibid, TIL xxvii. Cor. 3,
Schol.). And again, in explaining his definition of Cupiditas (Ibid.
IT1. Affect. Def. 1.}, Spinoza says:  Under the word Desize I understand
any of man’s conatus, impetus, appetitus, et @olitiones. See Camerer,
p- 114, note, who has noticed the inconsistency of the ‘ Ethica’ in the
use of the word Folunitas,



342 METAPHYSICAL, IMMWANENT, [Book L.

guise of thought sequence, which can give it no credentials.
If Spinoza thus unconsciously misused his higher spiritual
conception in an uncongenial field, it is not the first time
that angels have been not only entertained unawares, but
set to do menial service for the tent of their temporary
abode.

On this conatus, however (which he had early treated as
identical with Zfe'), Spinoza leaps the parallels and rides
across from the eternities to the world of phenomena, from
affirmation to volition, from deductive thinking to action
and passion. Taken as wwmizersa/ in nature, it imports
thither pofentia in place of Ratio; regarded as /fuman, i.e.
belonging to bedy and mind together, it assumes the form
of appetitus ; as limited to mind alone, it is zeduntas (which
may be mere blind inclination) ; as recognised by the self
conscions mind, it is cupiditas®.  So far as it is put forth by
our adequate ideas, i. e. on an unobstructed path, it consti-
tutes our freedom : so far as by our inadequate, i.e. on a
path beset by controlling causes, it subjects us to the thral-
dom of énflicted feclings. These are what Spinoza especially
means by the affections: they involve both the body and
the mind, and would be impossible but for the passivity
which we have from the former. But there are self-conscious
mental sfafes in which we leave behind all immediate and
present velation fo the body, yet retain some feeling originally
attendant on its changes; so that, in simply thinking, we
now feel. As it is not worth while to invent a separate
name for this case, the word affectivz may be extended so as
to take in al/ the emotions ; not only the great mass that stir
upon the plane of the imagination, but the exceptional few
that rise to the altitude of Reason and Intuition. They
are all of them different varieties of the wnafus, which is
the mainspring of the whole ethical life.

! Per witam intelligimus vim per quam res in suo esse perseverani.
Cog. Met, IL. vi. Vol. TI. 486.
4 Eth. III. ix. Schol.

=
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§ 10. Dependent Affections, and their Primaries.

Spinoza reckons three primary affections; of which,
however, two only,—ZeZtia, Tristitia,—pleasure and pain,—
are placed strictly upon the same line, while the third,
Cupiditas, desire, is dependent on the other two and pre-
supposes them. Pleasure is the feeling in which the mind
passes to greater perfection : paiw, that in which it passes to
less ; the word  perfection’ being used, it will be remem-
bered, for ‘reality’ or scope of being’. It is not meant that
the mind compares the former with the present state of
itself and the body, and pronounces accordingly a pleasant
or painful judgment ; but only that, without any reflection
on the case, there is a feit enhancement or abatement of
bodily and mental power % This consciousness refers imme-
diately to the body; and the idea of increase or diminution of
itspower is attended bya corresponding increase ordiminution
of the thinking power in the mind. Pleasure and pain thus
serve as notices to the mind, of how its states stand related
to the instinet of self-conservation ; without them, this in-
stinct would be blind ; but furnished with them, it takes
the form of the third primary affection, Desire, viz. to pre-
serve the increment, or arrest the decrement, of being: the
desire being intense in proportion to the measure of the
change® Yet one qualification must be added ; viz. that
the desire which springs from pleasure, caused aé extra, is
stronger than that from similar pain; because pleasure
heightens, while pains lowers, the self-conserving conaiis ;
and though, in the latter case, the effort is in proportion to
the pain, yet it is the effort of a nature weakened by the
suffering. Besides, in the former case, you have the
external cause for the ally, in the latter, for the opponent,
of your native power ; and you wield the sum, instead of
the difference, of the two forces*. The title of these three

L Eth. IIT. xi. Schol.

2 Thid. TIL. Def. of the Affections; Explicatio at the end of the bock.
3 Thid. TII. xxxvil. * Ibid. IV. xwiii.
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affections to stand as primary is obvious from this exposi-
tion : without pleasure and pain there would be no desire;
without desire, no awakening and no direction of conatus ;
and therefore no possibility and no contents of the ethical
life.

From these data Spinoza traces the origin of more than
thirty derivative affections, many of them (as hope and fear)
arising in antithetic pairs. Instead of following him through
the ingenious psychology by which he effects this construc-
tion, I must content myself with indicating the few leading
principles on which he relies for accomplishing it. This is
the less difficult, because these principles either already
belonged, or have come to belong, to the common stock of
psychological resources, and are familiar to every reader of
modern philosophical literature. They might perhaps be all
included in the doctrine of ‘association of ideas ;” but only
by forcing on Spinoza a simplification foreign to his thought ;
and it will be more true to him to distribute his exposition
into smaller parcels.

(x) Pleasure and Pain are converted into Zoze and Hate
by being referred to an external object as Cawse. And this
inevitably takes place, because we scarcely ever experience
them except in presence of some other body which is partner
with our own in the effect we feel. To the image of the
object cling the ideas of what we enjoy or suffer when it
is there ; and this investiture of it with attractive or repulsive
colouring is what we mean by love and hate. So far, we
are not taken beyond the definition of Hobbes, that love is
the idea of a pleasure associated with the idea of its cause.
The varieties of love and hate are as numerous as the
objects which please and displease, though separate names
are acquired only by the broader differences, either in the
external objects or in the parts of our nature to which they
speak ; and even then it is frequently their excess alone
that gives them a place in our vocabulary ; as, for example,
antemperance and gltiony.

(2) The form which the natural comafus takes in the

o P
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imagination is that of a spontaneous maintenance of all
pleasant images and banishment of their opposites, with
the effect of increasing the corporeal and mental power.
To this cause may be referred many an enhancement and
perversion of love and hate ; the enjoyment of fancied harm
to an object of aversion ; the attempt to find excuses which
justify our dislike ; the dwelling upon our own merits, and
shutting our eyes to our own faults; the dream of others’
praise, and the shrinking from their censure ; the magnifying
of the good qualities of our friends and of the evil of our
enemies.

(3) A fruitful source of new varieties Spinoza finds in
what he calls /mitatio affectusrmn,—a principle which, under
the name of Sympathy, was worked out with infinite in-
genuity by Adam Smith in his ‘Theory of the Moral Senti-
ments” It simply assumes that, when we attend to any
visible affection in our like, we become similarly affected
ourselves. Of this ‘fellow-feeling’ the most obvious forms
are direct compassion and benegolence, 1. e. adoption in our-
selves of the suffering and happiness of others. But it may
take even the inverse order, of a desire that others should
feel as we do and ratify our love and hatred ; and then this
demand on others that they shall repeat ourselves becomes
améition. In self-applause, in emulation, in repentance, we
do but adopt the pleasure, the desire, the censures, of
others ; and, even in envy, we enter into the success of
another, only with a pang from failure of our own.

(4) By whatis called the * Zew of fransference] objects in
themselves indifferent to us become interesting by their
connection with the causes of pleasure and pain; a process
rendered familiar by the stock example of money ; the power
of which over the imagination goes far beyond its intrinsic
value, and is measured rather by all collectively than by
each disjunctively of the advantages it can command. The
same principle finds endless illustrations in human life:
there is scarcely a liking or disliking that is not in part due
to it : it can endear the most homely objects and the least
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lovely features ; and sadden the most envied life with regret
for something missed or lost in which no observer would
suspect any charm at all. Even a faint connection, distant
perhaps by two or three removes, with what we love or hate,
suffices to invest an object with the interest of favour or
aversion ; a slight resemblance to my friend’s friend be-
speaks my predilection, and admiration of his rival repels me.

(5) As itis the function of imagination to bring objects
before us as present, so are its functions enfeebled by what-
ever contradicts their presence, and puts them away into
the past or the future; i e. Zime associations modify the
feelings towards things pleasant and unpleasant. Pleasure
only promised, pain only threatened, become variable and
wavering, and are called Hope and Jear ; which, on the
removal of uncertainty, pass into confidence and despair; or,
on the arrival of the moment which suddenly takes the
doubt away, into joy and disappoiniment. Countless shades
of human passion are due to this prolific influence ; without
which the drama of life would be tame, and the aspect of
character monotonous.

(6) The belief which men, blind to the necessity of
nature, entertain of their own frcedom, and of a con-
tingency in events, is wholly answerable for some affec-
tions, and greatly deepens and intensifies others. But for
this, no one could be angry with the wicked, more than
with the blind or the insane; or inflict retribution for
injury, or render gratitude for unearned benefits ; and the
self-judgments of remorse and approval would disappear
with the ideas of merit and demerit on which they rest.
It cannot be doubted (Spinoza admits) that our moral
affections towards one another are on a far greater scale
than they would be, if we do not suppose ourselves and
others freel.

Such are the passive affections imposed upon us by the
play of external causes and the inadequate ideas of the
imagination, contesting and confusing the conafus of our

I Eth. IIL xlix. and Schol.
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rational essence, They constitute what Spinoza calls our
‘servitude.” From the review of them ‘it is plain, he
says, ‘that we are tossed about by external causes in many
ways, and that, like waves of the sea stirred by opposite
winds, we sway hither and thither, not knowing to what our
fate will bring us '’

§ 11. Autoromons Affections.

Since all pain (fristitia) is what we feel in declension to
/ess perfect being, it would never be experienced were it
not for the external causes which limit and control our own
proper essence; and it falls away from view when we quit
the field of imagination with its inadequate ideas, and con-
centrate attention upon the adequate ideas of the second
and third kinds of cogwitio®. These are all of them pure
expressions of the mind’s rational essence,—its own self-
activity, unchecked by foreign interference : they are there-
fore cases of successful conafies, in which we pass to more
perfect being, i.e. experience pleasure (lefitia), and conse-
quently its attendant desize.  These two elements of feeling,
therefore, survive our emergence from the life of imagination
into that of understanding, and carry over an affectional
colouring to the pure intellectual functions®.  As this tran-
sition is simply an immunity from extrinsic pressures, and
an opening of free play to the mind’s own essence, it is
action, it is power, it is virfue, being unqualified conformity
to our proper law*; it is self-conservation, being the asserted
claim of our nature’s highest good?®; it is freedom, since it
clears the space around that nature of all that can defiect
it from its path®. To Spinoza, therefore, it was no paradox
to say that to understand is to act; that knowledge is
power ; that power is virtue; that virtue is selfinterest”;
that inward necessity is perfect freedom® When he insists

! Eth. IIL lix. Schol. 2 Ibid. III. lix & Ibid. IIL lviii.
¢ Thid. IV. Def. 8, xxiii. 3 Ibid. IV. xziv.,

# Tract. Pol. ii. 7, Vol. I pp. 286, 287.

T Eth. IV. xix. xx. & Tract. Pol. ii. 7, Vol. I. pp. 286, 287,
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on the principle that no virtue can be prior to the effort for
self-conservation, which is the very foundation of virtue’,
we must remember that the ‘self’ of which he speaks is zo?
the receptive imagination (which is precisely the mind’s forergn
expositre or non-6go), not therefore the ¢ passions’ and sensi-
bilities, but the understanding, which is the essence and
regulating centre of our being ; the ‘self-conservation’ of
which means, not the indulgence, but the control, of the
senses and imagination. !

While it is only just to accept this as the real thought
of Spinoza, it is undoubtedly obscured by the wavering
boundary which he assigns to the Self with its conadus.
The effect of its uncertain position becomes apparent,
when we ask for the motive power which is to equip the
essential self for its resistance to invasion from without.

We are told in answer, that the true armour is found in “#ke

knowledge of good ;7 only, it must not be a mere intellectual
assent to a true proposition about ‘good,’ but a feeding for
it that is more than a match for the affection it may have to
overcome :—a proviso which (I may remark ez passant) itself
admits that knowledge and desire do not always vary their
degrees together ®. This word ‘good’ being new in Spinoza’s
scheme of thought, and hitherto discarded as a vulgar sub-
jectivity, we naturally beg to have it defined; and learn
that by ‘good’ and ‘bad’ are meant all helps and hindrances
to selfconservation. How then are we to ‘know’ them,
when we see them? The answer is, their marks are, re-
spectively, pleasure and pain (ke##ia and #ristitia), the con-
sciousness of which carries in it a recognition of their
cause, i.e. a knowledge of the good and bad® Thus it
turns out, that pleasure and pain are the marks or arbiters

of good and bad ; and when we feel the pleasurable, we -

know the good, and are furnished with the motive power
required. In order to test this rule, we must determine
what ‘pleasure’ is. Say that it means the sazisfaction of

1 Elth. IV. xxii. and Cor. xxv. 2 Ibid. IV. xiv.

3 Ibid. TV, viik
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desire, and presupposes this?; and further, that desire is
nothing but the conatus of our essence to assert itself * ; then,
to define its limits, we must settle when we are within and
when we are without the limits of that essence. If they go
no further than the understanding, then the only conafus,
the only desire, the only pleasure, is that of clear and
adequate ideas ; and the ‘knowledge of the good’ is the
knowledge how to get them ; and to aim at self-conservation
is to become, as far as possible, the organ of pure and pro-
portionate truth. This is to set up the autonomous activity
of the mind as the authority which is to bend to nothing.
But suppose two alterations made in the conceptions thus
defined. (1) Widen the scope of our essence, so as to
embrace the imagination as well as the understanding ;
then, the conatus works indifferently for inadequate and
adequate ideas: desires tend to both alike; and pleasure
comes from the satisfaction of both desires; and the mark
of good equally attaches to the objects of the passive and
of the autonomous affections. (2) Invert the assumed
relation between desire and pleasure: let pleasure be the
primary datum, the experience of which gives rise to sub-
sequent desire ; then it is prior to the cozafus in avhich our
activity is centred, and is something delivered upon our
mete receptivity ; and, when taken as the mark and arbiter
of good, commends to us, as of first-hand worth, precisely
the passive sensibilities which alloy our essence with so
many inadequate ideas. Now Spinoza’s infended ethics are
doubtless conformed to the first and stricter order of con-
ceptions ; but his theory is so loosely stated as to be
unguarded against the second interpretation. He not only
extends the conafus to the inadequate and confused ideas,
50 as to endow the understanding with no special advantage
from it, but he also allows the existence of otker pleasure
(Zztitia) than that from the satisfaction of desire; speaking
of “every kind of pleasure,—and especially that which satisfies
any sort of desire®’

1 Bth, TIL ix. Schol. % Ibid. IIL lviii.  ® Ibid. TTT. xxxix. Schol.
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Accepting the former interpretation as giving the serious
meaning of Spinoza, we find him identifying the human
personality with the szse//ect, and therefore bringing all the
proper functions of our nature, as active, to one, viz. to
wunderstand or Enow'. This constitutes the whole contents
of the perfect life ; love of it, with self-conformity to it, is
the sole autonomous affection and the sole virtue ; and by
their tendency to help or hinder this, must all things else be
pronounced good or bad. Of knowledge, however, notwith-
standing its unity, there are two fields: we need to under-
stand ourselpes - we need to understand otker Zhings ; and it
is not always the same influence that subserves them both.
If we summon the passive affections to come up for trial by
this standard, they will receive unequal sentences, though
none can escape with entire acquittal. To content our-
selves with one or two illustrative examples, it is obvious
that the opposites, Pride and Selfdisparagement, are alike
incompatible with Sefknowiedge, being deviations from it
in the direction of excessive and defective appreciation ;
the former doubtless the more dangerous foe, reinforced as
the inner tendency to it is by flatterers who echo it. Even
Humility, consisting of a mere negative consciousness of
what we have nof, impairs the self-knowledge of w/hat we
have ; and Repentance and Shame involve similar illusions,
from concentration of insight upon our weakness, and from
blindness to our true essence, i.e. our strength. The oppo-
site feelings, of Selfcontentment and love of reputation, may be
more or less well founded ; but are very liable to lapse into
vain passions.

Turning to the knowledge of #hings around us, we find it
on all sides confused by the affections which they cause in
us. Hope and Fear, as modifications of pleasure and pain,
exist in virtue of our ignorance of the order of nature, and
in their tumn disturb the clear vision by which we might
know it better. And there is gcarcely an affection awakened
in us by our fellow men, that does not prevent us from

1 Eth. IV, xxvi xxvii.
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seeing things as they are. To say nothing of Jealousy, of
Revenge, of Antipathy, with their notorious illusions, the
mere habit, common cnough where there is no malice, of
over-estimation or of disparagement of others, gives a false pre-
ponderance in our view to their agreeable or their disagree-
able qualities. And compassion is continually putting an
unreal colouring or an unreal intensity into the signs of
suffering, diverting us from the study of causes, and im-
pelling us to acts which we have reason to regret. There
are doubtless occasions when good work may apparently be
got out of a blind affection, as when a man founds a church to
atone for his sins, or serves his country from ambition, or gives
a public park from ostentation. But the accidental strokes of
right action thus put forth by the dependent feelings would
arise as necessary consequences of Reason. The self-denials
of avarice, the generosities of ambition, cease when their
immediate end is gained, and the repressed passions throw
off their disguise ; but the ground of rational virtue is con-
stant, being nothing less than the very foundation of things.

A. Forrirupo.—How then are we to designate the single
autonomous affection in which all virtue is comprehended ?
It is Fortitudo ; i.e. firmness and steadfastness of charvacter,
{o act from the inward essence of the mind alone, and stand
free from the sway of the passive affections. It is the life
of a nature that has knowledge of itself and things, and is
conformed to that knowledge. Penetrating and occupying
as it does the whole field of character, it assumes two
aspects, according as it expresses itself in action purely
personal, or in action relative fo others. In the former case,
it takes the shape of Animositas, i.e. courage or high spirit to
put the heel on importunate desires and withstand assailing
passions. In the latter case, it is best described as Gene-
rositas, i e. a temper which excludes all mean illusions and
aversions that interfere with the harmony of men. In nothing
does the man of high spirit more clearly evince his charac-
teristic than in his bearing towards the ordinary objects of
human fear. Guided always by the 7ea/ va/ues of things, he
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estimates the future as it will be when it is present, and the
present as it will be when it is past, and prefers the greater
good to the less, wherever it may lie in time; and, in the
face of uncertain things, is ready, with equal composure, to
go forth and meet a danger, or to retire before it, as the true
balance of advantage may indicate ; being neither rash from
false shame, nor unmanned by terror. As all his desires
are but the inward energy of his rational essence, they are
always directed upon pesifize good, and can never be the
passive recoil from some #ristitia: they are the happy expres-
sion of himself alone: the objects they pursue are dear to
him on their own account, and not as means of seeking or
shunning some external thing. Hence, he is undisturbed
by anxiety for his safety: ‘he thinks of anything rather than
death, and his wisdom is a reflection on life, not on death*.’
Equally free is he, in his dealings with others, from all the
unsocial passions which proceed from inadequate ideas, and
betray the mind’s subjection to external things; and just in
this immunity consists his ¢ Generosizy.” No doubt this
temper may be hopelessly out of character with the fixed
ideas of the people around him ; but so far as he is com-
pelled to live among fools, he will entangle himself with few
relations to them ; and especially will decline, as far as pos-
sible, the receipt of benefits from them, since he cannot
honestly measure them by #iei» rule, as will naturally be
expected from him: yet, to avoid leaving a false impression
of churlishness, he may find it truer at times not to repel
their advances. But such concessions to good-will must not
be confounded with selfish and cowardly prudence: they
are a sacrifice, not to falsehood, but to truth; and ‘the free
man never acts with evil artifice, but always in good faith ;’—
a rule which Spinoza treats as absolute, and will not allow to
be violable, even to save one's life®, This high tension of
moral rigour in regard to veracity it is unusual to find in a
system of Necessarian ethics. Less surprising is the lofty
claim preferred for patient love, as the true return for
1 Eth. IV, lxvii. i 2 Thid, IV. Ixxii, Schol.
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hatred and the medicine for all the evil passions that assail
our life ; for whoever looks on these, not as guif# incurred,
but only as sores and diseases of which men are victims, is
quite consistent in commending them simply to hospital
treatment, and pleading for the tender mercy which will
best provide it. Spinoza, therefore, is strictly within his
own logical limits when he claims for his ¢ generous’ man,
himself entirely free from all inharmonious passions, the
disposition to exorcise them in every mind less sane by the
power of rational affection ; and crowns his claim with the
memorable words, *He who would return hatred for injury
lives a miserable life indeed: But one who sets himself to
lay siege to hatred with love you cannot deny to be a safe and
happy warrior. With equal ease he faces a single foe or a host,
and asks no aid from fortune. Yes; and those whom he
conquers yleld to him with joy, not with beaten but with
augmented strength'’ It is no wonder that this noble
passage should be appealed to in evidence that the ethics of
Spinoza rose to the level of the Christian ; there is not here
the faintest discord between the two. Only, there is this
difference to be remembered : that Spinoza makes room for
this enterprise of love by removing the ideas of sin and
duty out of the way; Christianity proclaims it, not only
without any such sacrifice, but while kindling these very
ideas to the highest intensity. In this, the paradox of
Philosophy, is the triumph of Religion.

The rational life, which sums itself up in Fortitudo, is
more free as well as more complete in a commonwealth
than in solitude, where the individual is his own master ;
for, till he is in relation with others, he does not reach #ke
cammon or concurvent elements of life, which are the base of
all reaspnable conatus for self-conservation, and is in danger of
desires which conflict with the conditions of social harmony.
So the peculiar secwszty of the autonomous life, i.e. the
guarantee for constancy in its immunity from passion, lies
in the knowledge of God; i.e. in the assurance which is

* Eth. IV, xlvi. and Schol.
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felt that all comes out of the necessity of nature, against
which human passions fret in vain. To have only adequate
and clear ideas is to be in absolute consonance with the
real order and essence of things, and so removed from the

possibility of surprise and fluctuation.
B. Awor INTELLECTUALIS DEL—Were we limited to ima-
gination and reason, we should be capable of both the
varieties of Fortitudo. Qur advance to the third,—the In-
tuitive,—grade of knowledge opens to us a higher and all-
inclusive excellence,—#he Fnfeliectieal Love of God. In his
account of this affection Spinoza seems to reach his deepest
shade of obscurity ; which, however, is not altogether im-
penetrable, if the reader has courage to take the word
“God’ rigorously in the Spinozistic sense,—of the common
properties of things,—the underlying base of all the differen-
tiations in nature ; and to divest it of all the contents which
sive it religious significance. The whole stress of this
virtue, as special to the intuitive stage, is thrown upon the
epithet fmieliectualis ; for we are already familiar, in the
prior stage, with the “idea,’ the ‘knowledge,’ the ‘love’ of
God, unaccompanied with this predicate. Thus, we have
been told that ¢ every idea of any body or particular thing
involves God’s eternal and infinite essence,’ the ‘ knowledge
of which,” thus gained, is adequate and complete®: and
again it is said, that  the mind can get to refer to the idea
of God all bodily affections and images of things?; and
further, that ‘he who clearly and distinctly understands
himself and his affections dzes God, and the more so, the
more he understands them?®’ To see what these high-
sounding propositions really amount to, we must remember
that, in the dialect of our philosopher, #o understand a phe-
nomenon or affection is to read it in its cewse, and that its
cause is the essence of which it is a property, and that the
essence is a modification of either extension or thinking,
and that these are attributes of Being per se, or Substance,
i.e. God. The affections, then, of a body,—say, of a planet,

1 Eth. I xIv. xlvi. % Ibid. V. xiv. 3 Ibid. V. xv.
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—are understood, when its orbit is resolved into its centri-
fugal and centripetal determinants, and the several minor
elements of its motion have been laid out in their Propor-
tions, so that its conditions in space, as a mode of the
extended universe, are distinctly conceived. - Thus to see
it in ifs real relations to the universal attribute of extension
is ‘to refer if 2o the idea of God! God’ here means exten-
sion, or matter in its essence or ultimate laws. The phe-
nomenon, when analysed, goes back to these and shows
them ; and then we kwow God. And, even short of scientific
apprehension, we have at all events to think of a rea/ for
every phenomenon, of substance for every property, of cause
for every effect ; and in so far as any bodily affection throws
us on these ideas as a background, it ‘refers us to the idea
of God.” But still we have not got to Spinoza’s goal ; for
this logical relation of the finite appearance to the infinite
base does not amount to the Jve of God ; and his claim is
content with nothing less. Here we must take notice, that
it is only for se/Fknowledge, not for X knowledge of par-
ticular things, that he asserts the amor Def as a consequence.
The reason lies in his doctrine of imagination and the pas-
sive affections, as distinguished from the activity of the
proper human essence. When an external thing impinges
on our senses, the affection is a confused medley of its
nature and of our nature, usually with much more of the
latter than of the former, though the imagination ahways gives
the larger credit to the former. To wnderstand ourselves and
our affections means, to cure this confusion and correct this
error, and become master by insight over the experience of
which we had been the passive recipient ; we then read
exactly what our rational essence has to do with it, and
separate what is thrown in by foreign causes. In this
exercise of discovery, the mind is aware of its own intelligent
power, and feels glad in the successful action of its nature.
And this gladness is referred to its cause, viz. the reality or
truth which is discovered, i.e. God, who 75 all reality and truth.
Now pleasure referred to its cause is Zwe ; therefore, this
Adz ;
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selfknowledge is love of God. This affection thus turns
out to mean no more than the Zappy conscioisness of our owon
clear idea as a related part of the whole truth of nature.

‘What then is added to this affection to qualify it for the
special epithet sn#ellectualis ¢ Spinoza has rendered no dis-
tinet account of the marks by which the predicate is earned ;
and it is no wonder if, in attempting to supply the deficiency,
his interpreters are not quite consistent with one another or
even with themselves. Certain it is that the characteristics
must be locked for in the #hird kind of knowiedge. This at
once puts out of court one of the marks insisted on by even
sa careful an expositor as Camerer, viz. that, to awaken this
intellectual love, the mind must be engaged upon #uecessary
knowledge, and apprehend its object sud specie efernstatis’,
For, this condition, as we have seen, is fulfilled by both the
second and third grade of knowledge, and is already claimed
as one of the indispensable features of Ratio and its com-
munes notiowes® ; and when again, in preparing for the
topic of intellectual Divine Love, it is introduced as a joint
feature of self-knowledge and the knowledge of God?, it
is only to secure it as a sequisife, not to assert it as a
differentia.

Knowledge of the third kind differs from ratio by appre-
hending res singulares, not indeed in their temporal presence,
but in their essence as related to the essential attributes of
nature, i.e. to the eternal essence of God. On this feature
it is that the intellectual love depends; and the supreme

1 Camerer, Dic Lehre Spinoza’s, p. 259: Denn sofem uvnser Geist
sich selbst und seinen Kérper uater der Form der Ewigkeit erkennt,—
wund das ist ja die Evkenniniss der dritten Stzefe,—hat er noU1u'mlng
die Erkenntniss Gottes, und weiss dass er in Gott ist und durch Gott
begriffen wird. Die Dinge unter der Form der Ewigleit begreifen
heisst sie begreifen als vermdge des Wesens Gottes real seiend oder
vermoge dieses Wesens die existenz in sich schliessend.’ The paren-
thetical clanse here introduced doubtless affirms no more than is trug,
viz. that knowledge of the third grade is a knowledge sub specie
eternitatis; but. as knowledge of the second grade is so too, the
proposition which Camerer is citing and thus explains cannot be limited
to Intuition, or treated as accounting for what is special in the Amor
Intellectualis Dei.

£ Eth. 11, xliv. Cor. 2.. 2 Jhid. V., xxix. xxx
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example of this dependence is seen when the res singularis
is the mind’s own self. In the knowledge of other things,
we see how their essences resolve themselves back into the
laws of extension, i. e. how they lapse into the nature of God ;
and thus we look at them all as in God. But in knowing
ourselves, in the consciousness of clear ideas in necessary
links, we are aware that the inner necessity of our thought
is identical with the real necessity of all thought, and that
what ideally exists in us is but a mode of what eternally
exists as true, i. e. we know God in knowing ourselves, and
see ourselves to be in God: our mind is the seat of eternity
(necessary knowledge) ; God is the seat of eternity; in the
system of eternal truths both are identified, so far as mode
can be identified with substance. What we think is part of
the real attribute of thinking. Here we have an inward
relation to God, through which he is cause of the mind's
knowing, not as an external agent, but as its constituting
essence, as its very principle and foundation; through which,
further, we see in Him, not all things in general, regarded as
objects, but our own particular mind, as the subject of in-
telligent power ; and we think of Him, not as an imagined
presence, but as the eternal and infinite element in which
our true ideas subsist. Hence, the delight which we have
in necessary knowledge, referred as it is to the universal
real necessity as its cause, is at once intellectual se/fconsent,
and fnteliectual love of God - self-content, when the luminous
ideas are contemplated as owuzs, won by the wonatus of our
thinking : love of God, when they are contemplated as /s,
belonging to 2/ mind, and inherent in the essence of think-
ing itself.

From these characters assigned to the intellectual love of
God it results, that this affection is nothing more than
devotion to truth, or enthusiasm for philosophy. The lan-
guage in which it is described may in part have commended
itself to Spinoza by its mystical aspect, giving it a religious
look to others and possibly to himself; but it is consistent
with his general doctrine of cognition, as the delivery into
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the mind of the essences of things existing out of the mind,
or the transmutation of the nature in extension into the
nature in idea. God is the totality of essences in reality
and in thought ; our knowledge, in its highest stage, i.e.
our mind, is made up of essences in idea: it is, therefore,
partially one with God, and, in virtue of its self-conscious-
ness, is aware of this, and rejoices in it. The many fine
qualities which Spinoza claims for this love are all of them
compatible with this interpretation of it as zeal for know-
ledge. Wherever it is paramount, no envy or jealousy can
have place; for it'is enhanced by the numbers who share
it, and speaks in the aspiration ‘ Would to God that all the
Lord’s people were prophets I” Nor can it, like other love,
turn to hate ; for this happens only from passively suffering
something at the hand of the object loved ; and here, as it
comes of the mind’s pure self-activity, receptivity, and there-
fore Zristitia, are excluded, and the very material for hate
isabsent: These predicates are truly and intelligibly attached
to the aspiration after intellectual insight into the nature of
things. But we are brought to a pause of doubt, when told
that this love is ‘efermaZ;’ for that ‘it is a necessary con-
sequence of the mind’s nature, so far as this nature is con-
sidered as eternal truth invelved in the nature of God.
And this is the only love that is eternal : the passive affec-
tions have the mere duration of the body®. And so the
fear of death disappears under its influence. The more the
mind can get to understand in the second and third ways
of knowledge, the greater is the part of it which is eternal
and remains untouched by the fear of death 2. This language
seems plainly to teach the exemption of the human mind,
atleast ofits highest power, from death ; for, though Spinoza
warns us against taking his word ‘eferna/’ as saying anything
about duration moere or less, and begs us to understand
it as putting total negation upon time and affirming only
existence per se, yet when he himself employs it in antithesis
to deatf, and when he divides the human mind into two

1 Eth. V. xxxiif. xxxiv. and Con ? Ibid, V. xxxviil
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parts, one perishable, the other ‘eternal,” and speaks of the
latter as capable of being greater or less relatively to -the
other, what can we make of swc% eternity except imperish-
ableness or contimied duration in spite of the lapse of the
connected body and imagination? Does he not here set the
example of disregarding his own warning? Does the mere
avoidance of the word ‘immortadity’ save him from commit-
ting himself to any Zme predication? Not so; for what he
affirms is deathlessness, which is the same thing. Or, can it
be pleaded that this denial of @ feswninus is only in virtue of
his denial of what can be terminated, i.e. duration? If so, the
denial carries its exclusion also to the other extremity, for
the ‘eternal,’ as timeless, can no more begin than end; yet
he has repeatedly taught us that ‘the first thing that consti-
tutes the essence of the human mind is the idea of the body,
—an idea which, as parallel concomitant of the body, he
certainly does not exempt from its commencement. It is
no wonder, therefore, that, in this proposition, Spinoza
should have been supposed to teach that the ‘intellectual
love of God’ conferred d@favasia on the individual soul im-
bued with it. The reason for otherwise understanding him
I will reserve for another section, in which we may examine
his doctrine as to the destination of the human mind.
Meanwhile, we have to learn yet another and crowning
glory of this intellectual love: hitherto we have contem-
plated it as the highest virtue of man; but it is more, we
are now assured: it is no less to be affirmed, and that in
infinite measure, of God ; * God loves Himself with infinite in-
fellectual love') To prove this, it is alleged that God, being
absolutely infinite, has infinite perfection, i.e. all reality, to
take pleasure in (gaudef infinitd perfectione): to all reality
there is a concomitant idea: He has, therefore, an idea of
His perfection; and of Himself as its cause, since He is
causa sui: but to have Jetitia together with the idea of its
cause is Love ; therefore, He loves Himself with infinite in-
tellectual love. On first hearing this language, everyone, I

1 Eth. V. xxxv.
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suppose, would understand it to be spoken of a personal
Deity self-identified with the happiness of His creation.
Those who are aware how little such a conception can be
attributed to Spinoza would still, I think, assume without a
doubt that, in predicating these things of God, he intends to
affirm them of the Natura zafurans, the substantive source
of all. Yet, if we so interpret him, we bring him into direct
contradiction with himself; for he has told us, a few propo-
sitions further back, that God has no feelings, and cannot be
affected by that Zezizie which here figures as the very nerve
of his argument. Nay, he carries out this negation to its
conclusion, and warns us that God can have no lve or aver-
sion'. We meet with precisely the same apparent self-con-
tradiction in regard to the predicate ‘infellec?:’ he denies
intellect to God; and yet he speaks of our understanding
as part of the infinife intellect of God. The explanation is
the same in both instances. The deniaf refers to the Nafura
naturans : the qifirmation to the Natira naturata. In God,
i.e. in the nature of things, self-conscious understanding and
self-conscious love first come up into actuality in man
(or other finite rational beings); and there it is,—in the
history and experience of the totality of originated minds,—
that we must seck for the truth of the mysterious proposi-
tion I have quoted ;—for the Zefitia, for the delight in per-
Jection, and the semse of causality, and the consequent intel-
lectnal love : they are spoken of God, but they are meant
‘ for man. In trying to do the utmost justice to Spinoza, 1
have sometimes fancied him replying thus: ‘In denying
feeling to God, vet affirming /z##/a of Him, I am chargeable
with no inconsistency ; for I have defined /z#i#ia to be the
passing of a nature info greater perfection”; and why may not
a being pass into greater perfection wwiliond feeling 122 just
‘as the earth is held to have become the scene of organic
from inorganic existence, and the solar system to have
evolved its varieties from previous homogeneous conditions 2
In -the sense of my definition, these things have had and

} Eth. V. xvii. and Cor. 2 Tbid. IIL. Affectunum, Def. 2.

Eranch 11.] SPINOZA. 36 I

have their letitia ; without on that account being treated as
sensitive animals’ This plea would undoubtedly reconcile
the claim ©of /&ditia with the disclaimer of feeling, for ‘the
nature of God;’ but there remains the contradiction that
transition 10 greater perfectior is essential to Ze#i7a and im-
possible to God. Nor do I think that Spinoza would resort
to this plez> or had any intention of providing for an wafelt
letitia - for his definition limits itself to the case of man,—
¢ T satitia est Aominds transitio) &c. ; and though no connota-
tion of feeling is involved in the word fransifio, it is involved
in the qmlify:ing word keminis.

The ¢jnfinite perfection’ then in which, he says, the
Divine nature gawdef, cannot possibly be the adsolute per-
Jection of God: it is not the perfection of an infinite esse,
but of an infinite fers ; for there is nothing on which he
lays greater Stress than on the dependence of gaudium on
change of _-"z‘az‘e, ‘Dico fransitionem : nam letitia non est
ipsa perfectio’.  We must seek it in the Natura nafurata,
it is the joy of a universe become se/fconscions, and es-
pecially of man; of a nature not strange to its own conazis
and realising it, and so always passing to greater perfection ;
of a mind becoming ever more the seat and medium of
necessary truth, and possessing itself of an ideal cosmos

coincident With the real.  You will say, ¢ Why then, if this
joy is felt by #ax, does Spinoza make God the subject of it?’
In order to generalise i and compel you to apply his doctrine
of immanence in the intensest and amplest way : you are to
think, not Psychologically, of an individual mind, but uni-
versally, of all minds, actual or possible, which as modes
may represent the eternal 7es cogitans.  Spinoza knows no
God other than the fotal extension and thought of the
nniverse of extended and thinking beings; and when their
predicates are taken up and handed over to him, it is to
warn us that we are to read them in their infinitude of
essence. and not merely in their temporal existence. When
this walzniJ'ig is duly applied, the purport of our proposition
b Eth, II1. Affectunm Explicatio.
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will turn out to be simply this: that ‘what has been said
about the intellectual love as a property of man might just
as well be said of it as a property of God; inasmuch as
what we mean &y ¢ God, as a possible subject ¢f love, is nothing
else than that mode of attribute which we call the human
mind.” This will come out more distinctly, after we have
examined the next proposition; which is probably answer-
able for more metaphysical delirium than any equal number
of written lineg that ever proceeded from a philosopher’s
pen, though T am far from saying that in due time Hegel
may not wrest the palm from Spinoza. The proposition
runs thus: ‘The mind’s intellectual love towards God is
the very love of God with which He loves Himself ;—loves,
not in so far zs He is infinite, but in so far as He is
expressed by the essence of the human mind considered
under the form of eternity (sub specie efernitatis): i.e. the
mind’s intellectual love towards God is part of the infinite
love with which God loves Himself’.” The proof of this
thesis is as follows: ‘For, this love in the mind must be
referred to the mind’s acfivity, whereby it contemplates
itself, with an attendant idea of God as cause; i.e. an
activity in which God, so far as the human mind can
express Him, contemplates Himself, with the attendant
idea of Himself; and s9, this love in the mind is part of
God’s infinite love to Himself! “Hence, it is added in
a corollary, ‘God, so far as He loves Himself, loves men ;
and consequently, the love of God towards men, and the
intellectual love of the mind towards God, are one and the
same. For God’s love to Himself, when identified with
the love of man tg God, is inseparable from a Jedifia in
man himself, therefore from love of man towards himself.

After what has been said of the preceding proposition, I
hope that the key to this paradoxical statement will be easily
found and applied, Notwithstanding the appearance, under
the names of ¢The Mind’ and “God,” of two sudrects and

1 Eth. V. xxxvi ©f Malebranche, De Inquirenda Veiitate, V. 5,
guoted above, P. xg1. 4
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objects of Love, there is in truth only ome, under two labels ;
and the whole transaction described is purely human. It
is expressly said that, when the mind intellectually loves, it
is God that is the lover : the human mind then is God. To
relieve the shock of this identification, Spinoza qualifies it
by making it partial, instead of total: the human mind is
God, as far as it goes ; and God is the human mind, not of
course in His infinitude, but se far as His nature takes the
Jorm of this particular essence. In this specialised form,
love, like understanding, emerges in His nature, which, as
infinite, can have no such predicate: if you ask for the
consciousness of it, there is but one, and that is #ke Auman -
you may also call it Divine, if you like ; but this only pro-
vides a second name for the same fact. One other question
may be raised : what is the effect of the subordinate quali-
fying clause,  the essence of the human mind #nder the form
of efernity?’ Simply to limit our attention to the mecessary
natuzre of the mind as a mode of the thinking attribute, in
contradistinction from its femporal existence in this or that
instance through the laws of phenomenal succession. The
doctrine, therefore, here laid down as to the sea? of love is
that masn's love is what we must mean when we speak of
God’s lowe, and that the latter is simply the infinite sum-total
of the love experienced by all finite minds. And, as to the
object of love, there is no difference on the two sides of the
main equation: our ‘intellectual love’ is directed upon
‘God ;’ and so is God’s self-love - the term in both instances
denotes the necessary truth of things as apprehended by the
necessary laws of thinking.

In the corollary, however, the same trick is practised on
the odect which has been already applied to the subject;
and the Seff that God loves turns out to be Mankind.
After the previous identification, there can be no difficulty
about this: the essence of humanity is one with the uni-
versal or Divine nature no less in you than in me; and the
substitution of the modal for the supreme name is no less
legitimate in the predicate, than that of the supreme for the
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modal in the subject. So it comes out, that for God to
love Himself is for Him to love men. But His love to
Himself, we have seen, is ecquivalent to man’s love to

Him; therefore, His love towards man is equivalent to

man’s love towards Him. These wonderful transformations
are all wrought by the mere verbal device of duplicate
denomination of the same thing ; one and the same feature,
of love, is slipped, now under one name, now under another:
the double names being of persons with the personality
emptied out; and the result is a tissue of apparent contra-
dictions which, on examination, prove to be a monatonous
tautology. It was long before I could find courage to look
behind the venerable mask of these empty propositions ;
and it was not without pain that I found, in the guise of
mystical devotion, what I can hardly rank higher than
logical thimblerigging.

The ‘intellectual love of God’is, in Spinoza’s view, the
culminating point of human excellence, into which For~
#itude becomes sublimed, and where it reaches its repose.
As it is simply dezorion fo fruth, its supreme position marks
the transcendency, in his mind, of kuewledge over Ethics,
the dependence of characier upon thought ; the final trans-
figuration of virtue into serenc and luminous intellect.
This is highly characteristic of Spinoza’s philosophy ; in
which the affections and impulses are born from cognitive
ideas, and in cognitive ideas expire ; the strife of the moral
nature emerging, not into the ‘saint’s rest but into the
philosopher’s. Having looked at the origin and the end
of this ethical history, and surveyed the separate affections
that appear upon its stage, let us now see how its causalities
work together; especially whether they are so related as to
supply the conditions of Duiy. ;

§ 12. Conflict of Passive and Auforomous Affections,

The complete freedom which is attained in the intellectual
love of God consists in escape from the inadequate ideas
of the imagination and the final dominance of the adequate
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ideas of the understanding. Prior to this emancipation, we
are the subjects of both : not indeed simultaneously in any
half-and-half way (for there can be no compromise between
the true and the untrue}, but in an alternative way, different
in different minds, and successively in the same; so as to
exhibit defects of freedom in various degrees and with many
fluctuations. As freedom consists in the sole ascendency
of the mind’s own rational essence, and its defect in sub-
jection to external causes, which mark their presence by
passive affections, this mixed and imperfect state is in its
nature a conflict of energies, of our own against what is not
our own, of the mind against things. ‘On the issue of this
conflict our entire well-being is staked ; victory pronounced
on one side flinging us into a restless sea of sinful troubles ;
on the other, planting us on the eternal rock of virtue and
peace. How then is the suspense of this strife determined,
and why determined differently in different cases? Are we
combatants only, with a fixed measure of strength, so as to
be at the mercy of a relative allotment of forces which we
cannot alter ? or arbifers also, empowered to pour in what-
ever reserves may be needful for the triumph of the ‘medior
pars?’ If the former, the problem is merely one of natural
dynamics, to be settled by the calculus of physical equili-
brium : if the latter, it is qualified to take its place in the
moral field, and to centain within it the conditions of per-
sonal obligation.

Now when we enguire of Spinoza how the slavery to
passive affections is to be ended, and the rightful ascendency
of the free mind established, he tells us by what process of
thought the power of these affections is abated; and
supplies us with some excellent rules, by following which
we shall preserve our rational balance amid the influences
that would sway us hither and thither, To render passion
harmless, we must get to know it. We must not allow its
external cause to linger in our imagination and bewitch it,
but must scrutinise it, define its exact relations to our
nature, so as to break up its image into clear and distinct



366 METAPHYSICAL, IMMANENT. [Book 1.

ideas. It is disenchanted, as soon as it is brought into the
lisht of adequate knowledge: an affection ceases to be
passive, when worked upon and superseded by activity of
intellect ; what was before confused loses its confusion,
when reduced by rational analysis. The exciting object,
thus treated, becomes dissociated from us, and takes its
place, not in our history, but in the outward order of natural
necessity ; and, when thus stripped of its aspect of causal
promise or individual free power, sinks in importance and
fascination ; while the emotion it excited, referred to our-
selves as a sensitive weakness incurred through limitation
of our proper essence, grows pale and faints away through
its own detection. Thus, selfknowledge becomes tanta-
mount to self-mastery. This effect in morals is analogous
to the changed view of individual ebjects which, in science,
follows a discovery of the energies and laws that subscribe
to produce them. To the eye of sense and imagination,
the world is an assemblage of concrete things, each of which
appeals to us as a detached individual. To the eye of
science, the world is made up of a group of energies or
separate types of movement, which, in their combinations,
set up the properties, of wider or narrower sweep, that
concentrate themselves in parts of space under the aspect
of objects. The ideas of these are the comsmunes notiones
with which all intellectual procedure works ; and they play
the same part in the ethical relation of outward things to
our feeling, as in their intellectual relation to our thought;
recombining the dispersive interest of countless insulated
objects into the sublime simplicity of a few comprehensive
laws. This selfknowledge, and subjection of the affections
to adequate knowledge, must be sought at times when we
are not agitated by them, but can see them as they are : the
rational estimate of them, which may then be gained, will
get associated with their idea and rise with them into
thought when they recur, so as to moderate or even disarm
them.

Subsidiary to this prescription, of intellectual dissolution
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of the passions, is the advice to form, in hours of impartial
reflection, a distinct preconception of the right life, with
detail sufficient to protect us on all sides from wavering or
surprise ; and to distribute and define this preconception in
fixed rules and maxims, impressed upon the memory, both
as general propositions and in examples of individual cha-
racter; e.g. that hatred is to be conquered by love: that
mutual friendship and seciety are the true source of self-
content: that men, like all other objects, are disposed of
by necessity of nature (he does not add, “and #iaf we, deing
men, are so foo’). With a store of such approved principles
at hand, that which best fits the passing crisis will be sure
to come to our aid, and serve as our ally in the conflict
with passion. In virtue of the parallelism of mental and
bodily states, these associations will not limit themselves to
the order of ideas, but will extend to the corporeal con-
ditions, and control the physiology not less than the psy-
chology of feeling. In Spinoza’s exposition of the rationale
of these counsels of moral wisdom, we have a remarkable
anticipation of the Hartleyan doctrine in its application to
the formation of %aebi#, whether in thought or in action.
Such rules as these are no doubt useful safeguards
against the illusions of captivated feeling ; yet they do but
put off the question ¢ Quis custodiet ipsos custodes?’ Rules
do not fulfil themselves, any more than a statute-book can
quell a riot: they need az executive to adapt and apply
them, and be the depositary of the power which they pre-
suppose and profess to guide. If we go behind these rules
and ask ‘to whom are they addressed?’ ‘on what activity,
on what judgment do they rely to set them in motion and
give them timely application?’ we are referred to nothing
but the mind’s owon essence,—and that after casting out the
imagination as a mere passive relation to the external
realm : the conatus of the understanding towards the reali-
sation of knowledge, with the satisfaction attending its
success, is the spring of agency on which all depends, the
primus motor of the resistance needed ; yet not the primus,
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for this essence itself is but a necessary mode of another
eternal essence, and is what it is in virtue of an attribute of
the Absolute. There is therefore no power to execute the
rules except the understanding that makes them ; and what-
ever that may be, it is predetermined in the nature of things
with no less certainty than the Pythagorean property in the
right-angled triangle: it can as little be made greater or
less, as the square of the hypothenuse can be made to
exceed the squares of the sides. Moreover, what is this
Mind, whose ‘essence’ is to put forth the energy? We
have been expressly warned against regarding it as more
than a mere ens rafionis, a fiction of logical abstraction, with
no other reality than that of the successive ideas, first of the
bodily affections and then of their ideas, which spin the
phenomenal thread of our life; and we are forbidden to
invest it with any °facu/ty; whether of reason or of will,
beyond the happening to us of grouped and serial ideas
according to certain laws. How this denial of ‘faculty,’ i.e.
power of doing, can be reconciled with the self-asserting
conatws for which so much is claimed that it is in fact made
to do duty as an Zgv, remains unexplained. Waiving this,
however, we still occupy the position, that the conatis of the
understanding is the sole agency in moral conflict, and is a
determinate quantity, which is not constituted by the person,
but constitutes him.

S0 much for the acfive side in this story of temptation,
The passive feeling which threatens to enervate it and leave
the field to Sense and Imagination, comes from external
objects, from the play upon ourselves of natures other than
ours. It i§, therefore, the expression of #heir pewer: the
conatus of their essemce, which contests the pretensions of
our own, and tries to hem it in and mar its development.
Since both the rival types are set up as modes out of the
same infinite attributes by inevitable deduction, it seems
strange that they should clash ; each we should expect to
have its own full right, without contradicting the other.
And confradict, in strict sense, it does not: it does not
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question the other’s Zru#/, but it wants the other’s room and
Zime s it is not about their eternal coexistence, but about
being born into actual existence, now and here, that their
quarrel is;‘ and it is only through this competition that
timeless essences can limit one another, and the finite spring
from the infinite. We are here upon the field of the second
kind of causality, the successive zaxus nafura, which deter-
mines the order of phenomena. Though the links of this
order are not logical, like the others, so as to be read &
priosd, but dynamic, discoverable only a pesteriori, yet are
they also adequately assured to us as zecssary. So that, in
every conflict between understanding and passion, the
powers really confronting each other are the two causalities,
the inner necessity of our essence, and the outer necessity
of the finite order of this scene of things. Inasmuch as
both of these are unconditionally, though differently, deter-
minate, the resultant of their collision, however hidden.
cannot be doubtful : the case is complete in the waafis of
one nature against the coma#us of others; beyond which
neither can step to modify the predestined award of victory.
The opposed natures are alike without originating power,
and are but the transmitting media of their respective
causalities, the one immanent, the other transitive: each of
which has its assignable sequence, modified only by pressure
of the other, and never picking up on its way the command
of an alternative.

If the determination of character is thus the mere adjust-
ment of two necessities, the diagonal of a parallelogram of
forces, it is plain that there is a total failure of all ethical

"conditions, as distinguished from physical. There can be no

obligation to the impossible ; and if what we are and do is
the sole possibility for us, there can be no duty to be and
do anything else. All the sentiments with which we retro-
spectively regard conduct, approval and disapproval, praise
and blame for others, content or compunction of conscience
for ourselves, all the awards of justice and institutes of law,
are baseless and illusory; and the feeling which is alone
VOL. L Eb
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appropriate to the differences of character is akin to that
with which we contemplate differences of temperament and
-feature. Whatever terms, originally ethical, we may retain,
must be thrown, like coins after a revolution, into the melt-
ing-pot, and reissued with a new image and superscription,
representing, instead of the scales of equity, the laurel of
ambition or the half-open flowers of hope : they must all be
prospective, an artifice of management, to extort, by stiraulus
of promise or check of deterrent fear, the conduct which we
want. But praise administered by way of patronage, indigna-
tion pretended by way of preventive, are tricks of discipline,
empty of moral affection, and are at best like the beneficent
insincerity of the physician who is intent on keeping up at
all events the spirits of his patient. I conclude therefore
that, in reducing the conflict of affections to a simple trial of
strength between two necessities, Spinoza leaves no reom
for a dectrine of Duty, and renders morality possible for
man, only in the sense in which you may predicate it of a
horse.

In treating the conflict between feeling and understanding
as an encounter of two necessities, I may seem perhaps to
misrepresent Spinoza ; inasmuch as he claims one of them,
viz. the activity of the mind’s own essence, as the very type
of Freedom, and in the last Part of his ¢ Ethica’ selects the
phrase ‘free man’ to designate the subject of this activity.
This is true; but the very same relation which is here
described as ‘freedom’ is in the earlier part of the work
taken as the true type of ‘mecessity’ For it is nothing else
than his ‘geometrical’ nexus, the-immanent sequence of the
explicit from the implicit contents of a defined essence,
which is the vital root of all his philosophy ; and it is to this
that he resorts whenever he wants the most impressive illus-
tration of necessity. The essences of things emerge from
the Divine attributes, the properties of men from the essence
of humanity, with the same ‘necessity’ that equalises the
radii of a eircle, and determines all modes to follow from
‘the nature of God.” That all nature is a scheme of neces-
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sity, and that we are but items in nature, is the main thesis
of the whole philosophy. The self-development, then, of
the mind’s essence is but an instance of this inevitable
sequence ; and if there be any sense in treating ‘freedom’
as opposite or different, it excludes freedom. The fact is
that, so long as Spinoza is treating only of his first type of
causality (the immanent) as if that were all, the idea of
necessary sequence has its own way in his mind with abso-
lute dominance: he has no relation to consider except that
between datum and inference. But, as soon as he alights
upen a second type of causality, which is not deductive, and
which determines not essences but existences, he has to
consider in addition their synchronous relation to each
other; this is one of mutual interference on the field of
time ; the essence of a thing cannot always fully express
itself in actuality ; and actual existence cannot be given to
what the essence forbids. What shall he call this new
relation,—this interruption of previously unhindered se-
quence? He can find no word for it but ‘necessify;’ so
we have ‘ necessity’ submitted to ‘ necessity;’ in contra-dis-
tinction from which its first state, prior to this submission,
is now called its Zreedomn. TEach cause is free when let
alone by any other ; it is but then also that its sequences
are absolutely wecessary. Thus it comes to pass that both
epithets are applied to one and the same process.

Of this usage I have two remarks to make: (1) If, to be
free, a cause must be left in sole occupancy, and abandoned
to its own uecessity, nothing is free ; and for Spinoza te
speak of ‘e free man’ is an inconsistency ; since, in his
view, the ‘mind’s own essence’ can never be in sole occu-
pancy : man is an object in nature, as well as a being in
himself ; nor can there be any separafe action of the two
causalities, which converge upon him as an extended and
as a thinking nature: they must always be concomitant.
(z) This use of the word ‘free’ is peculiar to the deter-
minists, and is tantamount to a pefifio principii on behalf of
their doctrine, The term was certainly intended to mark a

' Bhz
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feature which is special to rational and moral beings, and
which is not theirs in cominon with stones and raindrops
and carbon and oxygen. If ever we say that these sub-
stances are foee to fall, or to combine, we certainly employ
it in Spinoza’s sense, of the alsence of hindrance ; but we
are conscious of using it in another sense, when we say
Peter in denying his Master abused kis freedom. We still
mean that there was nofhing fo hinder; but ‘nothing to
hinder’—what ? Not, as before, some single thing, alone
possible to the nature, but either of tawo, both of which are
alike possible to the agent,—to tell the truth or to tell the
lie. And it is to express this disjunctive option that the
word has been evoked ; its extension to cases purely physical,
where there is neo choice, is figurative and secondary ; and
were this derivative meaning set up as the only one, a
familiar experience of human nature, the power of alterna-
tive causation, would stand as a vacant place, unmarked
and dumb. Deprived of ‘speech and langnage’ in which
to tell its tale, it slips out of notice and is ruled out of
existence.

There is thus no provision in Spinoza’s universe for pes-
sonal causation, or command of an alternative, or action for
an end as distinguished from action from a force. Both his
types of causality, nothwithstanding their difference, agree in
being ¢ efficient cansation, in which the determining element
is wholly out of the past, and the appearance of #wo pos-
sibles is stripped off as illusory, and nature is exhibited as

. having already chosen oze. He thus removes the essential
postulate and possibility of morals, and reduces the differ-
ences of character to the same footing with differences of
health or beauty. As Trendelenburg remarks (though in a
slichtly different connection), ‘Spinoza certaigly takes a
noble direction in his ethical conceptions ; but if they are
to hold good and be ratified, they must be more deeply
grounded in human nature '’

1 Historische Beitrdze zur Phil. B. IT. p. 100.
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§ 13. Destination of the Human Mind,

We have seen that Spinoza claims, as the crowning glory
of the intellectual love of God, that it is ‘ eternal ;° and as, in
doing so, he contrasts with it parts of cur mental nature
which perish with the body, he seems for once to use this
epithet as synonymous with ‘immortal.’” The proposition
thus opens a wider question than the ethical rank of the
intellectual love, viz. Spinoza’s doctrine of Death, and the
real meaning of the distinction which he draws between
what it leaves and what it takes away. Does he affirm
immortality for the individual mind, i.e. a conscious continu-
ance of intellectual activity and affection? Nothing more
plainly attests the obscurity of his philosophy than the
opposite answers to this question given by his chief inter-
preters. Camerer has no doubt that he meant to insist on
the immortality of the individual soul ; and in this he does
but enforce by new reasons the prevailing judgment of
earlier critics, Pollock, on the other hand, comes to the
aid of Lotsij,—the vigorous Dutch Spinozist,—in maintain-
ing the opposite opinion, which had already, on other
grounds, been held by Van der Linde and Sigwart. Be-
tween these extremes appear a number of critics in suspense,
who are content, like Kirchmann, with contrasting Spinoza’s
philosophical immortality with the Christian spiritual faith,
and saying that the former is good for nothing, from the
defect of moral interest and the virtual merging of per-
sonality. Of recent interpreters Camerer appears to me to
reason most closely from the dca probantia of his anthor’s
text ; and if he fails to convince me, it is chiefly because he
is too generous in crediting Spinoza with rigorous conse-
quentiality, and so supposing that he must mean exactly
that which, to be consistent, he ought to have meant. This
is never a safe assumption for a commentator to make ; and
in the present instance is rendered the less secure, because
Spinoza had already committed himself, both in his ‘ Cogi-
tata Metaphysica’ and the ‘ Short Treatise’ in the hands of
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his disciples, to a more sympathetic treatment of the doctrine
of immertality, which he might naturally desire rather to
qualify than to retract ; and because his extreme caution; not
simply personal but from tenderness and reverence towards
others, undoubtedly led him into degrees of reticence and
disguise of speech hardly compatible with uniform con-
sistency. We shall proceed with the safest steps in quest of
his real thought, if we attend first to his earlier doctrine ;
next, to the features of our nature which he excludes from
survival ; and then endeavour to estimate the kind of
“eternity * which is intelligibly predicable of the rest.

In the “Cogitata Metaphysica’ he reasons thus : ‘Since it
clearly follows from the laws of nature that a substance
cannot perish, either of itself or through any other created
substance, as I have already, if I mistake not, abundantly
proved, we are constrained to lay down that, by the laws of
nature, the soul is immortal. And on still closer insight
into the matter we shall be able most plainly to prove that
it is immortal. For, as just shown, the immortality of the
soul clearly follows from the laws of nature. Now the laws
of nature are decrees of God, revealed by natural light”
‘ Next, the decrees of God are immortal, as we have shown.
From all which we clearly conclude that God has made
known to men His immutable will concerning the duration
of the soul, not only by revelation, but also by natural light.’
‘Whence’ (he says, after removing an unimportant objection)
‘it is a most evident certainty that minds are immortal?’

Here, there cannot be the smallest doubt, the doctrine
avowed is that which is usually understood by the phrase
‘the immortality of the soul” Nor is there any reason for
supposing that the argument for it, founded upon the Carte-
sian admission of thought to the rank of Swdstance, was a
mere accommodation to a discarded philosophy. The work
in which it occurs, though elucidating Descartes’ principles,
does so by fresh and independent thoughts, which are en-
titled to the presumption of sincerity ; nor would a mcre

! Cog. Met. IL c. xii. Vol. IL. 502,
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expositor interlard his explanation with gratuitous professions
of personal confidence in proofs which, all the while, he
deemed to be invalid. His belief, therefore, during his first
philosophical period, is exposed to no fair doubt.

In the ‘Short Treatise,” ‘De Deo, &c. a different path is
taken, but apparently to the same point. If we accept as
Spinoza’s the note at the opening of the Second Part, the
soul is now ‘no substance,’ but only a mode of the attribute
of “thinking,’ as the body is a mode of ‘extension” Now
one body is distinguished from another, only by its par-
ticular ratio of molecular motion and rest, assumed, in the
case of the human body, to be that of one to three: so long
as this ratio, notwithstanding partial changes, remains true
of the aggregate of constituents, the identity of the body is
undisturbed ; but as soon as the changes are such as to
break it, the body becomes another, i. e. in the case of man
dies. Further, the idea or knowledge of a body is its soul,
which undergoes, as a thinking modus, exactly parallel
changes to those of the body: ‘so that the death of the body
is the annihilation of the soul, so far as it is a knowledge ofa
body provided with a certain given proportion of motion and
rest.” But, then, our soul knows something else than the body:
‘it isa mode in the thinking substance; so that it has this also,
besides the substantive extension, as object of knowledge
and love; and by uniting itself with this, it can render
itself eternal’’ Here Spinoza, it is plain, saves the soul
by some second relation from the fate which would be
involved in the extinction of the first: but there is some
doubt what this second relation really is. We may under-
stand it thus: on the death of the human body, the idea of
it (i.e. the soul) perishes: but the human body, on losing
its constitutive ratio of motion and rest, ceases, not to be
body, but only to be kumarn: it becomes another body ; and
with it, its idea ceases, not to exist, but only to be #haf
particular idea : it becomes #he idea of another body. For,
the thinking attribute of which it is 2 mode is infinite and

! De Deo, &c. P. I1. Pref. note, Vol, IL 29g.
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eternal, like the extended with which it is concomitant and
parallel ; and as one extended thing only changes into
another, so, along with it, does its idea only change into
;J:hothcr, passing from mode to mode of its own attribute,
without losing the character of an idea or soul. It is
obvious, bowever, that if this immortality by metamor-
phosis of identity were all that is meant, it would be
predicable, not of our soul in any distinctive sense, bug
of the souls universally with which Spinoza endows the
corporeal objects in the world.

I cannot persuade myself that he means to palm off this
barren form upon his readers-as a doctrine of human im-
mortality : 1 prefer to find in his words another meaning
which they not only will bear, but plainly require, unless the
verbs kmow and love are to be stripped of their proper
essence. We have already shown how the alleped parallel-
ism between extension and thinking has to give way in
favour of the latter, because, while each extended thing has
but a single companion in its idea, each idea is doubly at-
tended, apprehending at once both the extended thing and
also itself, the former as a mode of one attribute, the latter
as a mode of the other. In virtue of this difference, the
soul knows, not only the particular phenomena of which it
consists, and the particular bodily phenomena in corres-
pondence with'them, but the commeon properties of all these
phenomena in their respective kinds, 1. e. extension itself as
the essence of body, and thinking as the essence of soul:
in other words, God, in His cognisable attributes. To froze
is, in Spinoza’s view, to be mausled wit that which is known ;
its “formal’ essence becomes ‘objective’ in our thought,
involving also Jove, as a satisfaction of the rational comadus,
together with the idea of its cause. Under the influence of
these preconceptions, he sets up in the ‘ Short Treatise” the
bold principle, that if the-object known and loved is eternal,
so must be the soul that knows it: their intellectual union
secures to them that common predicate. And this is what
he means when he says that, “in knowing and loving think-

e
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ing substance, the soul so unites itself to this as to render
itself eternal! Add to this, that the object of possible
knowledge is infinite, and therefore the growth of under-
standing unlimited ; and the key is found to the following
passage: ‘it is to be further remarked that only love, &c. is
exempt from limits, 1. . will become more and more excel-
lent the more it increases, since it is directed upon an
infinite object; on which account it can grow for all eternity,
—a property to be found in nothing else. And this perhaps
will hereafter furnish us with matter, whence to prove the
immortality of the soul, and in what way this can be
realised .’ This promised proof is presented in the twenty-
third chapter, and stands thus: to find the duration of the
soul you have only to consider what it is, viz. an idea in
the thinking attribute of the All arising from the existence
of something present in nature. The duration or change
of this thing will give you the duration or change of the
soul. Is it only the perishable body? then the soul will
perish too. Is it something unchangeable and permanent 2
S0 too will its companion be ; for the soul united with the
imperishable has no cause of perishing, either intrinsic or
extrinsic?, This doctrine, that ‘union with God’ confers
mmmortality, certainly looks at first like a new argument for
the same conclusion which, in the ‘Cogitata Metaphysica,’
is drawn from the substantive nature of the soul; the only
difference being that now the persistence of the soul is
treated, not as inherent, but as dependent on the persistence
of its object. It would even appear that we have here a
deeper religious element ; instead of a mere metaphysical
continuity, a personal union of the human spirit with the
Divine, of far richer significance. This appearance, how-
ever, dissolves away, as soon as we quit the general proposi-
tion, and press for an exact account of its two component
terms that name the members of this ‘union:’ what does
Spinoza here mean by ‘God?’ and what by the ‘Soul?’

! De Deo, &e. P. II. xiv. Vol. II. 326, 327.
¢ Tbid. P. IL. xxifi. Vol. 1L 333.
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By the former, he means simply the universal base of
nature, its real as opposed to its phenomenal characters,
its two eternal ‘attributes’ with all that they necessarily
imﬁly, i e. the whole matter of exact knowledge. By the
latter, he means the “7dea’ of this, considered as its reflec-
tion, wherever found: not as yons idea, or mene, or as other-
wise appropriated, for it is all ome in if5elf, however cften
broken or distributed in finite consciousness; and a right
thought in a million people is still a single truth or true
idea. When Spinoza speaks, therefore, of ¢ our understand-
ing’ or ‘soul’ and attributes to it immortality, he refers,
not to the individual sample of our thinking nature, but to
that nature itself. ‘Your Will’ (or understanding) ‘and
mine,” he says, ‘are one and the same, and so we constitute
ane and the same pature, which is in continuous agreement
throughout .’ And the ‘power of tasting union with God’
he explains by the equivalent expression, ‘the power of
evolving true ideas’” When these substitutions are made,
to what does the doctrine amount, that the soul is an idea
in the thinking attribute, and abides or perishes according
as its object-matter is permanent or transitory ? Simply to
this, that frue thought will stand the fest of time; and Spinoza
may well say, that ‘he has proved, in a way different from
previous methods, the eternal and persistent duration of our
understanding?’ The human understanding, having been
identified with reality itself turned into idea, and reality
being God, both share the same eternity. This is an
immortality which, it is plain, has nothing to do with the
individual’s history, and could never be propounded by a
believer in ‘personal continuance beyond death. Sigwart,
admitfing this, still thinks that the earlier chapters which T
have quc_'»ted maintain the doctrine in the ordinary sense,
and are thus at variance with the later, which make much
nearer approaches to the ‘Ethica®’ I do not see the need

1 De Deo, &e. P. IL c. xxvi. Vol. IL p. 362,
2 Ibid. P. 1L c. xxvi. Vol II. p. 363.
# Spinoza’s Neuentdeckter Tractat. p. 83.
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of charging this inconsistency on Spinoza. Though he
recedes more and more, as his treatise advances, from the
stereotyped form of doctrinal language, and having given
the key to his thought, clothes it more freely in his own
terms, yet the older formulas are all along meant, I am
persuaded, to carry /s sense, and not their own ; and their
promise to the eye and ear rapidly vanishes under close
cross-questioning. He does not really establish on his
principle more than this: viz. that so long as there is deing,
there will be ideas ; so long as there are ideas, there will be
selt-conscious understanding ; i.e. knowledge is as imperish-
able as truth.

Turning to the ‘ Ethica,’ let us now notice the parts of our
nature which he surrenders to the fate of the body. To
appreciate the value of his profession ‘ Non omnis moriar,’
we must press him to tell us how much is to be covered by
the funeral pall. (1) Jmagination vanishes in death; for
it is through the affections of our body that we conceive the
existence both of other bodies and of our own, and of their
phenomena as actual : when the corporeal organism is gone,
the apparition of actually existing things totally vanishes ™.
(2) Memory also is wiped out ; for it is but the concatenation
of images of things outside the body, retained through the
affections of our own; and when the retaining tablet is
broken, the record is irrecoverably lost . (3) Loze towards
God, the most constant of all affections, must nevertheless,
so far as it is referred to the body, be destroyed with it?
What is meant by the qualifying clause, ‘ so far as it referred
to the body?’ I suppose, ‘so far as it is a personal feeling,
belonging to a finite Zgo’ The word ‘affection’ properly

meant with Spinoza only @ bodily change attended by feeling.

In extending it afterwards to the ‘intellectual love of God,’
he did not intend to carry over into this application the

¥ Eth, Vi xxi. ? Ibid. V. xxi. with II. xviii. Schol.

¢ Ibid, V. xx. Schol. : Concludere possumus hunc erga Deum amorem
omnium affectuum esse constantissimum, nec, quatenus ad corpus refertur,
posse destrui, #asé caem 1pso covpore.
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emotional feature of an affection, but to guard against the
notion of mere contemplative intellectuality, and preserve the
iden of active tendency able to satisfy itself. Hence, the “love
of God’ has affinities, on the one side, with the emotional

susceptibilities of the individual life, with its personal

memories and gallery of images; and, on the other, with
the pure understanding and its conafus towards more perfect
knowledge of necessary truth. In the former aspect it is
the predicate of an individual, is different in each of us, and
is ‘referred to the body;’ in the latter, it is the predicate
of intellect universally, and goes wherever it goes, being
impersonal and unsusceptible of appropriation; ‘it is referred
to mind alone.” If this be the true interpretation, the love
of God, as personal affection, drops with the body. (4) Be-
sides these features, which are expressly placed upon the
perishable list, we must, by inevitable inference, similarly
mark for extinction all characteristics of different human
beings by which they are distinguished from each other,
with the single exception of the particular gradations they
may respectively have reached on the homogeneous ladder
of necessary knowledge. For, varicties of genius, of skill,
of invention, of enthusiasm, are all dependent on imagina-
tion, on memory, on affection, even on bodily temperament ;
and if, as we are assured, ‘ the eternal part of the mind is
understanding, while that which perishes is imagination?;
all these rich varieties of type become the cast-off clothes of
the surviving humanity *

Now the question must be determined, What kind of exist-
ence, describablé as an identical continuation of the human
mind, remains for us, after these exclusions have been made ?
Can we form any ‘distinct and adequate idea’ of the resi-
duary heir of ¢ eternity ?’ If to abstract the understanding
in its essence from sense and imagination has been already
difficult, for the present life, where these depreciated functions

L Tith. V. xL Cor.
% See Camerer, p. T21, who draws this same inference.
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can at least play the pedagogue to their future superior, and
bring into its presence the bodies it has to reckon with and
analyse ere it can begin to learn its ‘eternal’ lesson, and
where, therefore, by successive training, the understanding
may be supposed able to set up for itself at last; how are
we to think of it, after it has buried its companions, and
survives alone, remembering nothing, bereft of its own
body, and neither perceiving nor imagining any other ;
able to reason, if it only had memory for the premisses ;
having intuition for ¢single things,” except that they must
be ‘eternal’ of which there are no more than two (ex-
tension and thinking); ‘loving God,’ i.e. trying eternally
to find the point in which these eternal parallels unite.
Difficult, however, as these conditions are, they have not
deterred Camerer from affirming that, for this remnant of
the human mind ¢ personal self-consciousness is claimed ;-
and the reasons which are conclusive with so thorough
a critic deserve respectful consideration. These may be
reduced to three : .

(1) Self-consciousness is treated by Spinoza as insepar-
able from every idea; and whoever has a true idea knows
that he has it, and cannot doubt its truth. To adequate
and true ideas he attributes survival beyond death: cer-
tainly, then, not without the attendant self-consciousness.
Ves, I grant it; wherever the true idea continues to exist,
there will also be found its inseparable selfconsciousness:
but this tells us nothing, till we know whether he who zow
fas it 1s the same as ##s former possessor who is now dead.
There is an ambiguity here in the word Self which may
deceive us: is it that the idea carries in it a consciousness
of ¢#s self ? or is it that the idea carries in it a consciousness
of my self? if the former, it does not matter in what per-
sonality, or in how many, the idea has its continuity ; it is

still true to its selfreflection. It is only in the latter case

that ‘personal selfconsciousness’ is involved. Now the
premisses of this argument have the former meaning: the

" conclusion is drawn in the latter. When Spinoza speaks of
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the ¢ human mind, and analyses its nature so as to part the
transient from the permanent, we shall miss his conception
1if we suppose him to be thinking of an fdividual sample of
that mind and not of its generic essence and character:
and especially when he deals with only its adequate ideas of
immutable realities, he ignores the distinction between this
and that individual, and treats ‘the human understanding’
as one organ of necessary truth. Let a reality be eternal, its
idea will be eternal; and that idea, wherever present, will
know itself to be true. This seems to me to satisfy the
requirements of Spinoza’s language.

(2) Appeal is further made to the following positions of
Spinoza’s : the ‘idea of the idea must no less belong to God
than the idea itself : if the idea itself belongs to God con-
sidered as constituting the human mind, i. e. if it is in the
human mind, so too must be the idea of it; or the self
consciouisness connected with it must be in the human
mind’’ Now the surviving adequate ideas are¢ in the
human mind, belonging to its essence ; so therefore must
be the self-consciousness connected with them, and share
its ‘eternity.’” The conclusion here again appears to me to
be invalidated by the same considerations. To say that the
idea’s self-consciousness, as well as the idea itself, must be
‘in God,’ means only that it must be in existence : given the
idea, its reflection is given. If, in particular, it is given in
the human mind, so then is the self-consciousness of it.
Applying this rule to the surviving adequate ideas, we must
grant them a self-conscious survival as necessary or eternal
truth. No doubt; but in what personal specimen of ‘the
human mind?’ of what thread of self-consciousness are
they a continuation? Do they acknowledge their relation-
ship to John Thomas, their c-depant subject, whose total
history is blotted out and in the dark? Can they be said
‘to survive, or to ‘continue’ anything, when there is no
Past, and time and phenomena have vanished, and put an
end to identity between things now and then? If a true

1 Eth. I1. xdiii.
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idea is the same, and its consciousness of truth the same,
always and everywhere, if this is the very meaning of its
being wecessary or sub specie eternitatis, it is eternal irre-
spective of personality, just as the equality of vertical angles
is a known eternal truth, whether in Euclid’s original Greek
or translated and € surviving’ in English. Spinoza, it should
be remembered, habitually gives unity to the totality of
human understandings by calling them ‘the eternal and
infinite intellect of God !} and treats each mind, not as an
integer, but as ga»¢of this infinite intellect ? : for the eternity
of an idea therefore it is, for him, quite indifferent in wha
part of this infinitude that idea may ‘survive Whoever
duly weighs the significance of this doctrine will find in the
evidence produced no affirmation of conscious personal
identity preserved through death.

(3) Yet another argument is constructed thus : the base
of all the necessary knowledge (sub specie eternitatis) which
constitutes the surviving part of the mind is described as
the kenowledge of e essence of the human body. Now the
knowledge of the human body is also the idea which gives
self-consciousness of the mind ; therefore that self-conscious-
ness must attach to the surviving part of the mind. This
argument has one advantage over its predecessors, viz. that
if it holds good, the Se/f of which it establishes a conscious-
ness is not of an zdea, but of an Zgo, viz. of the individual
mind which belongs to the individual body. But I fear it
does zot hold good ; the premisses being spoiled by an am-
biguous middle term; the ‘knowledge of the body’ which
is the foundation of necessary intellection is not the ¢ know-
ledge of the body ’ which gives the personal self-conscious-
ness: the former is a knowledge of the essence of the body?,

4 Eth. V. x1. Schol. : Mens nostra, quatenus intelligit, zternns cogi-
tandi modus est, qui alio cogitandi modo determinatur, et hic iterum
ab alio et sic in infinitum ; ita ut omnes simul Dei gternum et infinitum
intellectum constituant.

* Ibid. TL xlifi. Schol, ; Mens nostra, quatenus res vere pereipit, pars
est infiniti Dei intellectys,

* Thid, V. xxix
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i.e. of ex#ension, which is the essence of all body, and in
apprehending which we apprehend an infinite and eternal
attribute of God: the latter is a knowledge of the acual
body, as an individuum, carrying with it a similar apprehen-
sion of its concomitant idea, or mind, as an individuun’.
The one is absolutely simple ; the other is very complex:
the one contains only what is common fo aZ/: the other, the
contents of a res stugularis; and, what is more, it is in
virtue of this very difference that the eternal idea attaches
to the one, and the individual self-conseciousness belongs to
the other. Instead, therefore, of these two consequences
becoming linked together by the premisses, they are ac-
tually kept asunder by them. Spinoza, it is true, elsewhere
tells us of a knowledge which the mind may have of itself
precisely analogous to this knowledge of the body, viz
‘under the form of cternity;’ but the effect which he
attributes to it is something quite different from individual
consciousness,—rather opposite to it : ‘our mind,” he says,
‘so far as it knows itself and its body under the form of
eternity, has necessarily the knowledge of God, and knows
that it is in God, and is conceived through God?’i. e.is a
finite and phenomenal undulation of the infinite attribute
of thinking. :

On the whole, therefore, I believe that the disappearance
of the word ‘immortal’ from the ¢ Ethica’ has its full sig-
nificance, so far as Spinoza himself is concerned ; though
the obscurity in which his thought is wrapped was probably
not undesigned, but in accordance with the halfesoteric
purpose of the whole treatise. The substitution of the word
¢ eternal ’ involved one inconvenience, which did not escape
his attention. When it is employed, as in the connection
we have been examining, to express postexisfence, it is im-
possible to forget that it no less involyes pre-existence. Yet
Spinoza has throughout treated of the mind’s beginning, of
its growth, both as recipient and as active, nay, of its gain
¢ng these very ideas which, as sub specie efernitatis, belong fo

* Eth, IL. xv. 2 Thid, V. xxxs s =
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it as eternal, and constitute it eternal. His psychology has
been accommodated to the sclfconsciousness, with which
his metaphysics are at variance. To which then does he at
last adhere ?  He tells us plainly that the former is framed,
for convenience of exposition, on a fictitious hypothesis, the
misleading effect of which the reader can aveid by cautious
allowance': i. e. that the metaphysics, or doctrine of leing,
must be applied to correct the doctrine of knowing. This is
tantamount to treating personality and its consciousness as
illusions, and replacing them, as sources of knowledge, by
the assumption of universal and eternal necessity and the
deduction of all that follows from it. At all events, so far
as the human understanding is concerned, it is evident that
if, by deserving the epithet ‘eternal,’ it is saved from gerisi-
ing, it is equally rescued from orégination. Van der Linde
well sums up his review of these curious propositions in the
following sentence : ‘the immortality of the mind is here
only apparently deduced by Spinoza. For (firstly), it is not
the mind, but a semewhat (aligiid), which he calls (second-
ly), not immeortal, but eternal, and #%aZ without memory.

- This semewhat is literally an #mcognifum geid, and this

eternity no immortality ; for it is not the higher and con-

- tinuous unfolding of the subjective life. Spinoza explicitly

professes to have meant, by the word “ eternity,” not endless-
ness, but absolute timelessness. Eternity, not of a given
Subject, but of that subject’s idea of God (though in
Spinozism it is an inconsequence to speak of a Swdsect),
means only the eternity of Substance and its ideas. With
Spinoza, individualisation, being the ideal stamp of the per-
sonal, and therefore the determinate, is negasion, and, in-
volving as such Zemporal non-being, cannof tnvolve efernal
Deing®> :
I cannot refrain from adding, as a negative corroboration
of this judgment, that nowhere in Spinoza’s letters, in the

! Eth. V. xxxi. Schol.
_ ® Spinoza, seine Lehre und deren erste Nachwirkungen in Holland,

P75
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reports of his conversation, or in the description of his per
sonal traits, does any trace appear of an expectation beyond
this life, though he passed through private sorrows and
public dangers which could hardly leave such a thought, if
it was there, entirely dumb. And among the disciples who
gathered around him in his lifetime, and continued after-
wards to represent his school, the same silence may be ob-
served. Even when his philosophér’s mantle fell upon a far
different personality, upon the tender and devout Schleier-
macher, the blank upon the future remained, or was relieved
only by a mystic cloud that tried to hide it with a hollow
glow. I point to this feature in the history of the schoel,
not in the least as a reproach, but simply to show that the
interpretation which I have given is consonant with the
thought of Spinoza’s most intimate admirers.

§ 14. Place of Spinozism, and Bearing on Ethics.

In our preliminary grouping of Metaphysical systems, we
contrasted the Zrauscendental with the Joemanental by re-
ferring to the relative Range of the assumed primary Entity
and of its phenomenal manifestations ; the former treating
it as in excess of them ; the latter, as coincident with them.
Spinoza’s doctrine was selected as the best representative
type of the latter, in conformity with the universal estimate
of its essential character. Without at all withdrawing it
from this position, which to all intents and purposes it
practically holds, I may notice, for exactness’ sake, a feature
of it which might seem to claim for it a place in the other
category. The Cosmos, i. e. e2r Cosmos, the total Nature
of which we can speak, not only is provided for by the
parallel attributes of extension and thinking, but is all that
they have done: they are the immanent cause of its entire
contents, which at the same time leave none of their causality
unexpressed. If at this point Spinoza’s doctrine came to an
end, its place among systems would define itself sharply
enough. But he goes on to say, that, besides this pair of

e
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attributes, the Substantive unity has an infinite number
inaccessible to us and unexpressed in our universe. Here
then we are required to think of an outlying margin of
causal being, to which no actual effects, but only possible,
are assigned; and this is precisely the feature which charac-
terises a theory as frauscendental. Have we then misplaced
Spinoza? and ought we, in virtue of this vast reserve of
Divine power, to have associated him with Plato? By no
means ; and that for two reasons: (1) his unlimited store of
anonymous attributes is a mere logical adjustment, needed
in order to equalise his Substance, when explicitly taken tn
ferms af its attributes, with the same Substance in the unity
of its definition : having there called it ‘absolutely infinite,’
he could not leave the number of its attributes finite. But,
having thus saved his consistency, he makes no use of the
vacant infinitude which he has provided: it never appears
upon the scene of his theory; but remains just as unem-
ployed as the gods whom Epicurus, on the pretence of
consulting for their ease, complimented and bowed out of
existence. It is, therefore, permissible, in estimating the
working influence of the theory, especially in its ethical
elations, to treat this retired element as though it were not.
(2) But further: if any of these overlapping attributes came
forward so as to be reckoned with, they would bring with
them a proportionate addition to the cosmos, and maintain
the equation between the actual and the possible. And it
is the same, Spinoza would tell us, in their existence behind
the scenes: from each of their essences, whatever it is,
follows the train of derivative natures with their properties,
just as, for us, the manifold laws of body and mind flow
from extension and thinking: only, their province in the
universe is dark to us, as ours perhaps is dark to them.
This supplementary conception, which reinstates the imma-
nental character, is no doubt true to Spinoza’s thought: but,
for want of it, his doctrine has the appearance of giving an
infinite enlargement to the original Substantive Being, beyond
the requirements of the cosmical aggregate of phenomena.
erz
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We must let Spinoza stand where his real thought, and not
where this mere semblance, would place him.

. A different fundamentum divisionis for Metaphysical
Systems, not by the range but by the gualify of their First
Cause, has been adopted and applied by Trendelenburg, in
an admirable ‘essay on ¢ The Ultimate Difference of Philo-
sophical Systems’.’ All differences of Ontological theory
run up, he tells us, into ong, expressed in the question,
“Which is first—Force, or Thought?’ The Materialist
postulates the former, to begin with; and whether he lodges
it in atoms, or in determinate points of free space, whether
he tries to work with it as homogeneous, or starts with given
differences, as of attraction and repulsion,—he conceives of
it as blind and unconscious; and treats the rise of feeling
and intelligence as its ulterior result, far down in the history
of its changes. The Spiritualist inverts this order of rela-
tion; postulates Mind as primary Agent and owner of Force,
and attributes to its intelligent Will the origination and
disposition of matter and its phenomenal order, as well as
the conscious and thinking beings that make up its organic
province. Passing in review the great historic types of
speculation, and assigning each to one branch of this alter-
native, Trendelenburg arrives at Spinoza’s, and finds it
refractory to his disposing hand. If he had begun with
Extension, he would have sided with the Materialists; if
with Thinking, with the Spiritualists: but, as his Substance
is Botk, he refuses an advantage to either, and makes them
look up to a ferziin guid, which is neither Mind nor Matter,
but an anterior &, which transcends their antithesis. Spi-
noza thus occupies a balanced position, outside the Dual
classification : so that you eannot apply to him any of the
predicates in current use for characterising contrasted philo-
sophies. This, at least, was his intended peculiarity, by
which, if rigorously carried out, he might reasonably hope
to baffie conventional criticism. It is shown, however, that

1 Ueher den letzten Unterschied der philosophischen Systeme. His-
torische Beitrage zur Philos. 1L 1.

—,

Branch IL] SFINOZA. 380

he was unable to maintain the equipoise between the two
opposite tendencies; but was obliged (in ways already
explained) to give a vast preponderance to the Thinking
altribute in the genesis of phenomena; and so, in spite of
himself, to lean to the spiritual side.

There is a fascinating logical neatness in this estimate:
but whether it is wholly true depends on a condition that
lies behind the terminology employed. If Spinoza’s Exten-
sion and Thinking, as attributes of Substance, are synony-
mous respectively with the Matter and Mind of other
systems, Trendelenburg’s adjustment is unimpeachable : if
not, they do not afford the means of directly comparing his
theory with theirs. Now, the evidence is irresistible that
the ‘attributes’ meant, for Spinoza, not Body and Mind, but
the prior whence body and mind were to come,—the possi-
bility of them and certainty of them as to follow ; and that, in
making them ‘attributes’ of ‘Substance,’ he intended to
destroy their antithesis as a reality, and say that they both
grow from one toot, and are only relatively different, onto-
logically the same. They-are not yet Matter and Mind ;
nor can the preponderance of one over the other be treated
as any suffrage in favour of the Materialist or the Spiritualist.
To see this clearly, it is only necessary to collect a few of
the marks by which Spinoza expressly distinguishes his
Substance, ¢ud Thinking, from what we mean by Mind.

(1) It will not be questioned that Jniention, ot acting for
an end, is an indispensable feature of Mind ; and any philo-
sophy which sets up »ois as the source of things resorts to
it on this account, because it is a prescient cause. But Spi-
noza absolutely denies to his Natura Naturans all action for
an end?, and reduces it to mere blind effectuating power ;

! Eth. T Appendix. Commenting upon Spinoza’s argument that ¢if
God acts propier finem, he acts from desire and must feel some wanz,’
Samuel Tayler Coleridge says (Marginalia to Paulus’ Spinoza, Vol. 1L
p- 72) : ¢ Minime propier finem in hoc sensu, sed czm fine, nempe quia
infinite cogitans est. - Hanc vero Appendicem inmter infirma Spinoze
ratiocinia audenter statuo, et quz in omni parte indigentiam sanioris
critices aperte testatur.  Contra sua ipsius principia affectiones Temporis
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and this, not in the line of exsexsion only, but in the #inkine
attribute no less. We need not ask what ‘thinking’ there
can be in ‘necessity’ pushing on deduction from behind,
without pursuing the advance into a defore. it is sufficient
to say that a process so cut off, and stepping unconsciously
forward in automatic somnambulism, is not what any one
ever meant who supposed the universe evolved from Thought.
It amounts at most to the achievement of a calulating
mac/ine, which certainly turns up the equivalents of thought
without thinking; but only because, instead of being an
originating cause, it is simply a tool preadjusted by an in-
telligent agent for the end which it is to elicit.

(2) A more direct indication of the same thing is found
in the denial of Intellect and Will to God, and the express
restriction of them to the Nafura Naturata®, These, it will
not be disputed, enter into the very essence of ‘Mind;’ and
it they have a genesis lower down than the Supreme Cause,
that cause is something short of mind ; and whatever is in-
cluded in its infinite thinking’ attribute is #o# Thought,
but an fenotum guid which usurps the name.

(3) This is confirmed by Spinoza’s remarkable admission
that what, in God’s nature, is covered by these predicates, is
really no more intellect and will, than the dog-star is a bark-
ing quadruped®. This is only another way of saying, that
whoever assigns to God the properties of Mind,—affirming
e.g. that ‘God is a Spirit,” utters a foolish thing,

(4) When pressed by his disciples, Spinoza explains that
by fufellectus he means diznking by ideas ; that this is not
only the human mode of thought, but would still belong to
Intellectus,even if it were infinite ; yet does no# belong to
God as Natura Naturans, but exclusively to the Natura

Lost et Privs cum Ente eterno commiscet, et Sophistam contra Sophistas
agit.” He adds, ‘ Nowhere does Kant manifest his superiority to all
preceding philosophers more convineingly than in this'question of Final
Causes : vide his Ground Unique for demonstrating the Being of God,
and the chapter in his Urtheilskraft,’ .

t Eth. T. xxxi, xxxii. Cor. 2.

# Ibid. I. xvii. Schol.

T
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Naturatal. From Cogitatio, therefore, as expressing the
Divine nature, all Jdeation, or conscious mental process, 15
shut out,—all distinction between Subject and .Objec‘t,.all
apprehended relations to finite beings. Well might Simon
de Vries confess himself at a loss to understand what could
be meant by ‘Zhought not by ideas;’ because he found that,
in getting rid of the ideas, he had nothing left_. Whether he
was satisfied with Spinoza’s answer, to this effect,—‘of
course you haven’t, because you are only a mode, apd_ ic_Ieas
are the modal way of thinking ; but if you were 7es ipsissima,
you really would not miss them,'—we are not told!. If he
ventured to ask,—‘How do you know that¥—it would
have been pleasant to see the reply. But, for our present
point we learn enough, viz. that #ke whole of wirh.:.lt we‘qual
beings mean by Zhought is absent from the Divine thmk:{lg,
and must be unconditionally denied of the Substantive
Cause. < o :
Against these unambiguous indlf:a.txons I find nothlr‘lg
adduced, except the frequent assertion,—‘In God there is’
this or that idea; or the inference,—* In God there must
be’ this or that kind of knowledge or self-consciousness.
As, in these cases, the word ‘God’ is always us.{-:d of the
Natura Naturata, these phrases are altogether irrelevant.
Where they occur in the asser#ive form, the restriction of
their field, if not otherwise evident from the context, is
marked by the qualifying clause,—guaienus cz_!zgz{a mada
affectus, or, guatenus per mentem humanam explicari potest :
and where in the znferential form, by the fact that the
inference is drawn from the parallel course of the two
attributes through the modes; evincing that the argument
is moving entirely on the plane of derivative being. .
When to these express intimations from the Metaphy;n:_al
side, we add the Moral, or rather unmoral, c}_lamcterlstlc,
that the lover of God is to expect no return, 1n§tsmu¢h as
God, having no affections, neither loves nor hates, it becomes

! Epp. VIII, IX. two very instructive letters.
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irresistibly evident that Spinoza’s ‘thinking attribute,” how-
ever preponderant over the extended, involves no ascendency
of Mind over Force in his theory of the origin of things,
and does not justify us in claiming his vote on the Theistic
side of the great controversy. As little can we say, that he
holds the balance even between them. He gives to Thought,
in any sense which saves the word from an absolute blank,
o place, great or small, at the Fountain-head of causation,
but brings it on to the stage after the opening and among
the products of the cosmical drama. His guarded language
cannot disguise the fact that, for him, it is not Mind that
gives birth to Nature, but Nature that gives birth to Mind.
And when that mind comes upon the scene, it is in finite
samples only, the aggregate of which, in their true and
therefore concurrent ideas, constitutes the only intellectual
unity there is,—*the Infinite Understanding’ of the world.
So much for the Metaphysical aspect of Spinozism.
Though it is foreign to my proper subject to dwell upon its
relation to Physics, it may be well to mark, 7z #ansitu, its
chief Zecuna on this side,—the absence of any coherent
doctrine of Causality. Starting with the lines of ‘geo-
metrical’ sequence, as the proper type of causal necessity,

he no sooner alights upon work which this will not do, than

he silently sets up another type, #he dynamic order of physical
nature, whereby concrete objects and individual phenomena
are successively produced, one out of another fn ffinitum.
And this he does without apparently discovering that he has
passed iz alind genws, and therefore without bringing the
two conceptions within the embrace of any common theory.

In its ethical relations, Spinoza’s system escapes the
inconsistencies of Malebranche by complete surrender to
determinism ; at the cost, however, as we have seen, of the
conception of Dufy, and of all basis for what are recognised
as the proper Moral Sentiments of mankind, Identifying
the possible with the actual, he finds regret and condemna-
tion for failure of what might have been, and ought to have
been, out of keeping with the order of the world. Man is

-
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a ‘spiritual automaton®;’ and nothing can be demanded
from him except that which, from moment to moment, he
will unfailingly produce. The automaton indeed, if it be
out of order, may be mended ; provided the neighbouring
automata are so constructed and wound up as to get hold
of it, and carry the proper tools for opening its inside, and
rubbing off its rust, and oiling its joints, and riveting its
broken springs : but it can no more mend itself than it can
wind itself up. The extension of a mechanical theory of
nature to the human mind and life is necessarily fatal to
their moral aspect and pretensions, and brings the whole
world within the domain of Pkysics.  Rather than consent
to this, both Plato and Descartes, as we have seen, allow
to the mind a self-moving power, which is a mechanical
absurdity and a moral certainty. We find them, though
aware of the rivalry, coquetting, now with the necessity of
nature, now with the liberty of man; not pretending to
reconcile them, but resolved to let no logic snatch away
half the beauty of the world. The intellectual Puritanism
of Spinoza could least of all bear a divided allegiance. He
cared little what world he lived in, provided it were only
one. Even the two eyes given wherewith to look at it
disturbed its unity too much for him; and to secure the
simplicity of a monocular view of it, he drew the lids over
the retina most sensitive to the phenomena of conscience
and the lights of character, and saw it all as an organism of
absolute decrees. In such a universe, all things that are
have equal right to be ;—except, indeed, our approval of
them, or disapproval, which alone are out of place.

L De Intellectus Emend. Vol. I p. 20. The expression is prohably
suggested by Descartes' Fassions, § 16, where the idea is limited in its
application to movements of the body and the * Animal spirits,” which
take place without the will. Spinoza extends it to the whole nature.
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BOOK II.

PHYSTLGCAT:

COMT E.

Tur philosophers hitherto examined have concurred in
recognising a permanent ground and eternal entity from
whose essence all else is deg/;c Th&;ﬁ ha\e furt‘?_{ mﬁ{{”&w_
assumed that this absolute’ dpyy’ 15 co«msahle by ou
faculties, and indeed is the proper oblec t of their hlghest
| quest ; that, when found and realised in thought, it is the
i true key to the interpretation of whatever lies around or

! within us ; - and that only in so far as it is S thus apprehended

{25

and apphed can we be said to have Znozeledge, or to exercise

that intellect which is our distinctive prerogative. They

agree moreover in identifying their ultimate principle with

God, s0 as to make the province of knowledge conterminous

with that of religion. In both Schools, the order of actual
development is represented as taking place from the supérior

to the inferior, from the more Ecrfect whole to the less
Imc in Plato higher thoughts, in Spinoza

e ERLD pps-more comprehenswe powers, are the source of whatever is
bg i2ely Indiv 1dua11} presented to experience; and are the means by
Ef‘f«w 25 w,}gvhmh we understand it. It is by participating in the
original intellectual factor of the universe, that man is able
to comprehend himself and the scene in which he is placed.
| So that, every way, the absolute is interpreter to the relative,
the eternal to the temporal, the cause to the effect, the

6
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§susan) has hitherto remained undisturbed.
By @Jrﬁom appearance, is not a higher reality, but an empty
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COMTE. 3'95
hyperphysical to the physical, the logical to the perceptible.
Whether, with Plato, we assign to this higher principle an
existence out beyond the orwmatiuu iverse in sgg.ge and
time, or, with Spinoza, treat the A atirans and {ammm as
coextensive, makes indeed many important differences in |
result and application ; but none in this respect, that our| ™
ultimate faith reposes upon an onfo/ggical foundation.

The system to which we now address ourselves denies
all these propositions, and reverses every postulate which
Being, as distinet |
2 m&u.w}
fiction; lon ; and, were it otherwise, would be wholly be} ondg
}our cogmsance Hurmn reason h'lb no other Ob]ect than

coc:ustt.mc 5 but all enquiry after their cguses is an illusory
play of imagination. What the earlier systems described
as the sole business of philosophy is here regarded as the
special sign of unreason ; and the empirical processes which
i their view fell short of the proper aim of human intelli-
gence are here constituted the essence of all knowledge.
That which is neagest i¢ (@nse has priority in certainty, as
well as in time of appr&. nsion ; and general propositions |
have no more truth and worth thun may be brought into |
them by the particulars which they consolidate in 2 single )}
formula. Whatever we are in the habit of opposing to the (
physical, the relative, the originated,—viz. the hyperphy sn:al,!
the absolute, the causal,—is a phantasy of thought, and no
| object of human knowledge, whether first or last. To ac-{ \

e cumulate facts and detect their order; to apply to them the | i
. ‘zauge of quantity; to observe the relationb of their laws,

. and follow the ‘traces of expanding generalisation ; con- |
stitutes the business of Seience : while that of Philesophy is E e
simply to survey and methodise this process, and exhibit
it as the logical organon of the human intellect. This
doctrine, it is evident, agrees with the schemes of Plato |
and of Spinoza in approaching Man from the side of |
Nature beyond him, so that anthropol gy is but the inner )
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circle reached by contracting the circumference of a wider
| realm. But it differs from them, in limiting itself to the
| field of observation and induction, and denying all reality
\ except 2o phenomena. Tts first requisite for the true philo-
sopher is to rid himself of all notion of Substance as the
ground of manifestation, of Causality as the source of
effects, and to let the universe resolve itself before him
into Tacts like and unlike serial and synchronous. Of this
doctrine we are fortunate enough to have a thoroughgoing
recent representative in M. Comte; and an English inter-
preter, perhaps of less original genius, but of far more
balanced judgment, in J. S. Mill. The latter will most
fitly come under review in a future chapter of this treatise.
The writings of the former, who made the systematic
exposition of the Physical doctrine the business of his life,
and projected an cthical and social organism in conformity
with it, will naturally fumish us with the best means of
delineating its contents and appreciating its character.
I must premise, however, that not every Physical system
repudiates metaphysical conceptions as peremptorily as
Comte. The notion of Causation, if only in the shape of
Force, and that of Subsfance, if only under the name of
Atoms, have been so prevailingly retained in the schools
| of inductive physics, as to have coloured the whole lan-
;{ guage of natural science, rendered its relations absolutely
| inconceivable without them, and become responsible for
%some of its most signal discussiens. Boscovich, Dalton,
and Grove,—to' omit less noted examples,—show that,
since the time of Bacon, not less than before, the men most
familiar with the experimentai sciences have been unable
to dispense with the conceptions which Comte insists on
banishing. e himself appeals, not only to Bichat and
Gall, but to Zhales and Pythogoras, as his own proper
antecedents, and claims to be the modern representatlijve
of their intellectual tendency. But the Tonian School

el onln e
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presents no feature of resemblance to him, beyond ap-

pearing on the same physical field. It expressly aimed
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I know not how the Ionic philosopher can afford any
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at the discovery of some one material principle from |

whose transformatigns the w'erse ﬁ:ight be evolved ;

and whether water, air, or fire was assumed, the process

through which it was conducted was neither more nor less

than a Cosmogony?’. Unless, therefore, it be simply as

practical engineer and mathematician at the Couwrt of

Sardes, who computed a solar eclipse and embanked the

Halys for King Creesus, or else as chief of the Seven Sages, s *"“"yﬁ

: S Lo e o

analogy to the founder of Positivism. Still less does the %Cf?ﬂx

Doric genius of Pythagoras belong to the same type. Far[Z "

from proclainiing that phenomena alone are cbgnisable,f :

he sought to derive them from a higher principle; in se- T o o o

lecting which, he passed out beyond the material elements r,;i“fzfgt:'

of the Ionians, and pitched upon the relations of Numberis

and Measure, as objects at once of perception and intellect,

and fit to mediate, therefore, between the world of matter Wise Lo B

and oftbgL_lgal}t This ascription of causal power and cos- s

mical reality to mathematical entities is the very essence of %@M

the Pythagorean philosophy on its physical side. A less mjam»ﬁ

inaccurate comparison is afforded by Heracleitus ; whose k:;“yrw"’:,‘]

doctrine of the perpetual succession and genesis of things, :gﬁg:‘,..;:n,,,:

in reaction from the ontology of Xenophanes which had W

denied all motion and changg, corresponds very nearly withiz"g @‘f@ﬁ

the exclusion by the Positive Philosophy of anything more ﬁhﬁ“ﬁ‘;&_&&

real than phenomena. But even here we do not find the! 74z - &

notion of Causation discarded, or intellectual curiosity con- |

tent to forego all questions of origination. This School |

not only observed, but speculated on the genesis of things; :

deducing it from the conflict of opposites meeting on the |

same point, and establishing an equilibrium or harmony of 1

positive and negative; and, under the symbol of fire, I.f.

representing the everliving force or element of motion §

presupposed in every manifestation of physical change. |

As in the School of Elea we meet with the doctrine 'fmqlﬁa:.q;;

of pure substantive reality, so in that of Heracleitus we ::X%fﬂ
; 1 See Aristot. ﬁaph A, 3. 983 b—cBy a. e




pwritings acrid with class antipathies. But the chief cause ¢
is to be found in the fact, that, like Bacon, he occupies 2. |
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encounter that of _pyzeﬂffbm: ﬂof change ; and since the one
afforded no means of establishing an ezolution, and the
ather could give no account of its correlative substratim,

reiali iy
the Atomists sought to combine the two, by domesticating
the fnmce in given indivisible fundarmntal cqggj,ltuems
discriminate m form bg_t_ not in attan;gg The evolu-
tions of nature: “ereﬂéxpia;'nea'*ﬁ—htﬁe permutations and
local movements of these countless elements; all quali-
tative difference being resolved into guantitative variety.
In all these instances, it is evident how little the genius of
ancient philosophy could refrain, on Comte’s own field,
from the gravest offences against his prohibitory maxims.
Even when dealing, like himself, only with Nature and her
phenomena, these Schools derived their whole impulse from
the desire to pass behind the veil, and explain in their]
source, as well as dispose in their order, the assemblage ofl
effects. The problems which they attempt to solve are |
those which Positivism forbids ; it is-simply in the difference |
of their solutions to these problems ‘that School is dis-!
tinguished from School.

It is a curious fact that this philosopher’s laurels should
be chiefly English. In France and Germany his reputation
has not assigned him to the first rank of thinkers ; and it is
only in recent histories of modern Philosophy that his name
has begun to appear. In part, no doubt, this is due to the
same causes which so long detained Schopenhauer in un-

. merited obscurity ;—the absence of an Academical position,

and, as in the case of the Frankfort recluse, the consequent |
contempt for all Professional plhilosoply,—a contempt 502
sore as to defeat its own aim, and create a distaste forj

position outside of philosophy, and deals not with the laws
of thinking so much as with the matter of thought ; classi-
fying the sciences according to the properties with which
they deal, and giving an encyclopedic view of their relations.
Here it is that his large grasp of thought becomes apparent ;

A————
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not in any solution of the difficult problems of philosophy,
but in a better reaul_si_tiEMt of knowledge, and a clearer
apprehenswn of the resources of each | zmtrumem of research,
Towards psychology, logic, metaphysics, and theology, he
presents only a blind or negame side ; simply denying their
worth or even existence ; and as he is content to do this
dogmatically, without at ail entering into their problems, or
showing any appreciation of their conditions, he presents no
front for attack or discussion on this side; forit is impossible
to refute mere oracular contempt. He begins by assuming
the postulates of empirical perception; and erects upon
that basis, without question of its security, the structure
which is to lodge every element of human knowledge. In
this respect he differs from Kant, who no less denied the | {
validity of the speculative processes of the metaphysician 5.'
and theologian ; but instead of merely chalking their house !
as empty, thundering at the door to make a hollow sound,
and then running away into more populous streets, he |
entered with searching patience into the interior, and
traced all their winding passages, following their own clues
to show whither they would lead. It is the unsupporteli
pretension to legislative universality, involving the arbitrary |
confiscation of whole provinces of human thought, thu.tﬁ
provokes resistance to the French dogmatist, and hinders
the recognition of his extraordinary merits.

§ 1. Life and Personaliiy.

For reasons which will presently appear, the story of
Comte’s life supplies essential aids to the appreciation of
his philosophy ; and partly with intention, partly with un-
conscious self-revelation, he furnishes these in a series of
prefaces to his volumes and letters to disciples or public
men, The son of a tax-gatherer at Montpellier, he was born,

,in 1798, into a family equally Catholic and Monarchieal® ;

and impervious as he long seemed to this influence, the
1 Phil. Pos. VI Pref. vi
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response of his nature to it was rather deferred than absent;
and to his mother especially (née Rosalie Boyer) he ulti-
mately conceived himself indebted for his essential qualities
‘of mind, as well as of heart and character, though at home
he had not loved her as her wirtues and misfortunes
deserved . At nine years of age he was sent to the local
High School,—one of the Lycées which Napoleon bad
established under prevailing ecclesiastical direction; but
whatever profit he gained from his five years’ study there,
the benefit which he best remembered was, that they
‘emancipated him from all theology,’ and even made short
work with any dabbling in metaphysics, and left him
equipped, at fourteen, for a career, on the one hand, of
devotion to the definite sciences, on the other, of zeal for
political and social regeneration® To the Polytechnic
School at Paris, whither he next proceeded, he carried a
proficiency in mathematics which enabled him to turn its
admirable course of instruction to the best account, and
rapidly to reach the borderland of knowledge which, it is
generally supposed, exact methods of measurement cannot
cross. He felt dissatisfied with such sudden termination of
the scientific highway; and cast a longing eye over the
ulterior provinces of biology and social law, to see whether
some continuous road could not be engineered across them,
which should bring them into the same intellectual empire®
This presentiment of his future hicrarchy of sciences pro-
bably found expression in some form too little respectful
towards existing ideas and teachers ; for in 1816 he incurred
expulsion for breach of discipline, notwithstanding his
acknowledged merits in the classtoom. Thus thrown out
of his career, he was expected to take refuge at home: but
Paris had spoiled him for Montpellier; and, in spite of his
parents’ remonstrances, he determined to face the world
alone, and, remaining where he was, to seek a maintenance
by private mathematical tuition, and in its intervals to work

! Pol. Pos. I. Pref, 12. 2 Tbid. 1. Pref. 6.
3 Phil. Pos. VI. Pref. vii:
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out his still vague conceptions of intellectual and social
reconstruction®. In the first object he succeeded, to the
modest measure of his material wants ; the second incurred
delay through the interposition, in 1818, of an unfortunate
influence whlch, he confesses, disturbed for a while, without
really interrupting, the spontaneous evolution of his thought.
He was fascinated by the specious but sophistical preten-
sions of the Comte de St. Simon ? and drawn within the
circle of his Scl hool, in common with Thierry, Rodriguez,
Bayard, and Enfantin ; and it was at his instigation, and in
his Review (/' Organisatenr), that he produced, in April, 1820,
his first published essay, Sommaire Appréciation de Fenserm-
ble du Passé moderne ; and it was in sequel to St. Simon’s
Catichisme des Industriels, and under St. Simon’s name, that
in May, 1822, he printed a hundred copies of his Plan des
Travaunx sclentifiques nicessaires pour riorganiser la Sociéts,
which, when reproduced two years after, under his own
name, received the second title Sys#ime de Folitique Positive,
and served henceforth as the intended serm of his future
Lhilosophic Positive®. Though this essay was declared by
St. Simon to present his doctrine of society under too severe
and € Aristotelian’ an aspect, and to slight its poetic and re-
ligious elements, the disagreement cannot have occasioned
any total rupture of the young author’s relations with him *;
for they were prolonged, as he tells us, through six years:
and we find Comte still in the interior circle of confidants
who surrounded the deathbed of St. Simon on May 19, 1825,
and received his warning words, ¢ Not to suppose that
rellglon can ever die, and to remember t that without enthu-
siasm notking great can be achieved” He did not associate

himself with the St. Simonian organisation which survived

L Phil. Pos. VI. Pref. x, xi. % TIbid. Pref. note vii-ix.

3 Pol. Pos. IV, Append. Pref. Gen. iil, and 4. 47.

* See St. Simon’s Preface to Comte’s Systéme, Envres XXX VIIIL,
Catéchismae, 3™ Cahier, closing thus: ® Notwithstanding the imperfec-
tions which we find in M. Comte’s work, from its satisfying only one
half of our views, we formally declare that to us it seems the best
production ever published on general politics,” p. 5.

NOE: T, Dd
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but his external relation to it cannot
have been unfriendly, for during the next year he contributed
to its representative journal (/2 Producteur) two considerable
essays: viz.in November 1825, Considévations philosophigues
sur les Sciences ef les Sawants ; and in March, 1826, Con-
Stdérations sur le Pouvoir Sprrifuel’. Inthe following month
he opened, at his private lodgings, the course of lectures
which constitute at once his fundaimental and his crowning
work, before an audience including Alexander von Hum-
boldt, De Blainville, and Poinsot. It sums up, he tells us,
the results of his studies since he left the Polytechnique?.
As the last six of the ten intervening years present him to
us in unbroken literary co-operation with the St. Simonians,
it is less surprising that they should refer some kindling of
his genius to the inspiration of their leader, than that he
should resent the claim, and fiercely denounce him as fa
depraved juggler’ (un jonglur dépravé®), who had neither
letters nor science, and had done him nothing but mischief,
except by confirming his conviction, already obtained from
the economists, of the growing social importance of the
modern industrial development. It is impossible, at present,

but, to prepare the way, a few words must tell the forgotten
story of the St. Simonian sect, so far as it illustrates the
relations between the two philosophers. -

Its founder (Claude Henri), grandson of the Duke who
was the friend of Fénelon and author of the ¢ Memoirs of the
Court of France under Louis XIV. and his Successors,” was
born in 1760, and received, from D’Alembert and other
eminent teachers, the liberal education due to his rank. A
mixed impulse, of generous sympathy and eagerness for
personal distinction, carried him at the age of seventeen
into the army of Washington in the colonial struggle for
independence. The close of the war and the death of his

1 S, Simon’s fml’ace to Comte’s Systéme, (Euyres XXXVIIL Caté-
chisme, 3®=° Cahier, and PP 137, 177.

2 Phil, Pos. L v.; VI ix, x. § Pol. Pos. JIL Pref. xv, xvi.
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father in the following year left him free to follow the pre-
dominant bent of his nature, viz. ‘to study the course of the
human mind in order to work for the advancement of civi-
lisation.” But his restless and flighty will seemed incapable
of steady purpose ; and he frittered away fifteen years and
the greater part of his fortune in resultless travels and dis-
appointed projects of industrial reform. Convinced at last
that the social regenerator needed a depth of knowledge
and a range of experience which he had never gained, he
devoted three years’ study to the mathematical and physical
sciences, and two to the physiological ; visiting England
and Germany to glean the remaining fragments, but coming
to the usual French conclusion that out of Paris there was
nothing to be learned. Unhappily, the same logic which
had obliged him to master all human knowledge insisted on
his also going through all human experience: without a
sample of everything, he could judge of nothing. So he
spent some further time in impartially trying the varieties
of life within and without the limits of the moral law 7
marriage, soon dissolved ; ascetic rigour and Oriental volup-
tuousness, solitude and revelry, the nursing of health and
the voluntary inoculation with loathsome diseases, the ball-
room, the gaming-table, the racecourse, rapidly completed
the philosophical experiment with the exhaustion of his
resources ; and left him at last, as a Government clerk,
qualified to redeem the human race on £40 a year .

His earliest pamphlet, indeed, published in 1803 under
the title Zettres d'un habitant de Genive & ses contemporains®,
was not wholly devoted to so sublime an end: it was spe-
cially intended to conciliate the favour of the widowed
Mme. de Stagl, to whom he made in vain the offer of his
hand. Tt traces the revolutionary anarchy of the time to
the ever-widening breach between authoritative belief and

! Sa vie écrite par Iui-méme, (Buvies de St. Simon and Enfantin,
XVe Vol pp. 64-88.
= (Eﬁuwes de St. Simon and Enfantin, Paris, Dentu, 1865, XVe Vol.
pPp- 7-00,
pdez
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demonstrated science, which sets the spiritual power in
Society at variance with itself, the intellectual with the
religious, and disorganises the equilibrium of the world.
The medieval period is adduced as the standard example of
the opposite condition, in which the representatives of the
supreme faith were also the possessors of the total know-
ledge then attained; and, thus wielding all the forces of
spontaneous conviction, could control the passions of men,
and determine the path of the temporal power without
sharing any of its functions. Such ages of unity in senti-
ment, with separate depositaries of secular rule, the author
calls organic: they are times of social order, because the
average aspiration is satisfied : they are times of silent
growth, because the mass moves all together : they are
creative times, because the imagination has free play with-
ott any dissent of the reason. But they inevitably resolve
* themselves by degrees into their own opposites, the critical
ages, in which the imaginative beliefs consecrated by au-
thority are left behind by the movement of scientific con-
ceptions, and retain only an attenuated and at last a
fictitious life. Such an era declared its advent in the con-
yulsions of the French Revolution; undermining the
priestly influence by the crumbling away of its necessary
base; breaking up the feudal order by the growth and

emancipation of industry; throwing to the front, for a

transitional term, the ephemeral tribe of metaphysicians to
try their vain compromises between the theology of the past
and the knowledge of the future; but waiting for a repro-
duction of the medieval equilibrium, with a spiritual power
of scientific priests and a temporal of rich proprietors, anda
worship of the laws of nature, and a ceremonial directed by
artists, and a supreme council of the &7fe of humanity.
When this consummation is reached, the law of labour will
be universal : with hand or mind, all must work, and be
recompensed according to their works ; the associates of the
spiritual power being supported at the public cost.

These letters were tolerably complete in their way. But
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the author’s next production afforded a signal example of
the disproportion between his vast conceptions and his
abortive conclusions. Full of an encyclopedic scheme, for
an historical and critical account of the progress of the
hunian mind in science and social life during the last cen-
tury, he published in 1808 a two-volume prospectus entitled
Tntroduction aux Travaux scientifigues duw XIX™ sidcle,
including in it, by way of quotation, the whole of D’Alem-
bert’s celebrated discourse prefixed to the French Encyclo-
pedie’. As the project was still-born, its promise is inter-
esting only for the scattered thoughts for which its an-
nouncement gave excuse. The author insists that there is
an exact parallel, in the stages of human evolution, between
the individual and collective society; an infancy, a youth,
a manhood (and, alas! a decline), in nations, as in each
péerson : they first treat outward things as animate, like
themselves ; thence pass into a polytheistic mythology, and
forward into monotheism ; till the discovery of order among
phenomena substitutes the conception of Law, and relieves

‘supernatural causes of their function. But this last step

cannot be taken except slowly, and unequally by differently
prepared minds; and the transition will not be effected
without a metaphysical Deism, gradually attenuated till it
fades away before universal Physics. It deserves remark
that this crowning stage of knowledge is here designated,
for the first time, as Za philosophie positive; Descartes being
praised because ‘Il a senti que la philosophie positive se
divisait en deux parties également importantes : la physique
des corps bruts et la physique des corps organisés A T
St. Simon’s next publication (1813), the Mémoire sur la
science de Phomme, the phrase recurs in a context which
renders its meaning perfectly explicit: ‘The tendency of
the human mind since the fifteenth century,’ he says, ‘is to
base all its reasonings upon facts observed and discussed ;

L Op: Cit. XV. pp. 62, 63.
2 (Ruvres Choisies de C. H, de St. Simon, précédees d'un Essai sur sa
Doctrine, Tom. 1. p. 1g8.
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and on this positive base, astronomy, physics, and chemistry
have already been reorganised. . . . The particular sciences
are the constituents of general science ; general science, i.e
philosophy, was inevitably conjectural just so far as the
particular sciences were 5o ; half conjectural and half posi-
tive, when a portion of the particular sciences had become
positive, while the rest were still conjectural ; and it will be
positive throughout, when all the particular sciences are so.
This will take place, whenever physiology and psychology
shall be based upon facts observed and discussed’.” Hence,
in order to constitute the science of Man, two conditions,
which are on the eve of realisation, must be wrought out:
it must be shown biologically that, in the individual, mental
and moral phenomena are due to his organisation alone;
and, historically that, in communities, the course of civi-
lisation follows a law of regular evolution, through which
each social state emerges necessarily from its predecessor.

The high appreciation of the medieval period, as organis,
we have already noticed in the ¢ Letters from Geneva, A
new reason for it is emphasised in the author’s essay on
Universal Gravitation (1813), which otherwise need not
detain us. The middle ages realised for the first time the
effective separation of the spiritual and temporal powers ;
and so supplied a model on which every regenerator of
socicty should keep his eye. To vest in one class all the
resources of instruction and persuasion, and in another the
exercise of coercive authority, and suffer no encroachment
of either on the other, is the prime condition of social
order and stability. This favourite conception St. Simon is
henceforward never tired of repeating.

Thus far, the speculations of St. Simon had aimed at no
more than the improvement of national life, whether in his
own or in other lands. But, in 1814, incited perhaps by
the enthusiasm of the young Augustin Thierry, now become
his collaborateur, he extended the scope of his projects,

! (Buvres XI. 17. See also Correspondance avee M. de Redem,
(Euvres XV. 105, 109.
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and discussed in an essay the reorganisation of European
Society, or the means of uniting the various nations of
Europe into the political body, and at the same time
preserving the national independence of each!” He pro-
posed for this end a decennial election of distinguished
persons, including a specified number of the leaders in
science and philosophy, to act as a European council, for
the codification of morals and directing of education, the
composing of international disputes, and the improvement
of intercommunication. But this federal Reichstag of the

fash e fpioror was simply to be superinduced upon the prior

legislatures and executives of the separate countries, without
disturbing the internal springs of their patriotic life.

In this conception, St. Simon does but expand a slight
hint incidentally dropped in the letters from Geneva. The
same may be said of another thought which now takes
possession of him, and by its growing magnitude demands
a serial publication,—/'ndustrie,—to itself %, In the passage
of the human mind from the Medieval theology to the
Positive sciences, he is struck by the inevitable concomitant
change from the feudal military organisation to the system
of industrial relations ; he assigns to the artisan and labour-
ing classes a social importance which he had not recognised
before; and claims that the public economy, and education,
and allotment of political rights should be largely directed
with a view to their well-being. “Political science indeed
is that which has for its aim to determine the order of
things most favourable to all kinds of production.” The
issue of this periodical (1816-18), coincided with Comte’s
first entrance into the author’s circle ; and he was entrusted
with the editing of the third volume. The task, no doubt,
helped to fix in him, as he avows, the impression already
received from the Economists, of the great part which is
reserved for the working classes in the future development
of society. He himself, however, contributed nothing to
these volumes; and though well affected to their main

1 (Eunvres XV. 153 s€0Q- 2 Thid. XVIIL XIX. 13-173.
q9: 3-173
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object, is in no way responsible for the wild disregard of
natural laws often apparent in their methods of pursuing it.

But how does this recognition of a new ‘industrial power’
settle accounts with the previous demand for a restored
¢ spiritual power?’ For awhile, the two ideas jostled each
other in St. Simon’s mind, and he wavered about the proper
constitution of the temporal government, especially on the
question whether the artisan influence should be incor-
porated with it, or be added on to the force of the intellec-
tual function. It was evident that in the pursuits of in-
dustry theoretic science and practical art were inseparably
combined, so that the workman’s well-being depended at
once upon the progress of knowledge and the secular order;
of which of them, then, is he to be the organ and ally? To
determine this and similar doubts was the main purpose of
the successive papers which constitute St. Simon’s Ozgani-
safen#, published in 1819-201 Here he transfers the
political predominance which he had vested in the territorial
classes to the manufacturing producers; leaving to the latter
the whole power of ratifying and executing laws and con-
trolling the state finance ; but setting over them, as the sole
initiative and consultative authority, the representatives of
the intellectual professions, whether concerned with Science,
Letters, or Art. Thus the temporal power was concentrated
in the directors of capital and their subordinates, under the
condition of originating nothing and doing everything.

In his two remaining publications, the Sys2me Zndustriel®
(1821) and the Catéckisme des Industriels® (1822—24), St.
Simon interests himself less about the division of political
power among existing classes, than about the unequal distri-
bution of property which makes these classes what they are;
and insists upon it as the supreme problem of the State, to
rescue the producers of wealth from their anomalous posi-
tion, as minimum sharers in the good things which they
create. From this fate, which he treats as a lingering rem-

1 (Euvres XX. ? Ibid. XXT-XXTIL 17-g5.
¢ Thid, XXXVII-XXXIX. 47.
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nant of feudalism, they must be delivered by two essential
and inevitable changes : a universal education at the public
cost, in schools, first of inorganic science, and then for the
study of moral and social laws; and the securing to every-
one of remunerative labour in proportion to its worth. In
comparing the chance of realising these changes in different
countries, he assigns the earliest place to France, which will
outstrip England precisely on account of the English parlia-
mentary system, hitherto admired and praised, but now con-
demned as an obstructive makeshift on the reformer’s path.
On some of the teaching of the Ca#échisme, which was to
have been a joint production of 5t. Simon and Comte, eager
altercations took place between them, ending, as I have ex-
plained, in the combined but distinct publication of their
respective parts.  On the reproduction of these in 1824,
each author added a preface. In that of Comte occur these

words : ¢ Having long reflected on the ddées méres of M. St. parent e

Simon, I have set myself merely to systematise, to develop
and complete the portion of this philosopher’s views which
‘have relation to the scientific direction. The result has
been the formation of the system of Positive Politics which
I now begin to submit to the judgment of thinkers. T have
thought it my duty publicly to make the foregoing declara-
tion, in order that, if my labours should appear to merit any
approbation, it may be passed on to the founder of the
Philosophical School to which I have the honour to belong??

During the composition of the Catéchisme St. Simon, now
sunk into the lowest depths of want, had yielded to de-
spondency and attempted his own life. But the pistolshot
only shattered his face and deprived him of an eye; and he
yet lived to put his hand to one other unfinished work. His
Noupean Christianisme® was intended to conciliate the moral
and religious feelings which his antitheological invectives
and his statements of social doctrine so often shocked; and
to show that human life, when removed to his scientific
base of mere anthropelogic law, afforded undiminished

* (Euvres XXXVIII. g. * Ibid. XXIIL 1oc-1g9T.



410 PHYSICAL THEORY. [Boske

scope for ethical and reverential affections. He givesit the
form of a dialogue between a Conservative and an Inno-
vator ; but carried their conversation no further than a pre-
luding review of the past, exposing the wants which the
regenerating system was to satisfy. The Divine element of
Christianity consists wholly in its statement of human
brotherhood, and its consequent care for the physical and
moral well-being of the poor: to give effect to this principle
is the proper end of all spiritual and temporal power ; and
for its special embodiment a Church is needed, with a com
plete organisation of doctrine, ceremonial, and moral code,
administered by an adequate hierarchy and a supreme head.
These fragmentary hints were denied their development by
the author’s death, at the age of sixty-five. Iis followers
did something to enlarge them by their expositions; but
here ends this significant episode in Comte’s life: hence-
forth, he walks alone.

Comte often adverts with pride, as to a happy crisis in the
history of his genius, to his discovery, in May, 1822, and
immediate statement in his Plan des Traparx, of a funda-
mental law of the human mind, individual and collective,
viz. that, ‘in all the branches of our knowledge, it has to pass
successively in its progress through three different intellec-
tnal states : the theological, or fictitious ; the metaphysical,
or abstract ; and finally, the scientific, or positive:’ the
first, referring phenomena to supernatural beings; the
second, explaining them by abstractions, neither super-
natural nor natural ; the third, content to reduce them to
~ general laws without travelling beyond the assembled facts
themselves. He thus had gained, at the age of twenty-four,
the key to the history of each science and the succession of
all, and the means of predicting the sequel of such as are
mid-way in their career. Whether this law can be uncon-
ditionally accepted will be considered hereafter. It is cer-
tainly thrown, in this early essay, into a form of expression
admirable for its succinctness and precision, and so prepared

for the wide application as a formula which it received in-

et
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the Philosophie Positive. But the germ:of it we cannot miss
in the St. Simonian position that mankind constitute a col-
lective being, with progressive development, invariably com-
mencing in a theological stage, and terminating in a positive,
through the medium of a disintegrating metaphysical criti-
cism. The law is very differently applied to the course of
history by the two writers; but surely in their conception of
it they are essentially at one.

The whole structure of the Philosaphie Positive was deter-
mined by this law, which received a mastetly exposition in
the first Zegon of April, 1826. After the third, the course
was interrupted by a sudden ©cerebral crisis,’—a © profond
orage cérébral,—brought on by excess of work and moral
suffering, and prolonged, as he affirms, by senseless medical
treatment at a private asylum. As soon as he was pro-
nounced incurable and professionally left alone, to be cared
for only by his wife and mother, he rapidly recovered ; and
in August, 1828, after an interval 'of eighteen months, was
able to resume his lectures; and, before he had forgotten
his recent experience of medical art, turned it to account in
a review of De Broussai’s treatise on ‘ Irritation and Mad-
ness.” That his intellectual vigour had fully returned is
amply attested by the originality and grasp of thought which
characterise his new chapter on the Physical sciences; but
that some morbid twist of feeling remained and often re-
curred, as an uneffaced vestige of that illness, is the mildest
explanation which we can give of an extreme suspiciousness
henceforth never long asleep towards friend or foe. In the
very note which tells the tale of his illness and recovery he
charges his old teacher, the eminent geometer Poinsot, with
spitefully using against him, to gratify a private enmity, this
attack of insanity ; a charge which, being refuted by Poinsot’s
noble conduct afterwards, he had-to withdraw with apologies®

The wife whose care had put the doctors’ preseriptions to
shame,—Caroline Massin,—he had married in 1825 by civil

1 Phil. Pos. VL. Pref. z. note.

3 Ibid. xi. Comp. Discours sur 'Ensemble du Positivisme, Pref, xiii.
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contract. On his restoration to health, one of his first acts
was to crown this engagement by adding the religious rite ;
whether out of concession to her feeling and his mother’s, or
from any relenting instinct of undefined gratitude, remains
unknown. The softened mood, whatever it was, had no
durability. His domestic life soon became a burden to him
through discordances of disposition, which grew harsher with
time ; and, after seventeen years, the marriage was dissolved
in 1842 L 2

The renewed course of sixty lectures was completed
during the year 1829 ; but the process of committing them
to writing, which produced the first volume of the Philo-
sophie Fostfive in 1830, extended over twelve years. This
long demand on time was not due to laborious study or
literary fastidiousness ; for Comte tells us that he was no

great reader, and knew nothing, in the originals, of the -

chief foreign writers on his .own subjects,—of Vico, or
Kant, or Herder, or Hegel,—and never cared to loock at
the Jfournals, scientific or political ; the table of contents
of the Academy’s transactions was enough for him. Nor
did he waste a minute in moulding or mending his com-
position ; but, having thought out his whole scheme and
got it under his hand, wrote out everything rapidly and
{'epented of little or nothing®. But many an involuntary
interruption arrested his work : the Paris revolution of 1830 ;
change of occupation through successive appointments at
the Polytechnique in 1832 and 1837 ; -dissensions with
objectionable savans; and ses angusta domi, unrelieved,
alas! by patience and harmony.

And when at last, in 1842, he is rid at once of his work
and of his wife, new troubles come upon him from the
authorities of the Polytechnic School. He had filled two
offices there, both of them subordinate, and both subject to
annual election ; that of Répéfitenr, or Tutor (from 1832),
and that of Examiner of candidates for admission (from

1 Pol. Fos. 1, Pref, 8.
# Phil. Pos. VL. Pref. xzxv—xxxvii. and note.

_.#;..-3

1L] COMTE. - 413

' 1837) ; neither of them well remunerated, but each accept-

able to him as more sparing of his time than private teach-
ing. They had incidentally afforded him a further advantage

which he had not contemplated. During a temporary

absence of the chief Mathematical Professor in 1836, he
had been entrusted with the duties of that important charr,
and by his masterly performance of them had eamed a
reputation with both the Director (Dulong) and the students,
which marked him out as its fittest occupant on the next
vacancy. When the vacancy occurred in 1840, his candi-
dature, eminently popular in the school, was supported by a
majority of the Council (which included the professors), with
the approval of its head. But Dulong died at the critical
moment, and the smothered jealousy which his authority
had suppressed sprang to ascendency; and, unfortunately
for Comte, in this election the Council of the Institution
was associated with another body, the Academy of Sciences,
which he had treated with habitual contempt and blamed

Guizot for resuscitating, and in which he had made himself 4

numerous enemies by arrogant and disparaging words .
Among the savans, the ‘metaphysical party,” instinctively
hating him as their destined destroyer, had long pursued
the policy in the periodical literature which was mainly in
their hands, of ‘burking’ his writings and keeping him
in ignominious obscurity; and their leader, Guizot, after
high appreciation of his survey of human knowledge in the
early volumes of his great work, had shirked the suggested
founding, in the Colltge de France, of a chair of ‘ History of
the Positive Sciences,” because Comte alone was quabfied to
fill it : and so, this powerful minister, being * but an arrogant
pedant and piece of ambitious vulgarity?’ was naturally
eager to suppress the man whom he had wronged. The
‘ theological party,” offended at his affirming, in his annual
lectures on astronomy, that morals were independent of

1 Phil. Pos. VI Pref. xiii. seqq.; and Lettres de Comte a J. S, Mill,
Avant-propos and Annexes.
4 Letires a Mill, p. 33.

Lt



414 PIIVSICAL THEORY. [Book

religious belief, had the same reason for withholding from
him every public function as they had for procuring the
r{mdemnation at Rome, early in 1842, of the first part of
his Philosophie Positive. ‘The scientific party,” chiefly de-
voted to the inorganic field, were led by the mathematicians,
who resented his exposure of them as specialists and his
reduction of their claims; while the scanty band of rising
biologists, though with De Blainville favourable to him,
could as yet only feebly struggle against the dominance of
the physiciens. Under this combination of influences, his
very letter of candidature was suppressed by the Committee
of the Academy, and the decisive recommendation was
given to an inferior competitor, a member of their own
body .

This irregular proceeding wrung from him indignant
protests, which, however natural, were sure to exasperate
his enemies more than they inspirited his friends, and so
to increase the insecurity of his position. Complaint and
defiance do not go well together ; the pity awakened by the
one is cancelled by resentment at the other ; and in Comte’s
recitals of his wrongs there is an incongruous blending of
whining and scorn which repels even willing sympathy. In
telling the story of his disappointed candidature, he had
treated powerful men,—as Guizot and Arago,—with acrime-
nious invective, and had spurned for incapacity the authori-
tative intellectual classes of his country ; and it was hardly
possible that the alienations thus occasioned should not at
last be brought home to him in some palpable form, He
had always regarded his annual re-clection to his office in
the Polytechnic as merely formal, and had been justified by
all precedents in doing so; but, to his dismay, the vote of
the Council in May, 1844, negatived his reappointment as
Examiner by a majority of nine against five®. As, however,

! Phil. Pos. VL Pref. xiz.—xxix.

? Robinet, ap. Letires & Mill, Avant-propos ix. and Lettre XXV.
p- 242. The decision was confirmed by the Couneil in December, on a
note of ten to nine. Thid. p. 284,

.
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the duties were devolved upon no definite successor, but
only on a Jocum fenens, a reasonable hope remained of his
reinstatement at the next election ; and to provide him with
an interim compensation, Mr. Mill raised among a few of
his friends, headed by Sir W. Molesworth and Mr. Grote,
a fund sufficient for his modest wants'. When a second
and a third year passed without his restoration, the pro-
visional contributions flagged®; Mill became tired and
Comte querulous, and their correspondence ceased®. In
1848, the suspense was ended by the final settlement of
the Examinership in other hands, entailing the further loss
of an engagement as mathematical tutor in a dependent
school®. His nearest disciples came to the rescue; and
under their distinguished chief, M. Liitré, issued on
November 12 a Circular appealing to his known European
admirers, inviting them to join in securing him an annual
subsidy of 5,000 francs®. The response was encouraging,
and passed the required amount in 1852, when he was
severed from the Polytechnic by losing his second office of
Répétitenr®. The fund settled into an institution (¢ Subside
Sacerdotal’),—a kind of Peter’s Pence in support of the
¢ High Priest of Humanity,'—claimed and acknowledged by
an annual letter from its recipient”. _

Mill, though declining the position of an English party-
agent in the dissensions of the Paris savans, made no secret
of his admiration for Comte’s great work, and contributed
much to its reputation in this country. On his recom-
mendation Sir John Herschel read it, and was thus led to
make its second volume, specially the Twenty-seventh Legon
on Sidereal Astronomy, a subject of criticism in his Presi-
dential Address at the annual meeting (1845) of the * British
Association for the Advancement of Science.’ Comte, aware
that he was studying the book, had not expected a very

! Tetres & Mill, pp. 251. 205, 2 Thid. pp. 270. 274. 338 seqq.

® Ibid. pp. 393. 410. 425; and Avant-propos, x.

4 Pol. Pos. L Pref, 22. 5 Ibid, IV. Pref. App. xxii.

& Robinet ap. Lettres 4 Mill, Avant-propos, ix.
7 Pol. Pos, IV. Pref. App. xxv. seqq.
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favourable judgment upon it; for it absolutely repudiates
all Sidereal Astronomy (to which especially the Herschels
had been devoted), as beyond the range of human know-
ledge, and limits the science to the Solar System. Not-
withstanding, therefore, the ‘ingenious,” ‘luminous,’ and
‘judicious’ character of Herschel's genius, he suspects him
not ‘profound’ enough to appreciate the Positive Philo-
sophy'. It turned out, however, that the President’s criti-
cism did not address itself to the attack upon his favourite
study, but dealt with an argument, occurring in the same
Lecon, on behalf of Laplace’s hypothesis as to the formation
of the Solar System. Admitting that of such an hypothesis
a ‘numerical verification’ is ‘an indispensable criterion,’
Comte had sought and, as he supposed, found one, by
computing the consequences of Laplace’s assumed elements,
—of a rotating incandescent nebula, leaving behind, as it
cools and shrinks, successive planetary rings,—and obtaining
a series of numbers which agree with the actually observed
relations of our planetary system® It appears, however,
when his primary assumptions are closely scrutinised, that
they omit, as complicating the problem, all the conditions
that are special to Laplace’s hypothesis, except its required
time of the nebular rotation (which by no means agrees
with the sun’s); and that they are cut down to ‘ Huyghens’s
thef)rems for 'ﬁndinv the va.lucs of centrifugal forces in

conditions from Whlch Newton ? df_monstrates the third law
of Kepler—‘that the squares of the periodic times of planets
are as the cubes of their mean distances from the sun?
These nurmerical relations, therefore, would equally exist,
¢whether the sun threw off the planets or not;’ whilst, if it
did, the time of his rotation could not be what it is; and
the alleged verification suffers total collapse*.’ °I really
should consider,” says 5ir John Herschel, ‘some apology

1 Lettres & Mill, p. 276. ? Phil. Pos. IL 376, seqq.

4 Prine. Phil. L 1L 15.

* British Association Reports, Cambridge meeting, 1845, xxxviii,
xxxix, and note.
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needed for even mentioning an argument of the kind to
such a meeting, were it not that this very reasoning, so
ostentatiously put forward and se utterly bascless, has been
eagerly received among us as the revelation of a profound
analysis.” In this Iast allusion he has in view the author of
the ‘ Vestiges of the Natural History of Creation,’ together
with J. 8. Mill, and probably Sir D. Brewster’s notice of
Comte in the ‘Edinburgh Review,” 1838. Mill immediately
reported to Comte this serious criticism and the discussion
upon it, in which Sedgwick joined as an ally of the Pre-
sident ; and it is difficult to watch the correspondents’ con-
dolence with each other without a touch of amused sympathy.
That they should make the least of the intellectual slip might
well be conceded to the first impulse of self-excuse. But
they vilify the motives of their critic, so largely honoured
before. ‘You have already,” says Comte, ‘sufficiently
proved, with an air of politeness, the malevalence and even
bad faith of Herschel. He has too much judgment and
knowledge to believe seriously and with good faith in the
insinuations of ignorance which he dares to throw out’
‘He must inwardly feel the irresistible force of my main
argument’ against ‘the pretended Sidereal Astronomy;’
‘and, depend upon it, will always be on the look-out for
pretexts for weakening my scientific authority. Such, I take
i, is the essential motive of his conduct towards me.’
Sedgwick is the object of a different suspicion. He is the
unconscious tool of Arage’s malice; and has been carefully
got up for his part by being surreptitiously furnished with
a manuscript Mémoire of Comte’s, presented to the Academy
in 1835 and preserved in its archives; no one but the
virtual dictator of the Academy is in a position to commit
such a breach of official confidence. For these reasons the
Positive Philosopher thinks “neither of these two gentlemen
deserves the honour of any public reply;” and he will not,
for such adversaries, break his rule of silence. At the same

! Now known to be the late Rebert Chambers, See the recent
edition, with its interesting Preface by Mr. Ireland.
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time he intimates his intention, should the Plilosoplie
Posttive reach a second edition, of cancclling the whole
discussion of Laplace’s cosmogony, as ‘not sufficiently
positive ;7 though he proposes not only to rctam, but to
strengthen, his attack upon Sidereal Astropomy . Was
there ever a more melancholy shuffle out of the simple duty
of saying, ‘I thank you for clearing me of an illusion 2’
Comte, however, had to encounter this incident when he
was not at his best. He bad left behind him the ‘two
years of indispensable calm’ which he felt needful after the
dissolution of his marriage. He complains of a recurrence
of nervous exciternent? which reminds him of a former crisis,
and warns him to keep worries at a distance. And he is
in the first stage of a new birth which is to plant him amid
the surprises of a fresh world of experiences.  Hitherto, he
was only half ‘evolved;’ as the Scotch say, ‘he was not e#
#here;’ his organising intellect had taken advantage of its
precocity and assumed the supreme place. True it is that
during the ‘profound negative phase’ of ‘revolutionary
aberration’ which preceded his systematic development, a
certain ‘veneration’ and ‘enthusiasm’ ‘ preserved him from
sophistical demoralisation, though leaving him peculiarly
exposed for a time to the seductions of a shallow and
depraved juggler®’ But on the whole his affective nature
had remained in the chrysalis state : he had cared little for
his mother till she was gone ; becoming aware of the serious
‘lacunge’ in his character, he had taken a wife expressly to
remedy his ‘involuntary defect’ of tenderness; but was
mortified to find her, like the medicines of M. Esquirol, the
“oreatest obstacle to his tardy coming fo hmself*’” Now,
however, when he was forty-seven years of age, a deliverer
appeared who would enable him to make up for lost time.
He became acquainted with Madame Clotilde de Vaux, a
lady who was suffering through ‘an equivalent fatality’ to
his own loneliness, being separated from a husband sen-

1 Tettres a Mill, 362-368. 273.

2 Thid. 340. 342. 350.
3 Catéchisme Positiviste, Pref. xxxii.

* Pol. Pos. L Pref. 8.
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tenced to the galleys, and who, in her docility, was ready to
exchange natures with him, and consolidate herself into a
Positivist whilst she softened him into a romantic woman.
In the fragments of her writings and conversation there is
nothing to explain the mood of chivalric devetion to which
she brought her new preceptor. A novelette (*Lucie’) of
hers which Comte has reprinted %, and which is founded on
the story of her own unhappy matrimonial lot, shows indeed
that her respect for the marriage tie was proof against the
most persuasive incentives to hold it annulled, and so
evinces her sympathy with Comte’s own approval of the
strict Catholic doctrine of conjugal obligation ; but, beyond
this favourable moral indication, it has no literary interest
to bear out the lofty praises of her intellectual gifts, or
warrant her own hope of overbalancing the influence of
George Sand. She wakened in him, however, and concen-
trated upon herself, the affections due to every relation of
life: she was to him at once his betrothed, his daughter,
his disciple, his redeemer, his divinity ; the ‘incomparable
angel,” as he himself says, ‘whom the emseméle of human
destinies had commissioned, to make him their worthy
organ for finally achieving the gradual perfection of our
moral nature®’ The change wrought, after mid-life, in this
man of large, full, and daring mind, by an undistinguished
young woman of thirty, is analogous, in its suddenness and i
depth, to what is known as the process of conversion ; and
its excesses, at once ludicrous and pathetie, are due to the
incongruous heaping on a finite nature of affections that
are meant and measured only for the Infinite. Certain it is
that the ‘two philosophical lives,” separated by * the incom-
parable moral regeneration due to his boly passion®)’ are
more conspicnous for contrast than for continuitys and
though he regards the second as yielding his ‘main’ con-
struction,” and labours to establish its logical connection

1 Pol. Pos. L Pref. xxii. seqq. 2 Thid. L. Pref. 8.
s Thid. 6. *Holy> (alas!) not="‘stainless; as appears from his
posthumons * Tesiament,’ 1834
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with the first, its superiority consists in a recognition of
moral conceptions and appreciation of an order of senti-
| ments plainly inadmissible on the principles of his earlier

philosophy. It enthrones affections, it appeals to enthu-
siasms, it institutes practices, it predicts futurities, which
are chimerical, unless the logic of his fundamental structure
be unsound.

In what then consists that ‘moral resurrection’ which
he owed to this wonderful Clotilde, with her ‘compiete
superiority to all that is offered by the study of the past,
the observation of the present, and even the conception of
the future *2* In the discovery that e keart is o have the
primacy over the head?; that the movement of humanity is
from the affective life, while the intellectual function is
simply regulative and selective. Hence, the Zws of social
progress, though working within a world under physical,
chemical, and organic rules, must be sought in the con-
stitution of the human affections; and the as# of social
progress must consist in making the best of that con-
stitution, and must go for its power to the natures in which
the emotional impulses are most intense and generous. It
1Is among women and the proletary classes that this con-
dition is best fulfilled®; and from them, accordingly,
Comte henceforth chiefly learns, and to them he hopes
first to teach, that crowning science of .Socivlagy, which
his ‘regeneration’ now enables him to create. In this are
summed up the intellectual and moral results which ¢all
sympathetic hearts and synthetic minds’ will recognise in
his fresh inspiration, and which already draw forth the
homage’ “of both sexes to the new Beatrice:’ this latest
‘service of his will secure for her name an inseparable
union with his own in the most distant memory of a
grateful humanity :* for has she not enabled him to become
a twolold organ of human progress,—*following up the
career of an Aristotle by that of a St. Paul *?”

* Pol. Pos. Pref. o _ % Thid. Pref 3, 4.
¥ Catéchisme Pos. Pref. xvii. * Thid. xxiil.
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It may well surprise us that Comte should be ambitious
of resembling so very theological a saint as the Apostle of
the Gentiles. Probably the analogy, as it opened upon
him in his new birth, was not less surprising to himself]
than it is to us. But it is perfectly simple. Paul he in-
variably treats as the Founder of Christianity : Comte is the
Founder of the Religion which steps into the place vacated
by Christianity. Paul instituted a Universal Christendom,
crossing the boundaries of race and language, and abating
political separation by spiritual ties: Comte creates a Com-
mon Worship and international hierarchy for the ¢ Republic
of the West,’ in the presence of which the temporal power
of each country shall be but a provincial executive. That
this apostolic coneception of himself was a new one, emerging
from the influence of his ‘angelic disciple,” is proved by its
total absence from even the prophetic part of his first great
work. There he is content to stand on the intellectual
roll of honour as the consummator of philosophy; and in

his forecast of renovated society, with its perfected edu-,

cation, morals, and art, there is no hint of any substituted
equivalent for the eliminated theological 1deas}—,of any
mz;, any priesthood, any temples, any Grand-éiré s the
object of devotion. All these start into sudden existence,
and are eagerly systematised, introducing all sorts of sacer-
dotal language and pontifical pretension. Indications of
this singular turn of mind already appear in the author’s
first ¢ Philosophical Letter’ to Clotilde, while she is still
greeted on her Féte with the formal address ®Madame.
Here he praises the ancient practice of Apotheosss, whereby
the benefactors of mankind were introduced at death into
the assembly of the gods: it was at once a legitimate
expression of veneration and an impressive patronage of
virtue : only, it had this drawback : in a polytheistic system
all “the Divine departments were so well filled up already,
that these mew gods without par;fofws could seldon} obtain
much importance.” ‘The simple gh aiz%cm Under the
Christian monotheism perfected this essential part of every

f




422 PHYSICAL THEQORY. [Book

social organisation®.’ Yet the Divine realm to which the
saint is raised is preoccupied by an infinite excellence which
eclipses and absorbs him, and to which he can add nothing
distinctive ; and the images of the persons canonised will
never be elear and their impression durable, till they pass
into a heaven empty of all but human forms and capable of
.being enriched by fresh types of moral beauty. While the
sun dominates the sky, you cannot see the stars; and so,
Comte seems to think, till God is blotted out from the
dome of thought, no eye can be raised with discriminative
reverence to the lights of various magnitude that form the
constellations of past genius and goodness. He therefore
fills the blank of a vacated infinity by crowding it with the
ghosts of personal or historic memory, and sets up the
borrowed moonlight of ‘hero-worship’ as the sole Divine
luminary of life ; and, after long denouncing the ‘anthropo-
morphism’ of other religions, ends with systematic adoration
of actual men and women. For such in truth it is, however
veiled its character may be by running back to the ¢ meta-
physic stage’ for an abstract entity and calling it the worship
of “Humanity ;” and such it is confessed to be by M. Littré
when he calls it ‘Le culte des hommes?%’ and by Comte
himself when he says, ¢ Henceforth the knee of man will
bend to woman only,” who will no longer have to fear the
“terrible rivalry of a vindictive God 2.

It is a touching fact, however, which may almost silence
criticism, that the institutes of this new worship were the
creation of a deep and swift-coming sorrow. The “angel
visit’ of Clotilde was over in a year: while he was in the
midst of the regenerate social philosophy inspired by her
influence, a painful illness snatched her away, on April 5,
1846*. The more this event filled him with resentment

! Pol. Pos. Pref. xxxiv. Conf. Lettres & Mill XXXV. XXXVII with
the Saimte Clofilde of which the recipient of this ¢ Philosophical Letter®
is identical. ;

* De la Phil. Pos. II. Application, 157.

# Discours sur I'Ensemble du Positivisme, 13 253.
¥ Lettres & Mill, p. 413,
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against the blundering universe?, the more did it intensify
the love so cruelly bruised, and rend away every limit till
the affection became infinite and passed into absolute
worship. He erects an altar to her in his room, at which,
three times a day, he realises her image and breathes forth
his prayers. He makes a pilgrimage to her tomb each
week ; he dedicates to her a commemorative anniversary.
And so little exclusive is her spirit that in all this her image
appears to him not alone, but associated with those of his
venerated mother and his exemplary cook, Sophie Bliot;
who, with her affectionate fidelity and ¢ her happy inability
to read,” afforded just the sample he required of the serving-
woman’s worth : so that from his devotions to the ‘virtuous
ensemble of these three admirable feminine types,” his
character acquired complete conformity to the conditions
of the social state, viz. veneration for superiors, attachment
to equals, and kindness to inferiors®. Thus did the inspi-
ration of his ‘pure and immortal companion’ give birth to
moral results beyond all hope, and she who had been to
him as his ‘objective daughter’ became by death his
¢subjective mother ) and through him the prototype of
perfected society.

From this private ritual appears to have sprung the whole
of the ¢ Positivist religion.” Early in 1847 Comte delivered
weekly a public course of unwritten lectures, each of three
or four hours’ duration, the introductory portion of which
was soon worked up into literary form, and published in the
summer of 1848, under the title Discours sur I Ensemble du
Positivisme. It constitutes in itself a compendious whole ;
but it stands also as the ‘ Preliminary Discourse’ to the first
volume (1851) of his Politigue Positive. In this work the
rudimentary ideas and ceremonial of his own new life re-
appear with a vast expansion. The commemoration of the
beloved private dead is enlarged into the ‘systematic worship
of humanity,’ into the ideal of which they have but shed the

L Pol, Pos. Dédicace, xv, xvi. 2 Ibid. Pref. 12, 13.
3 Catéchisme Pos. Pref. xxiv, xxv.
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dew-drops of their pure lives; and the conception is wrought
out into Levitical detail, of a composite ¢ Supreme Being,’
¢ AR T iy 1 = o L i
‘ composed of his own adorers’ and ever g‘rﬂ«_;ﬂ%‘ag the A

toric ages pass. An organised priesthood, a breviary of ser-
vices and fétes, a calendar of the thirteen months in the
readjusted year, each bearing the name of some towering
personality in the past, a list of retrograde wrong-deers re-
served for public cursing on an appointed day of malediction,
are ﬂ,,ﬁﬁ‘:’ided for and indicated with the exactness of an
Ephemeris®.  Sentiment and imagination, once promoted to
the supreme place and secure of deference from the intel-
lect, are not soon stopped in the fascinating process of in-
venting a religion and aspiring fo the prize which the
¢ Catholic unity’ bas lost; and so further steps are taken.
In the next year, the faithful are surrounded by a group of
‘guardian angels,” and instructed in the'observance of the
‘nine sacraments;’ at three of which Comte himself, in
1850, officiated in his capacity of Priest of Humanity®’
At the close of that year he was deeply engaged with ¢ The
General Theory of Religion,’ which opens the second volume
of his Politigue Positive; and his thoughts were carried by
it so far beyond the limits of any ‘general’ treatment that,
to preserve them while they were fresh and present them
while they were .;’Ji‘.a-;"h sus endﬁi&xis rfmin worl'c j'n?d pro-
duced, by way of f?.‘x;'mzj.rm, the Catichisme Posttiviste, in-
tended as a complete and permanent Manual of the new
faith and eunltus ®. Several additions and modifications are
introduced to perfect the scheme ; but the change which
strikes the reader most is in the more embittered antithesis
between the ‘servants of humanity’ and the ‘slaves of God?’
in the more intense aversion to revolutionary restlessness

and anarchy, and ebvious leaning towards absolute govern-

ment, and the more confident spirit of Europsan propa-
gandism. ' 2

The growing ascendency in Comte of mystical sentiment

- 1 Discours, 326-345. 2 Pol. Pos. I Pref 18, 19.
¥ Ibid. IL. Pref. ix. ; Catéchisme Pref. xv, xvi. 2 Cat. Pref i
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and Hieratic pretension changed more or less the character
of his following. Itattracted some sensitive and enthusiastic
natures that were beyond the reach of his intellectual
organisation of the sciences ; and actually began to produce
a literature of devotion: one of the young converts, M.
Lonchampt, having issued “a wvaluable set of touching ,
prayers’ for home use’. On the other hand, it repelled
the severe thinkers who had been won by his commanding
survey of the whole field of knowledge, and brilliant attempt
to reduce history to law. They did not want a reproduction
of the Catholic directorate, though they themselves were to
be its priests; nor did they like the total alienation of Comte
from the active self-assertion of the Revolution; his approval
of theParisian coup d'état and usurped dictatorship of 1851%;

~ his praise of Louis Napoleon’s energy, prudence, and perse-

verance %, as guardntees of external peace and promising
internal regeneration*; his ridiculous advances by letter,
with proffered presentation of his Ca#échisme and published
volumes of his Palitigue Positrve, to the Emperor Nicholas T,
as the only European ruler who understood his time and
rightly balanced order and progress, and to the Vizier
Redshid Pasha at Constantinople ®.  Of those who seceded

- under the influence of these motives, and ‘ manifested their

moral insufficiency” by dropping thelr subscriptions to his
subsidy, a few relented and returned. But the general
effect of Comte’s ‘regenerate’ period of production was to
turn Positivism from a scientific organism into a sectarian
institute, committing its adherents not only to a common
logic of research and synopsis of natural laws, but to a polity,
a ritual, and scheme of personal life, little less peculiar in
conception than those of the religious orders. Nor can we
say that they are less exclusive. The problem which they aim
at solving is thus defined : ‘how to reorganise society with-
out God or king, under simply the normal preponderance,
1 Pol. Pos. 1. Pref. 19. 2 Ibid. 11, Pref. xii.

3" Catéchisme, Pref. ix. * Pol. Pos. TV, Pref xix.
4 Ibid, IIL, Pref xiil, xivy Catéchisme, Pref. vii, viii.
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private and public, of social feeling, suitably supported by
positive reason and real activity®;’ so that we ought to
seceive without surprise the august proclamation which
meets our eye on opening the Catechism, ‘In the name of
the Past and of the Future, the Servants of Humanity,
speculative and practical, mean to assume as their right the
general direction of the world’s affairs, to erect at length the
true Providence, moral, intellectual, and material ; exclud-
ing, once for all, the slaves of God of every class,—Catholic,
Protestant, Deist,—as disturbers out of date®” So much in
earnest is he with this anathema that it comes out again
before this preface closes: the positive regime, he tells us,
will put all retrograde folks out of the way, ¢ by treating any
one who lingers in the theological or metaphysical state as
disqualified for government by weakness of brain ®” Even
in France, and among the competent appreciators of his
first great work, there are not a few whom this pentifical
arrogance is sure to offend; and from the time of its assump-
tion it abated the attraction towards him of the higher and
nobler order of minds.

The ‘Polytechnic spoliation’ being complete in 1852, the
third and fourth volumes of the Poletigue Posifivewere rapidly
produced, and appeared in the two succeeding years. With
them his life-work virtually closed. Whether or not he had
really created a new science, and secured Sociclogy as the
apex to the pyramid of knowledge, he had at least developed
and exhaustgd his conception of it, and had left no room
for another tier of true thought. He had indeed contem-
plated, and briefly sketched at the close of his Philosaphie
Positive a further series of works, the promise of which his
second treatise did not completely fulfil.  Of that scheme
there still remained uncxecuted (1) a synthetic exposition
of mathematical philosophy, which his successors should
follow up by similar development of philosophical method
in astronomy, physics, chemistry, and biology ; (z) in the
sphere of applied sociology, a volume on positive education ;

1 Discouts, p. 123, 2 Pref, init. 4 Thid, xxxix.
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and (3) a systematic treatise on the action of man upon
nature. In 1854, he still indulged the hope of carrying
out this design® But it advanced no further than the first
volume, published in 1856 under the general title Syntaise
Subjective.  His rate of production had become less rapid ;
and it is probable that the recasting of familiar thoughts
into a new order (and such was essentially the task which
he had set himself) was not very stimulating to him, as his
later life steeped him more and more in meditative feeling.
His intellectual enthusiasm paled before the deepening glow
of his benevolence, in perfect accordance with the rule of
his philosophy; and his habits resembled those of an ascetic
devotee rather than those of a reorganiser of human know-
ledge. Every day he rose at five, and never neglected his
own ritual of ‘prayer,’ or his chapter of the Zmitatio Christi,
or his passage of Dante; and every Wednesday afternoon he
might be seen at the grave of Clotilde de Vaux. His meals
were scrupulously frugal and scanty ; and his dinner regu-
larly closed with the slow eating of a piece of dry bread,
with thoughts compassionately turned towards the multitude
of poor by whom even such a morsel was hardly earned.
In this temper of undoubted and deepening humanity he
approached the end of his career, and died on September 5,
1857.
§ 2. Outline of his System of Thought.

In sketching the outline of Comte’s system of thought, I
cannot avoid saying more than seems necedful for my im-
mediate object (viz. to estimate its bearing on ethical
theory), yet less than will give an adequate impression of
his largeness and keenness of intellectual view. As he
himself insists that his doctrine of Morals and Seciety is
the last.of several links whence it must not be detached,
it cannot be rightly judged but as their dependent term ;
and they must be exhibited as its antecedents. But when
he has conducted us, step by step, to its principle, in the

* Phil, Pos. VI Pref, 887-80.4. ? Pol. Pos. Pref. 5, 6.
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ectimate of which our work is done, he launches out, for

inductive illustration, into a vast historical survey of Euro-
pean life and morals throughout the Pagan and Christian
civilisation, This appears to me by far his most brilliant
achievement, and, though variously open to special criti-
cism, leaves a magnificent impression of his sympathetic
insight and his breadth of combination. Even if it prove@,
however, the particular law of development which it is
adduced to establish, a gencralisation of history is not a
philosophy of morals, and might be true or untrue without
affecting the fundamental doctrine of obligation. 1 must,
therefore, leave this sequel to our main problem of method
with the remark, that nowhere have I found the molecular
infinitude of human movements through past centuries
gathered into more luminous masses and traced fﬂong
clearer paths ; nowhere, especially, have I met with a Juster
appreciation of the play of social elements in medieval
Christendom, than in the fifth and sixth volumes of the
Piilosophie Positize. :

" The structural framework of principles pertaining to our
object may be laid out as follows :— -

A. Lnrs oF KnowrLence—The Limits of Knowledge
are assumed by Comte to extend no further than the
observable finite contents of Space and Time. 3o far as
i T G . - .
objects and events in that field awaken in u.slperceptlons-. of
'Sense, they constitute the materials of cognition : we notice
their similarities and differences: we learn their’ order of
occurrence ; and there our dealings with them stop. We
are naturally impelled, it is true, to press upon them with

further ‘questions, which look behind and within them as

things perceived : especially with regard to each kind. of i

things, “what is the one persistent £fe that reappears in
every member?’ and with regard te each kind of changs,
what is the cause to which it is due ? Nor is it denied that
this natural impulse is the original spring of all our curiosity;

L
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sets us on a quest that can never be satisfied : it asks for
reality other than appearance; for change, something more
than its position in time; and neither of these is to be had
for any asking. The trugi‘g&iﬂgist is taught, at his very
initiation, ‘the necessary inanity of the search for causes,’
and warned against the mystic’s illusion in pursuing them’.
* Every proposition which is not reducible, in the last resort,
to the simple statement of a fact, particular or general, must
be without real and intelligible sense®’ In conformity with
this rule, and in order ‘to get rid of the vain pretension to
investigate the cawses of phenomena,” Comte would cancel
all dynamic language and forbid the use of the yord force -
‘Forces are only mogements produced or tending to be
produced;’ ‘but though happily this is pretty well under-
stood now-a-days, yet an essential reform is still needed, if
not in the conception, at least in the habitual language,
in order to cancel altogether the old metaphysical notion of
Jforce, and present more accurately than hitherto the true
point of view?®’ We must even be upon our guard against
mystifying the only thing which we can apprehend about
phenomena, viz. their /zzos; the word denotes simply their
invariable relations of succession and resemblance®’ And,
finally, under phenomena we must not include more than
external facts, that may be objects of perception ; for it is a
pure illusion that we can know the changes of our internal
history, e.g. our intellectual processes, or our spontaneous
emotions. When indeed we have impulses that tend to
rush into action and stir our limbs, we may have sclf-know-
ledge of what takes place, because the organ moved is an
external object to the organ that impels; but where they
coincide, and that which feels is no other than that which
bas also to know, the double feat is pronounced by Comte
to be impossible : ‘by an invincible necessity the human
mind can directly observe all phenomena except its own %’
The impossible knowledge, against the semblance of

—

that, but for it, no light of intelligence would ever have been
sought or found. Nevertheless, it is purely illusory, and "
i
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1 Catéchisme, pp. 43. 56 ; Discours, 391. 3 Phil. Pos. VL. 70z.
* Phil. Pos. L 544; TIL 652. * Tbid L 5 * & Thid, I. 35.
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which we are thus cautioned, Comte habitnally designates
as absolute, doubtless under the idea that it pretends to
understand something per se, apart from any history of it in
time ; and possible knowledge he opposes to it as relative,
because resolvable into a perceived order of grouping or of
consectition among changes observed. His ban against the
former he condenses into the dictum, ‘there is only one
absolute principle, that there is nothing absolute.” "It is
singular that instead of adhering to the proper correlate
of this excommunicated adjective, viz. the word relafive,
he substitutes what is not far from absofide over again, viz.
the epithet Posezive, and selects it as the baptismal name of
his own philosophy. The word, it is plain, does not define,
but only affivms : it does not single out, from the contents
of the general conception °philosophy,’ the mark which
saves the species from being confounded with the ‘absolute’
1 kinds ; it simply asserts that, when you have got the unde-
fined thing, you will have secured the genuine treasure, and
hit upon @ reafify and no sham. In Comte’s own defence
of the term, this dogmatic feature in its signification comes
out with great ﬂg_{@%ﬁ%’ll_ the Western languages use it,’
he says, ‘to indicate the two attributes of reality and utility,
the combination of which must henceforth be all that is
needful to define the true genius of philosophy®’ It is a
pity, however, to overlook the difference between a title
and a puff.

B. CoxtENTs AND ORDER OF KNowLEDGE.—After dis-
missing whatever is beyond human cognisance, the Positivist
addresses himself to the survey of what lies within its range.
The Contents and Arrangement of Knowledge were early
studied by Cemte, with a resulting classification of sciences,
which by its precision and luminousness has excited high
admiration far beyond the limits of his School.~ His as-
sumption, that perceptible phenomena constitute the sole
objects of knowledge, enabled and compelled him to be
content with a single fundamentum divisionss, and to raise

*1 Discours, 56.
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his whole structure upon the same base; in contrast with
those who recognise some other source of truth (as self
introspection) than sensible perception, and with whom
therefore the edifice must take the form rather of two
parallel columns than of an allincluding pyramid. He
disposes the sciences in the order of their increasing com-

plexity, beginning with the simplest, viz. the Mathematics,
and ending with Sociology, which has to reckon with the
whole nature of the most fully organised being. Or, to
vary the mode of reaching the same arrangement, we may
say, each science takes charge of some specified attribute or
attributes of things, to investigate and interpret. Some of
these are universal, and cannot be absent anywhere, nay,
do not even want material things to house them at all ; as
extension and number need only the varieties of space and
successions of time for the existence of their relations.
Nothing, therefore, asks so little for its conditions as geo-
metry and arithmetic; and nothing is so wide in application;
for everything has measure. :

If there were but one kind of matter in the world,—e. g.
hydregen, or carbon, or silver,—not without motion, thére
would everywhere be definite forms and magnitudes and
volocities subject to quantitative comparison, and realising
geometrical relations, The first science, therefore, wonld
be at work upon the field. But when it had done all, there
would remain still a group of phenomena of which it could
render no account, e.g. changes in the aggregation of parts,
in the direction and rapidity of their motion, in the density
and cohesion of masses; and to find the rules to which
these conformed would require protracted and recorded

. observations, reduced at last to generalised expression. The

results, when eobtained, would constitute a second science,
holding good for every system built of the materials known
to us. That science is Physizs, comprising the laws of all
phenomena depending on the universal properties of matter.
It presupposes, it needs, it uses the mathematics; but is
constituted by superadded investigations of its own.

o~
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I have allowed myself here to deviate a little from Comte’s
exposition, in order to be more strictly true to his idea.
He interposes Asirzenomy between the mathematics and
physics. = But between celestial physics and terrestrial the
only difference is this : that the heavenly bodies, being in-
accessible except to sight, disclose to us only a part of the
phenomena inseparable from all matter: to learn the rest,
we have to seek bodies which we can manipulate in experi-
ment and compel to answer our testing questions. It was
natural that the stars should stand as the most eminent
representatives of what happened to mere material masses,
as such, so long as they exhibited to us only motion and
mechanism in exceptional isolation. But Newton has
thrown the earth in among them, and made one science
run through all ; nor is there more reason for distinguishing
the physics than the optics of the heavens from those of
our planet. Moreover, if astronomy is to include all Sidereal
studies, it already slips, in one direction, over the boundary
of physics which, on the other, it does not reach ; inasmuch
as the spectrum analysis detects the heterogeneous com-
position of stars, and so carries us into the ulterior field of
Cheemistzy.

For, this third science enters whenever matter ceases to
be homogeneous and presents elements each with its own
distinctive properties. From the interplay of these differ-
ences a new army of phenomena starts into birth, and
requires fresh modes of experience to regiment and interpret
its contents by rule. To notice and register what happens,
as the several kinds, hydrogen, nitrogen, oxygen, carbon,
&c. combine or separate, and to measure the quantitative
stages of such combinations, is the business of the chemist ;
a function which, being exercised on material already
amenable to the processes of the physical and mathematical
observatory, is evidently added on to these as an upper
story to a lower.

When once the chemical laws respecting familiar bodies
have been ascertained, we can usually decompose and re-
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compose them with nearly equal ease. But we encounter
a large class of cases in which the former process is possible
to us, but cannot be reversed : we can analyse a grain of
wheat, or a herring's spawn, and record the proportions ;
but we cannot make it; the receipt for it is knowledge
only and not art. Vet the feat is spontancously accom-
plished throughout the ergenic realm of the world ; which
thus presents a special order of phenomena, transcending
the resources of the chemical laboratory, though wrought
out under the conditions of its rules. These phenomena
are summed up under the name Zzf: they have to be
investigated separately, as if on their own account, but by
persons who know what has gone before; and the resulting
body of generalised facts, i. e. laws, constitutes the fourth
science,—viz. Biology. 1t is the first to emerge beyond the
inorganic field.

Among the living beings embraced within the researches
of biology Man stands at the summit, as the highest example
of organisation. The question naturally arises whether, in
this eminent position, he displays simply the animal
attributes in the supreme degree, so ‘as to be wholly
amenable to the physiologist’s methods; or so clearly over-
passes them as to demand new modes for determining the
laws of his nature. Comte’s answer may be anticipated -
from his total rejection, already mentioned, of psychological
self-knowledge ; for, in the absence of this resource, we are
thrown entirely upon external observation, which is of just
as much avail for man as for other animals. With the
Positivist, accordingly, anthropology, in its usual signifi- |
cance, is a purely zoological study: the intellectual and ;
affective and volitional human phenomena are to be in-
vestigated, like the instincts of other tribes, simply as
functions of certain cerebral organs; the only difference
being that those organs are, in this case, more numerous
and perfect than in any other. When you have said that in
man the recognised modes of measurement show the brain
to be relatively heavier than in his dumb kindred, and that

VOL. L Ff
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its anterior and superior regions are in larger proportion to
the whole, you have summed up the scientific account of
his characteristics as an individual being,
~  But it was impossible to take leave of him with this
niggardly compliment. Comte did not think so lightly of
language, literature, and law ; of the formation and struggles
of nations ; of the sciences which he cultivated and the arts
and industries which they created; or even of the temples
nd the faiths that were no longer his ; as to feel no wonder
t these unique phenomena, or to find all their conditions
complete in an additional ounce or so of brain. He noticed
two things more to be prerequisites to them,—Socefy and
Historic Time ; without the former, individual personality
cannot arise and assert itself; without the latter, its type
cannot grow from generation to generation, or flow by
sympathy into collective and continuous masses of power.

Humanity, thus regarded, exhibited an evolution altogether' -

peculiar, and beyond the researches of the biologist; for
it was a phenomenon of centuries and millenniums ; and
though it might be attended by slow and small organic
changes, he cannot recover the brain of an Alexander or
a Charlemagne to compare with that of a Napoleon or a
Bismarck. As the growth of an animal can be traced not
only in modified organs but in maturing instincts, even
within the interval between the embryo and the corpse, so
may the development of social life through a score of ages
reveal its order, though its countless members are gone, by
the attested or surviving vestiges of activity. Historieal
comparison, showing what they were and what they are,
and marking off the path and rate from start to goal, and
tested by the parallel story of distinct communities, will
bring to light the laws, if such there be, which define the
evolution of humanity. To establish and interpret these
{laws is the aim, and, it is affirmed, the achievement of the
{new and fifth science of Sociglogy. -

t To this hierarchy of sciences certain general features are
referred on which Comte lays great stress. FEach of the
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earlier is simpler than its successor, as dealing with a

+ more elementary nature, i. €. with fewer properties. It is,

therefore, in logical phrase, of less comprehension, but of
wider extension. = In virtue of this simplicity, the prior
terms have been the first to appear in the order of human
culture, and, both in individual education and in the in-
tellectual progress of the world, have made themselves good
as the base of that which follows.  Further, the laws which
the several sciences register are of two kinds, unequally
present in different parts of the series; one class defining
the conditions of some permanent existence; the other,
defining the conditions of some change: the former are
LM‘!Z; the latter ,Z_)J_szmzkfz.?,‘ and as the object must
exist ere it can move, the first care must be to secure the
statical element. ‘There is no science on the list that has

not both.  Iven Geometry, though investigating necessary

‘and eternal properties of figure, becomes dynamical as soon

as it resorts to genetze definition, involving the conceived

motion of points and lines to create or modify relations.

In Physics, the positions and Kirds of Bodies in Space, if
all stood still ; in Chemistry, the enumeration of elements

and their combinations at any given moment; in Biology,

the anatomical disposition of organs; in Sociology, the

statement of components that must coexist to make a family

and a State; form the Statical groundwork of the theory;

while Newton's law and Dalton’s (with its later supple-

ments), Physiology, and the inductive determination of

historical laws, belong to its Dynamical superstructure.

Up to the verge of his final science, Comte’s theory of
procedure has maintained a uniform direction through its
preceding terms ; but on reaching and entering it, performs
a sudden aolfeface which needs explanation. The total
body of knowledge in each science consists, we have seen,
of two parts, viz. the laws already won and delivered into it, l

as presuppositions, by its simpler predecessors ; and its own

inductions from its more complicated field. So long as

the added properties for which these inductions are needed
Ffz

2
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can be isclated and their phenomena exposed for separate
study, the new laws may be distinctly worked out and
joined on as a sequel to what was known before; and the
ascending order will encounter no embarrassment. But the
more complex the functions become, the less possible is
such detached measurement of them: in all organised
beings the conditions of life, and above all in human
society the conditions of order, are made up of a tissue of
reciprocal relations with which it is difficult or impessible to
reckon one by one. The equilibrium depends on a con-
sensus of parts so numerous that the conception of it cannot
be built up piccemeal by superposition of its elements;
rather is it gained, when the balance itself is lost through
the overgrowth now of one of its tributaries, and now of
another. At this end of the scale, therefore, the phenomena
of the whole nature before us are better known than those
of its component functions, and the latter can emerge into
view only through changes in the former. Though man,
objectively regarded, i.e. as belonging to the furniture of

s Mﬁ world, is only a quadrumanous mammal plus a certain

Ms-&.

it
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LS pendix of functions, you cannot, by taking up and de-

fining one of these functions after another and throwing it
into your idea of an ape, get to know what human society
and history are: on the contrary, these are far better known
to you already from your participation in them by experience
n\angj sympathy.  Their laws, therefore, are to be learned
' from the variations of their own phenomena, as resulting
from humanity as a whole; and this must here be the
primary study ; while the gains of the previous scienees will
hold the ‘secondary place, as giving account only of the scene
and environment of man, seldom coming into the socio-
logical reckoning, except as modifyrng the application of
general laws. This inversion of method from the ascend-
ing to the descending order, in the case of the final science,
is sometimes described by Comte as a change from the
objective to the subjective mode of treatment; i.e. in the
I one case you approach man from the universe: in the

. S
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other, the universe from man. Hence, his philosophy faces
both ways ; and, from imperfect attention to this fact, those
of his disciples who look chiefly at one face contradict at
times those who are attracted by the other. Thus M.
Littré’s characterisation of “the Positive Philosophy,’ as a
whole, is that it proceeds ‘from the world to man,’ instead
of ‘from man to the world,’ like ¢ the metaphysical, and so
obtains a commanding position, like astronomy when
shifted from a geocentric to a heliocentric position: its

supreme merit is that it subordinates “subjective ideas to
i, =% “ 2 g
L otj_]_?_g_ggye ideas.” ‘It advances from the world to man, and

not from man to the world'” Dr. Bridges, on the other
hand, says of Comte’s ‘Synthesis of Scientific Conceptions,’
¢ that synthesis was subjective, and not odyective. It discarded,
that is to say, all attempts to stand outside the universe,
and to explain it. The unifying influence, that which made
it a synthesis, was the recognition of man as the central
object ; of the study of social and moral phenomena as the
central science, to which the rest were subsidiary.’ It is
_€laborately contrasted, from  this point of view, with the
scientific system of Descartes, whose ©Synthesis failed,
Decause it was objectiye®?

! De la Phil, Pos. pp. 64. 66, 102,

* Lvolution and Positivism. Fortnightly Review, June, 1877, pp.
853. 870; conf. July, 1877, p. 113.

‘The antithesis Subjective— Objective seems to have been a snare to the
Positivists. Comte himself deems it indispensable, but uses it inac-
curately. And the sense apparently attached to the word objectize by
Dr. Bridges,—to judge from its application.—I do not remember to
have met with before. As a designation of Method, it appears, in the
very able papers cited in the text, to denote Dzduction of ¢
Jrom a few teadeguale asswmptions, as distinguished from Jredsction aff

Such LaTus Qf plienoment Gs are of tricvest fo mase,  Out of these complex
conceptions several antitheses Tiracted ; and it is difficult to
conjeeture which is meant; but so far as I can see, not one of them
answers to the terms said to be the equivalent. Jreduetion is quite as
ebjectine a5 deductions ; more so indeed, as the latter is a purely logical
explication of conceptions. The phenomena of his environment zwiich
epelerest smaze are no less oljectzze to him than what is inferred to happen
22 regions beyond kis observation: in neither case is he the subjec? of
them. If the principles from which a deduction starts are legitimate
and adeguate, a Cosmos fetched out of them by sound reasoning is no

o
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C. DeveropMeENT OF KNowLEDGE.—The Development
of human Knowledge is controlled, according to Comte, by
his triple law, valid alike for each individual mind and for
the historical life of humanity. The human interpretation
of the world’s phenomena necessarily passes through three
stages, the theclogical, the metaphysical, the positive : the
two earlier dominated by the illusory idea of Cawsation;
the third, delivered from this, and content to read aright
the time and space arrangements of objects and events, and
“ test its rules by successful prevision. In the first stage,
everything which awakens inferest is referred to the will of
external agents living and moving in the changes and outifit
of the world : nature, especially in its grateful or terrible
aspects, is animated by beings of personal impulses like the
human ; and in their favour or displeasure its changes find
their adequate explanation. The scale on which they act
through the elements and seasons makes them superhuman,
and constitutes them gods. Personal action, however,
though it is the sole possible type of causation, is apparently
an affair of arbitrary and uncertain will ; and can seem to
give account of the behaviour of external things, only so
long and so far as they affect men with the surprise of
caprice: every observed uniformity, every calculable re-
currénce, escapes the embrace of this primitive theory, and
leaves to it only the ever narrowing field of the startling and
unforescern.

The realm thus deserted by supernatural volition needs
something, it is felt, to fill the void. It is supplied without
violent departure from the same human analogy. Man does
not always rfove on impulse, or accomplish everything by

s
more objsstivs than a solar system or a smaller domain lmited by the
interests of man. If the prineiples are inadequate, it is either because
generalised from too partial observations, or because arbitrarily assumed
as d priori certainties. In the former case, the margin of swollen
premiss beyond the facts of the world is a /agtcal excess, seated in the
reasoner’s thought ; in the latfer, the fajlure is in the substitution of a

metaphysical chimera fora rule of reality : in bath, a gratuitous intrusion
of subjective activity.

e
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his own hand. His life is largely made up of habits ; and
many a purpose is worked out by deputy and with teols.
The fire that melts his metal or cooks his food, the wheel
that eases his labour, the dam that diverts his stream, carry
out his aims wholly or in part at second hand, and intro-
duce the idea of mechanical force inherent, but not alive ;
and is it not the same when the sun with his glow cooks
the supplies for human hunger, by mellowing the earth
and sprouting the grain? Of the second causes thus intro-
duced into thought, each one takes charge of a class of
homogeneous phenomena, and is in fact nothing but the -
abstract notion of their generic character. As nature falls
more and more into unvaried order before the observer,
these abstractions multiply and spread over nearly the whole
domain : lodged in the matter of the world, as gravitation,
or centrifugal force, or elective affinity, or vitality, they
are supposed to conduct its affairs without knowing it,
though it may be only on commission from originating
Will. This setting up of abstractions as essences, causes,
or entities, constitutes the mefaphysical stage of mental
development.

Here, however, it is impossible for the mind fo rest. It
soon becomes apparent that the mechanised order of the
second causes is what man is most concerned to know ; and
that, precisely because it # mechanised and rescued from
caprice, he is able to foresee its coming steps and ‘conform
his action to them. His attention, therefore, fixes more
and more upon the unconscious and necessary type of
causation, which, even if cut off from its voluntary source
and left there alone, would give him all the orevision and
control of nature which he now exerci ence he
hecomes indifferent to the primary will concentrated
upon the delegated laws of method. T . will it signify to
him whether the order of phenomena which he has to
accept or hopes to modify range under this general name or
under that—be it gravitation, or heat, or magnetism ;—it is
the facts that he wants, and the rules of their occurrence ;
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and while he has these, it makes little difference whether
the heads under which they are ranged and canceived are
too many or tao few; were they all to lapse into unity, it
would .but relieve his memory of a few superflucus equa-
tions, now summed up in one. In other words, the meta-
physical second causes follow the theological primary and
vanish: the idea of causation is discharged, leaving for
human interest and study simply the laws of coexistence
and succession among phenomena. Thus is reached the

final or Positive stage. _ N
‘The education of the individual, so far as it is spon-

taneous, necessarily presents the same phases as that of the
species, and zize versé. Now in our own days every man
on the level of the age will easily verify the position in his
own case, that in childhood he was naturally a theologian,
in youth a metaphysician, in manhood 2 physicist. The
history of the sciences directly proves that it has been the
same with the ezseél of the human race’ So strictly does
Comte accept and apply this rule, that he names the age at
which the youth will begin to complete his evolution: at
fourteen he will stand at the upper limit of his theological
term, having already run through two prior segments of its
length ; and at twenty-one he will have left his metaphysics
behind, and stand forth the essential Positivist, Such at
least will be his history, so far as his education conforms
itself to the spontaneous growth of his powers and tendencies
of his nature?,

By no society, however, and hardly by any individual, is
the whole body of mental culture lifted from stage to stage
at the same time. As a general rule, the scieneces accom-
plish the passage through them in the order of their sim-
plicity : the inorganic long before the organic, and the
mathematical and physical first of all.  This is only to
repeat in other words the relative dates of discovery for the
several classes of natural laws. Hence it follows that, till
the process is consummated, zll three states will be co-

 Pol, Pos. IV. App. Gen. pp. 137, 138. % Discours, 167-172.
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present in different members of the same community,
and even in different departments of the same mind ;
so that even in the keen defining light of Paris, some
shreds of metaphysic network still hang about biology,
and for the student of morals a certain Divine nimbus
lingers around the head of humanity, and hides its naked
zoological affinities. The mixed phenomena due to this
unequal advance inevitably complicate the inductive evi-
dence of the general law, and give value to the additional
support it may receive from theoretic considerations.

Of the three stages in this history of evolution, the third
is of course regarded as final and therefore permanent. The
second has no stability, and is merely transitional, the help-
less struggle of thought in accelerated motion to check its
own velocity and escape its inevitable fate. The first, on
the other hand, is very protracted, and divides itself into
three distinet stadia, each of which may persist through the
whole life of a single race of men. In the first of these,—
to which Comte somewhat arbitrarily appropriates the word
Jetichism,—the instinctive disposition to anémale all things
that affect the mind has as yet received no check, and
individual objects of interest, however accidental, are re-
garded as living beings, helpful or dangerous by their
propitious or hostile mood, and in their turn susceptible
of influence by promises and threats. The conecrete things
which are thus preternaturalised, being casually thrown
across each one’s path of life, are not the same for any two
men: like amulets or charms, they belong to the wearer ;
and except under agreement of partnership, the rule will be,
Quot homines, tofidem Dii; just as, among children of a
family who personify their dolls, each sister will glorify her
own, unless two special companions are drawn to patronise
the same.

As there is nothing which may not become a fetich, the
lot will sometimes fall upon an object that cannot perma-
nently stand isolated in thought. Let it be a stream flow-
ing by the hut of the savage, and requiring propitiation



442 PHVSICAL THEORY. [Book

against destructive flood. In his upland wanderings, he
discovers that, in that familiar current, it is not one frolic-
seme or passionate being alone that leaps from the rocks
and tears through the meadow-land, but two or three, each
of which is apt to break bounds in hurling the head waters
down. Which to conciliate he can never tell : the effect
-he would deprecate is one from all, and so must be the
will that brings it: it is a power identical with no single
tributary, but dwelling in the whole system and wielding
it: not any torrent here, or torrent there, but a river-god
that commands the waters and bids them do this or that.
Or, let the fetich be a tree. If it stands in a wood, it is
surrounded by similars, hardly distinguishable from it ; and
they too must share its terrors and its honours.  But count-
less repetitions of the same attitude of mind all through
the contents of the wood amonnt, by their fusion and coa-
lescence, to one undivided feeling towards what is common
to the group. It is, therefore, this generic conception, and
no longer any single concrete mass, that is personified ; and
the worship of a forestgod has been begun. Thus deduced
by Comte, Polytheism advances out of Fetichism paz7 passu
with generalisation : each constituted type of objects and
phenomena taking up and absorbing into itself the super-
natural character, which quits individual things and leaves
them dead material.

No such ingenious hypothesis is suggested to explain the
passage into Monotheism. The process is regarded as
essentially a continuance of the change which bad set in
during the previous term. As the first generalisations were
broken up with the progress of observation and lost in
wider, the number of supernatural beings was reduced, and
the visible and sensible world was more- and more brought
to the condition of homogencous material, employed as
means under definite commission to produce and sustain a
Cosmos. Thus an approach was perpetually made to the
idea of the Unity of Nature, and of the invariable mechanism
of Law; and the council of the gods was replaced by a

i
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monarchy®. The whole of this vast curriculum is epito-
mised in every human being before he is out of his teens;
and each of its modes of conception and belief the educator
1s to recognise and sanction in its season ; encouraging the
child in fetich-worship till seven; in polytheism till four-
teen ; and.then initiating the youth into monotheism till he
i5 qualified, at the end of his second decade, to learn how
false it is %,

The evidence of his great law of intellectual evolution,
Comte admits, it is not possible to obtain complete from
the history of any one society or continuous course of
growing civilisation, Where the latest stadia have been
reached, and can be traced, the earliest are lost to view in
the darkness of the past ; and where the earliest are present,
they tell no tales of what is to follow. It is only by piecing
together the two ends, and prefixing what is observed of
contemporary savages to what is recorded of the most
advanced historic people, and assuming that the separate
fragments will unite into one chain, that the induction can
be made out. If this be a weakness, any doubt arising
from it affects only the initial stage, viz. of fetichism. In
order to secure an unbroken continuity thenceforward,
Comte, limiting himself to the European nations, takes
Greece and Rome as exemplifying the Polytheistic eulture,
the Medieval Catholicism as representing the Monotheistic,
treating the latter as evolved from the former; and then
finds, in the decline of the Church power and the eventual
spread of Protestantism, the true type of his Metaphysical
stage, corrosive of everything and constructing nothing, but
preparing a cleared field for the final invasion of Positivism,
inaugurated by the French Revolution. That startling
crisis was indeed but the loud bursting of the storm, the
first unheeded clouds of which were already stealing up
from the horizon of the fourteenth century. The ecclesi-
astical system had betrayed the need and the hopelessness
of its regeneration, by the meritorious but ineffectual rise

! Pol. Pos, IV. App. Gen. p- 130 2 Discours, 167-172.
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of the monastic orders. A spirit uncongenial, if not dis-
affected, breathed in the poetry of Dante and the theology
of Thomas 3 Kempis. The Papal control of European
society was weakened by the growing independence of
kings. The invention of gunpowder, of the mariner's
compass, of printing, and the discovery of the western
continent, enormously strengthened the counter influences

of industry, commerce, and new ideas, and enlarged the

world beyond the stiffening grasp of Rome. Science after
science set up for itself as natural and not revealed : when
the earth was found to be in motion, it became a ridiculous
pretension in the Vatican to stand still: with Galileo and
the telescope the whole universe fell into new form, and so
demanded an immeasurable expansion of its history: the
organisation of knowledge on the basis of experience by
Bacon, and on that of reflection by Descartes, delivered it
on either hand from the dead touch of authority, and
opened the way to the successive labours of Newton,
Clairaut and Laplace, of Cavendish, Priestly and La-
voisier, of Franklin and Volta, which secured autonomy to
the whole inorganic world. Totally banished from this
field, the theologians and metaphysicians still lingered in
the biological, and above all in the sociological, and con-
fused them by their fictions; till Cabanis, Bichat and Gall
pushed the conquest of natural law into the former ; and
Condorcet and De Maistre, as forerunners, and Comte, as
‘he that should come,” drove it home through the entire
breadth of the laiter. By this recent annexation of the
prcvi'nces_ of Life and Morals, the law of evolution CIC:I’B—
pletes its course; the ideal or speculative construction
reaches its apex. In the scheme of thought, nothing
remains to be supplied or removed : and if there be still
anarchical destructives at work, it is due either to their

being themselves behind their day, or to the practical

resistance offered by retreating relics of feudal and eccle-
siastical usages which have lost their meaning, yet will not
take themselves off. ,

1] \ COMTE. 4453

D. ConcoMiTANT ALSTHETIC AND MoRAL StATES.—If
the progress of the human mind has always left vestiges of
this order, it is certain that the movement of the intellectual
faculties follows a determinate law: Man, as a thinking
being, has his path prescribed by unalterable nature; and,
from what he now deems true, you may forecast what he
will next believe. His understanding, after discharging all
but coexistences and successions from one part after another
of the inorganic world, will try the same simplification upon
the anthropological, and decline any other framework for
its contents. In doing so, he is true to his natural way of
thinking : but it does not yet follow that he is true to the
object thought, viz. Humanity, individual and social. The
mere intellectual function in it he may indeed assume to be
like his own: but, in order to establish the new science, it
needs to be shown that the whole body of human phe-
nomena,—the @sthetic, the moral, the religious,—are re-
ducible like the logical, and are exhaustively known, when
their resemblances and relations in time have been learned.
Comte admits that, where the interacting functions are so
numerous as in our case, the conditions of exact prediction
cannot be reached. DBut he insists that the regularity is
not intellectual alone. With each stage of thought he finds
associated a constant and different condition of affection, of
sense of beauty, of character, marked not only in individual
experience, but on the large scale of public institutions,
arts, and history. Of these invariable concomitants, ex-
hibiting an habitual consensus of feeling, thought, and
action, I can only cite a few illustrative instances.

Wherever Fetichism prevails, priesthoods and temples
will be absent. The supernatural powers, being nothing
but concrete objects consecrated by personal caprice, super-

god in his hut, or carry him on his neck. Or, if the faith
of a whole village should settle upon the same thing, it
would still be accessible to all, and could be decorated or
beaten according to the exigencies of the moment. It is
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not till remote objects, like the heavenly bodies, or meteoric
stones that have fallen to the earth on some spot reached
only by pilgrimage, attract the wonder and terror of man-
kind, that homage and deprecation have to be offered by
deputy, and a mediator is required. And this case will
not occur till the Polytheistic process has begun, and the
concrete object is regarded as the adede only, or the
messenger and instrument, of a Divinity whose material sign
it is. Beings thus behind special phenomena of the world,
or presiding over this or that kind of its stated products and
events, cannot be appropriated, and are beyond the reach
of private interpretation : their will and the modes of con-
ciliating it must be learned from those who know the
secrets of their nature and the rites of their appointed
worship. Hence the sacerdotal order is born with Poly-
theism. Concurrently with its development there will be
room for a marked activity of the sesthetic faculties: for,
after so recent an escape from concrete divinities, there
will be no repugnance to invest the gods with form ; yet, as
they are many, and no one has any given form, it is left to
the free imagination to distinguish them by symbolical
expression of their characteristic functions. The whole
growth of mythology, its passage, at the point of contact
with human life, into the Epos and.the Drama and, in its
worship, into lyric poetry and music and the dance,; the rise
of its temples and sculptures, the diffusion of its myths in
domestic architecture and painting, combine to afford scope
for the utmost influence of Art. On the other hand, the
Sciences will have to contend with great difficulties, where
every realm of nature is preoccupied by its own super-
natural power: nor can they possibly extend, except at the
expense of some ejected or humiliated Deity. Furthermore,
most honoured among the gods will always be some one,
who is regarded as the Protector of the land and its people;
and patriotism, thus identified with religious loyalty, is
intensified beyond the limits of a merely social affection,
and becomes too sensitive for the’ control of prudence and
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the love of peace. Hence, the military spirit gains easy
ascendency in polytheistic States, and tends to assume
aggressive forms; and, in the moral estimates prevailing
there, the heroic virtues will be supremely prized, the heroic
faults will be condoned, and all beyond surrendered to
neglect or contempt. In such societies, Slapery is a con-
stant feature, and is maintained by the supply of captives in
war. And, when judged in its historical place, as the sub-
stitute for the earlier usage of putting all prisoners to the
sword, it must be recognised as an indication of milder
dispositions, and as a part of the real advance which the
law of development secures. The prominence, in this
period, of the sacerdotal and military orders at one end of
the social scale, with the surrender of the industrial arts to
a servile class at the other, tended to erystallise the whole
of saciety into a cluster of casfes; among which the primacy
of the priesthood and the proximate dignity of the soldiers
in some degree foreshadowed the future relations between
the spiritual and the temporal powers. But in no poly-
theistic age were these ever divided: religion, being national
and local, with its myths in the history of the country, and
its Olympus both on the map and in the heaven, was
indissolubly blended with the whole life of the State and
absolutely foreign to citizens of other lands. There could
be no political offence that was not an impiety; and no
impiety that was not a political offence. Finally, it is
affirmed that ‘in the ancient world, Morality, admirable as
concerns the individual, was defective in domestic life, and
was a total blank in social and political relations®.’ Before
the way could be opened to these applications, further
progress in generalisation was required,

The arrival of Monotheism dissolves these combinations
in favour of new ones. Here, the unity of religion, coales-
cing with the unity of humanity, disregards all political
limits and assumes a universal aim and organisation : its
voice is the voice of many languages ; its influence is felt in

L Littré, De la Phil. Pos. I, 52 ; I 3g, 6o
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all latitudes, and changes only as the magnetic needle varies
without ever sleeping or being dead. By this expansion
from local to human, the spiritual power at once separates
“itself from the temporal, and asserts itself as independent ;
surrendering all coercion to the State, but assuming un-
limited range of persuasive regulation. Before, Law and
Morals were one bady of social legislation: now, they widely
differ, in their extent, and in their resources for moving the
will. They require, therefore, distinet organs, with qualifi-
cations by no means the same. The aptitudes for the
spiritual functions may present themselves in any rank, nor
does their free play of movement submit itself as yet to any
rule : but energy and skill in temporal government are
rarely formed without an experience through many gene-
rations, so as still to give a presumption in favour of
heredity. The transition to Monotheism, giving unity to
Nature as well as to Man, could not fail to be favourable to
Science ; taking away all restraint upon the detection of
analogies and the simplification of laws, and all scruple
about recognising a universal order. The wmsthetic faculties,
on the other hand, are almost overpowered in so vast and
august a field, filled with a formless and unimaginable
Deity ; and would fain have back the days of picturesque
mythology, and glens and groves peopled with sportive
gods, to excuse the play of a light and limited fancy. They
found, however, some compensating material in the pathetic
elements of the Evangelists’ narratives, and in traditions of
saints and martyrs. And what the solemnised imagination
could still achieve was the erection of majestic cathedrals,
which became museums as well as monuments of art, where
chapels and altars were enriched by pictures, and the tombs
by sculptures, memorable in the history of genius, and the
choir pealed with a music undreamed of by the ancient
world. Yet more marked are the effects, in political and
social life, of the severance of the temporal power from the
spiritual. Where many States are embraced within the area
of one Church, a pressure of scvere restraint limits the
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aggressions of any one upon another: a moderating influ-
ence pervades and surrounds the field of combat, and,
though spurned in the first access of passion, waits for some
weary or relenting moment to interpose with mediating
appeal. How often this pacifying function was actually
exercised in medieval Europe by the Papacy is well known:
and the international diplomacy which has now succeeded
to the same office owes its efficacy to no other source ; for
it succeeds only so far as it represents the common morai
feeling of European society and insists on the subserviency
of ambition to right. The military spirit, in short, changes
its attitude from offensive to defensive 7—a fact especially
obvious in the feudal system, which, with an organisation
admirable for self protection at home, bore with impatience,
or refused to bear, the protracted strain of foreign wars,
Closely connected with this was the inevitable reduction of
slavery to serfdom. A servile class, never replaced by new
victims of conquest needing to be coerced, but passing into
a settled peasantry, is best supported by a partition of its
industry between the proprietors fields and its own allot-
ments; and then it needs but an easy readjustment and
fixed definition of the line between its obligations and its
rights, to give its members the position of free cultivators,
whose rent is paid in stipulated services. Here, too, entered
again, with powerful co-operation, the sentiment of spiritual
equality before God, of those who, in spite of their social
severance, knelt together before the same altar and had
need of the same prayers. Finally, the ensemble of these
changes results in a transfer of influence from military to
industrial activity; inventors succeeding to the honours of
conquerors ; and the sword, no longer greedy of alien
treasures, being only the guardian of realised wealth and
peaceful work at home. This modified sentiment involves
the relative rise of the industrial classes into increasing
social importance, and the deeper impress of their charac-
teristics upon the moral feeling of communities.

We are thus brought, from surveying historically the

VOL. L Gg
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concomitant conditions of the human evolution, to another
and concluding topic in Comte’s philosophy,—viz. the
Foundation and Contents of his properly Z#isw/ doctrine.

E. Eruicar Docrring.—To interpret him here with
precision is rendered difficult by the inconstancy of his
analysis of the human capacitics and instincts. At one
time, they are divided into intellectual, affective, and active:
at another, into °personality’ and ‘sympathy;’ and then
again they are distributed as functions of all the phreno-
logical organs, although each one of these performs all the
parts, of thinking, feeling, willing, and is both an exercise
of the Ego and attracted to something Other than itself.
These cross divisions will probably adjust themselves in the
way most true to his thought, if the cercbral classification,
which is brought jnto Sociology ready made from the
previous Biological studies, be taken as fundamental, fur-
nishing a complete list of the ultimate components of our
nature, Among these, groups may then be formed on
different prineiples of division ; yielding, for example, three
sets, if we go by the relative preponderance in them of
thought, feeling, and objective energy ; or two sets, if we
look to the ascendency in them of self-regard and of regard
for others’.

Without exhibiting Comte’s emendation of Gall’s map of
the brain, it will suffice to state his general law, that the
instinets of the selfsecking organs are by nature invariably
stronger than those of the sympathetic. ¥et, he maintains,
this initial advantage is lost in the process of development,
and goes over at the final stage to the side of social bene-
volence It is natural to enquire how this seeming marvel
comes about, If I rightly understand Comte, he attributes

* Ti must be ecarefully ohserved that in Comte’s writings the word
Fersonmalifé means, not fhe conscions Seifdom, but the aggrezate of the
grosser appetites and inferested impulses. Hence, he speaks of it as
‘this frresistible fatality,” and identifies it with selfish indifference to
humanity. See Discours, 88 seqq.; Catéchisme, 8. 58. ° Personality.’
therefore, far from being the distinetive characteristic of man, consists
of precisely that which he has in common with the brutes. .
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the result partly to the withdrawal of a sclfish stimulus,
partly to the intensifying of a social.

The former of these conditions he finds fulfilled in the
disappearance of theological belief. In his view, the Chris-
tian religion is essentially the consecration of egoism,
engaging the mind in one tremendous problem, how to
make peace with the Infinite Power and secure eternal
salvation. All that it does against the natural selfishness of
rian is to set up ‘an Infinite egoistic Being!’ to counteract
and overbear it. ‘¢ Every believer,” he says, ‘always pursues
a purely individyal end, the unrivalled preponderance of
which tends to repress every affection unrelated to it®’
¢ The radical selfishness of the central feeling in the Catholic
scheme was especially offensive to the best instincts of the
feminine heart®:’ ‘corrupting the heart by an immense and
incessant cupidity, and degrading the character by a servile
terror*.” Though it retains the names ‘love to God’ and
‘love to man,’ they both denote modes of mere °self-love,”
and ‘are incompatible with the natural existence of bene- -
volent instincts®’ No theology indeed, and least of all
Monotheism, can effect the regeneration of human character
by basing it upon the social affections”®

With this estimate of the Christian Monotheism, as
arraying the whole power of religion against the disinterested
affections, it is no wonder that Comte reckoned on the
decay of faith as the hope of social morals. It would at
least fling off a preoccupying interest, and allow free play to
the resources of the spontaneous nature for rising above the
level of self-seeking desires. And this free play it is which
Positivism turns to account so effectually, as for the first
time to insure the progressive growth and ultimate as-
cendency of social aims.

This second and constructive part of his theory I find it
difficult to present with satisfactory precision, being unable
to link together its component thoughts. Its preliminary

1 Catéchisme, p. 260. ? Discouts, p. 213 * Thid. 220.

4 Ibid. 392. # Catéchisme, 149, I50. & Ibid. 264

cgz
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principle is that, in the social evolution of humanity, it is
the affective functions that take the lead and trace the lines
of movement : that the classes in which these are strongest
will come to the front, while the intellectual agencies will
exercise only a secondary and regulating power; so that,
to determine the law of advance, the main condition is,
to examine the relations subsisting among the emotional
springs of our nature, and any law of variation which may
affect them. The goal of the Positivist being universal
love,” and his starting-point being universal selﬁsﬁﬁ?sss, the
transformation is referred to the alliance of the rational
faculties with the weaker instinct; for they will always give

heir vote for the general rather than the private good, and
recognise Man in Society as the object of the crowning term
in the hierarchy of science. If, through this reinforcement,
the conflict between the opposing tendencies is no longer
unequal, the scale is turned by the cast of public praise and
encouragement upon the sympathetic side; for the preference
of private good is only with the individual agent who gets
it, and never with the spectator who sees it fall to the many
or to the one. There is, moreover, a perfect consensus of
<2 the agent’s own intelligence, of his sympathetic affections,
" and of the fellow-feeling of observers, in favour of self-
forgetfulness for others’ sake: while the personal desires
clash, not only with them, but with each other ; and cannot

¢+ themselves be content without making sacrifices to the
benevolent instincts. The development of character in
the direction of disinterestedness was further aided by the
separation in Christendom of Morals from Law, and the
habit on ‘which the spiritual power has thus been forced to
rely, of resorting for its influence, not on enforced rules,

‘f but on winning ideals, a change which, when fully carried
out, '1‘epla&§ the obedience of fear by that of spontaneous
aspiration, and, instead of stereotyping morals, leaves them
open to unlimited amelioration and enlargement; and,
as these ideals must be moulded from heroic and saintly
examples, inevitably @c_f{z_a_fj_g':fes whatever appeals to us with
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Divine authority. In the selection of its ideals, the Church
unconsciously contravened its own doctrine and virtually
inaugurated the worship of Humanity,—and #af in the
very form which becomes perlﬁzﬁlcnt in Positivism. For
while in its theory of the Lucarnation, the dominant eccle-
siastics mazfzja‘ to insist upon the fufinite contrast of the two
elements united, the Son of God and the Son of Man,—
to wrap up all the claims to worship in the mamsc,
and to reserve the latter for the mortal weakness, the moral
temptations, the touches of sorrow and passages of tears
which interweave the pathos with the life of Christ,-—thr;
natural instincts of the worshippers were too strong for the
antithesis, and concentrated their reverence on precisely
the human incidents of the Evangelists’ story, and prayed
to Him who had been weary and athirst and troubled in
sp?rit, who had cried to heaven in agony, and breathed out
His soul upon the cross ; they took #e man to be their
God, and used the concomitant Divinity only to give all
conceivable expansion to the inward scale of His exp?rienae.
Nor could the hierarchy stop here: from the ¢ Holy Child®
the consecration was carried back by an frresistible impulse
to the mother who cared for His infancy and won His obe-
dience and watched Him to the very foot of the cross : they
who had been so united in life could not be kept asunder in
public homage ; and Mariolatry arose by inevitable sequence.
Yet here there was no pretence of Godhead at gll ; it was an
ideal woman to whom the kneewas bent and onwhom the eye
of aspiration was fixed, and who inspired for some centuries
half the literature of devotion. It is well known that this
was an unwelcome change to the Catholic authorities, but
was too congenial with the temper of a chivalrc age to be
resisted with effect; and, especially in Spain and ITtaly, a
place had to be conceded to it. It was the settlement ,of
a permanent religious feeling upon humanity, pure and
simple ; and the recognition of its feminine characteristics
as Ibest representing its perfection.  Positivists do but gene-
ralise this conception, releasing it from the individual person
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s true for the whole future evolution of mankind. Such
an ideal powerfully strengthens the disinterested affections
and compensates their natural weakness : though never
fully realised, it is approachable through the reverence
directed upon it; and the consciousness and experience
of this secures to it a real efficacy which cannot be cl:umed
for the hope of a future life .

Such appears to be the combination on which Comte
depends for the subjection of ¢ pcrsonahty to “sociability:’
—the consensus of more numerous though weaker in-
stincts, the accumulating pressure of public opinion, and
the influence of revered ideals. ek

It only remains to remark that the state of altrmam thus
reached is what Comte means by “moradiy. Any being,
actuated by benevolent instincts, is #pso faclo a monzl
being. And if to this condition he adds the imaginative
contemplation of a perfect social future, in which the same
disposition shall nowhere fail, he is thereby constituted a
religions being.

E:f Mary, and incorporating it in their doctrine and culius

§ 3. Estimate of the System.

The foregoing sketch aims, not to give a complete com-
pend of Positivism, but merely to bring together the chief
assumptions and junctures in its philosophical framework,
which tell upon its ethical doctrine and render it com-
parable with other modes of approaching the theory of
Morals. In conformity with this desicn I must now take
up its leading principles, one by one, with a view to verify
or check them ; and, first, its account of the

A. Loarrs or KnowrEpee—The doctrine on this head
is summed up in two propositions: phenomena we may
know as synchronous or successive, but not causes; and
by phenomena we are to understand observable physical

! Discpurs; 35I-354-
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changes. Before criticising the proposition ¢ All we know
is phenomena,’ I would fain learn whether it is offered as a
definition or as a substantive assertionl]JIf you say, ‘the
perception of external changes is all that we mean by knoz-
ledge T shall have to test your definition by pursuing the
word through its accepted usages, and trying whether such
an account accurately fits them, or is too tight to cover
their contents. If, on the other hand, you take the con-
ception of ‘knowledge’ as settled and understood between
us, and affirm that the mental act so named is complete in
the idea of a phenomenon in and by itself, the affirmation
can be put to the proof only by laying out the particulars of
the mental act so conceived, and ascertaining whether it
adds on anything to the raw material of the sensible im-
pression, or is exhausted in the change of feeling. With
Comte, the proposition is neither justified as a definition,
nor supported as an assertion, but is dogmatically thrown
down as if it were self-evident; often with a rude im-
patience of feeling, ‘ That is my knowledge: if yours is
anything else, it is a chimera’ In other words, he takes
for granted, without more ado, the postulate of the empirical
school, and by a retrograde step starts again from the
abandoned data of the eighteenth century philosophy.

We shall better estimate this assumption, if we first give
Comte the benefit of a changed expression under which he
frequently presents it. The ‘Absolute,” he tells us, is
beyond the range of the intellect: we know.only ‘the
relative” This, which he supposes to be identical with the
maxim ‘we know only phenomena,’ is in fact its direct
contradictory. In knowing ‘the relative,’ we necessarily
have to deal with two terms, and the act of intellizence
consists in apprehending how they stand towards one
another; and to say that we know only one of them, and
not the other, is to knock on the head the relativity to
which we have just awarded the cognitive monopoly. It
is precisely because all knowledge is of relations, that it
is not and cannot be of phenomena alone; for the word
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¢ phenomenon ’ names only one member of a related pair :
it denotes a change, which cannot come into thought apart
from that which is the seat of change : take away the silent
antithesis of the permanent or non-phenomenal, and the
meaning of the word is snuffed out. IF two factors enter
into every act of cognition, to empty out one of them is,
as the German proverb has it, ‘das Kind mit dem Bade
auszuschiitten”  Either both are in the knowledge, or
neither. To forbid our thought to pass behind the screen
of phenomena is to put out the very light that shows them.

Do I then claim for the understanding a capacity for
knowing ¢ the Absolute?’ for such is the claim imputed to
everyone who does not surrender without terms to the
Comtean’ assumption.  Metaphysics, it is said, deal with
¢ the Absolute:’ Positive doctrine with “the relative:’ and
the latter alone is accessible. The statement betrays a
complete misconception. Both Metaphysics and Positive
doctrine deal with ‘the relative:’ the former, with one of
the members of the relation, viz. its constant ground ; the
latter, with the other, its varation or change. It would be
just as suicidal for Metaphysics to go apart with its share
and set it up in pure absolutism, as it is for Positive doc-
trine to run off with its phenomenon and exhibit it in
vacuo : each is a senseless blank without the other; and
they are differenced simply by reading the same relation
from its opposite ends, and reporting, each from its own
station, the view which it obtains of the other. Assuredly,
‘the absolute’ (i.e. the non-relative) cannot per se be
known ; because, in being known, it would, s facte, entex
into relations arid be absolute no more.4 But neither can
the phenomenal, ger se, be known, i. e. be known ‘as phe-
nomenal, without simultancous cognition of what is non-
phenomenal. What is it that is said to be known of
phenomena ? Their coexdstence and théir sweession. But
for their coexistence there must be Space, for their sue-
cession there must be Zime, to hold them; and these are
not phenomena, but the prior conditions of possibility for
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all phenomena, presupposed already in the very mention of
them. It is objected to the metaphysical postulates of all
thought, improperly called “absolute notions,’ that they do
not admit of proof or disproof, and so cannot be verified.
This is perfectly true ; but it is equally-true of the postulates
of the ‘positive sciences,’ all of which, including the funda-
mental mathematical notions, go back to indemonstrable
beliefs,—e. g. of externality and its dimensions ;—beliefs
which, having no dependence on any ulterior and higher
certainty, are unsusceptible of verification and must be
taken on trust, if taken at all, and if left, will withhold from
existenice the science which needs them for its start. M.
Littré is so possessed by antipathy to absolute notions’ as
to see them through the whole course of history trying
their worst to strangle their relative enemies at the birth.
They are never tired of the strife, and always beaten from.
the field. *The struggle with Galileo about the earth’s
motion is but an episode in this long drama better known
than the rest. Between absolute and relative notjons the
decisive point is this, that the demonstration which is
always impossible for the first is always available for the
second!? The bugbear of ‘the absolute’ must have become
a haunting prepossession for the imagination which could
find it in this controversy. All motion surely is relative ;
and whether it be in the earth or the sun, nothmng ¢ absolute’
can be got out of it. The competing doctrines were simply
two interpretations of a sct of confessedly relative phe-
nomena.

4" The word ¢ phenomenon,’ I need hardly say, is borrowed
from the vocabulary of vision, denoting originally that which
is offered to the sense of sight. Of the mere sensation
corresponding with the affection of the optic nerve, such as

might arise in the eel or snail, we should hardly useit: a
\simple change of feeling, unless it be observed, does not

earn the word ; and for this purpose, it is not enough that
the sensorium be acted on : the change must be dealt with

* De la Phil. Pos. 63. L
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by thought in two ways, viz. referred to an object that gives
it, and taken home to the subject that has it; and then
first it passes from sensation into perception. Neither of
these references,—to an external cause whence it comes,
and to an internal self on whose thread of consciousness it
assumes its place, belongs to the mere animal Sense : both
are judgments added by the Understanding, and are charac-
saristics exclusively of intelligent natures. Nor are they
derivative judgments, dependent on inference and general-
isation, but original and spontaneous ; being essential con-
ditions of the first perceptive act as much as of the last, and
containing, in the ideas of outward cause and of inward
self, the fundamental categories of all experience and all
inference from it. These modes of handling the passive
material of sensation are the functional activity of the
intelleet itself, which certainly we can never verify or refute
“until we are able to go behind ourselves. As essential to
constitute phenomena, yet not, like phenomena, made up of
the matter of sensation, they are primary thought-forms ot
Noumena ; and so far as, in this capacity, it is possible to
discuss their validity, they fall to the province of Meta-
physies ; while the sensory elements and- variations of
phenomena, in order to be classed and measured, resort to
the sciences of observation. There is here no desertion of
phenomena, no transcending of them, but simply an analysis
of them as given to sense and moulded by reason: no
abandonment of relativity, but the closest scrutiny of rela-
tions between the constituents of every fact: no pretence of
escape into the ‘absolute;’ but simply a recognition of some
non-phenomenal ground to which phenomenal variations
stand related.

(L) Among the notions which the intellect demands for the
interpretation of phenomena is that of Causality. On Comte
it seems to have a peculiarly provocative effect : his rebuke
is pever sharper than when directed upon ‘the search for
causes” A great part, however, of his polemic against it,
though not intended to spare it at all, really applies only to
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i!iegitimate or supetfluous uses of it in the methods and
literature of the natural sciences. His position seems
unassgilable when he insists that from observation and
experiment, however resolved and generalised, nothing can
be learned but #e order, i. . the laws of concomitance and
succession, among the changes of the world ; and further,
that to know these is all that is required for the consum-
mation of scientific ambition, viz. the grepision of the course
of nature. And in cases (like that of gravitation) where
dynamic ideas enter into the expression of ascertained
Ea_ws, the possibility must be granted to him of dispensing
with the language of Force, and translating the law into
terms of mere time, space, and motion. And again, not a
few discoverers in the past must plead guilty to his charge
of mistaking a mere generalised fact for an efficient entity,
ar_mdAso‘ setting up as many independent forces as there are
dissimilar classes of phenomena, without being aware that
they are only mentally invented and not physically found.
B};t to what do these concessions amount? They simply
dislodge causes from the list of phenomena, 4nd forbid the
perceptive faculty to be on the look-out for them: just as
you might restrain it from attempting to establish the infi-

_nitude of Space.  But do they discredit the idea and belief

of causality behind or within the advent of phenomena ¢
Not in the least. Do they make it absurd to think that
something is needed to determine the phenomena to be so
and not otherwise, and make their order to be this, and not
that? These questions they do not even approach; and
these cover the whole demands of the doctrine of cau;ality.
It remains all the while certain that of every witnessed phe-
nomenon Cawse is just as much an inseparable correlative
as Space: by an equally imperative intellectual law we have
to think of it as out of the one and in thé other: théy are
alike intuitive conditions of all experience; and the pro-
posal to divest experience of either is like the attempt to
peel a bubble in search for its colours and contents: “in
tenuem ex oculis evanuit auram.’
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/ It is the less necessary to push the vindication of the
idea of causality beyond the range of Comte’s objection,
because of late Seience, though quite able to express its
truths in terms of simple antecedence and sequence, has
shown less and less disposition to conform to such a simpli-
fication, and does not hesitate to allow dynamical con-
ceptions (which are intermediary between the causal and
the phenomenal) to permeate its whole account of ‘laws,’
and even substitute an enumeration of Jorces for a classi-
fication of facts. That under cover of this tendency illusions
may easily creep in cannot be denied.  But when we com-
pare the facility of thought and investigation which is thus
obtained, with the artifices required in order to conceive,
€. g. of the law of gravitation, without any idea of attraction,
the. presumption seems strong that nature reports herself
most truly in the dialect of causal energy, and by her
awkward submission protests that the commensurate for-
mulas of ‘coexistence and succession’ are the fictitious
equivalents. It is true that, were the universe resolved
into grouped and regimented phenomena, no science would
be evicted ; but the fact that the most skilled expositors of
even physics and chemistry cannot dispense with the con-
ceptions of action and reaction, of pressure, of affinity, of
repulsion, bears witness that for the severest intellects
science does not speak the last word, but opens the door
to an ulterior audience-chamber of philosophy.% Nay, this
witness is again and again borne by Comte himself. He
speaks of the doctrine of equilibrium, of the periodicity of
the planctary perturbations, and of other problems of phy-
sical astronomy, in language unmeaning in a world of mere
coexistence and succession. He recognises iniensifies, greater
or less, which can be predicated only of force, and must be
fluxionally rather than differentially conceived, And he
lays stress on the modifiable character of natures in pro-
portion to their complexity, and founds upon it the rules of
human selfgovernment and the encouragement to social
advance. How, in the absence of agents who operate on

4a
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themselves or others, and of ‘antecedents’ that cawse thegr
‘consequents,” this feature of complex s‘tructures canh e
tumned to account, it is not easy to conceive; or‘how t eret
can be evinced a capacity of being modified, without any
corresponding power of modifying.

A second limitation is imposed by Comte on .humr;
knowledge, by banishing from it al} the s_um?ostedl OhJCCtS‘.?F
introspective self.consciousness. By an invineible necessity
the human mind can directly observe all phenomena

ot its own.’

exc;}?;sltjxdusion of all psychological self—kno'-:u‘ledge, anc}
consequent restriction of the v.'ord.‘ phcnomepa to ext'eirjat
changes, is so paradoxical in itscli,}_and S0 l:tt!c mns;is-1 t!’i
with Comte’s own experience and hlS.tOT?", that it is d:l ‘cut.
to treat it as the expression of an mdig?nous f:onvmh_on’,
and T am disposed to regard it as a floating relic of Galli
inauspicious influence ; the more so, because the argumex;t
by which he supports it is the stock argume:n c;rre

among the phrenologists. It runs thus. In order to uovii
vou must look at what is proposed for knowledge, an

therefore must stand outside it: you cannot stand outside|

vour own states of mind: they are at no. di.stance from
“\:ourself, but are identical with your_self‘ - 1t. is, the;refore,
impossible for you to know them. If this evidence is cl?ﬂn—
clusive, we should all be reduced to co_nfess a more‘ £ En
Socratié¢ Upafiaand each would be obliged to say, ‘I do
not know whether I feel hot or cold, pleased or angry, self-
contented or ashamed ; whether I reme@bgr or forget _.th:e
features of my friend ; whether T am thmkmg of Dax:wmsi
theory or Mr. George’s; whether I am stirred by any
motive, or, if by two, whether ‘they pull the same wa% or
opposite ways. No abstract piece of reasoning can fe‘ar
the strain of comsequences so absurd ; and, in spite o it,
every one will admit the ¢ positive’ fact of self-knowled 3 in
the instances adduced.7 1 shall venture then to fin Ia
way out of the argument, by simply ?m‘nmg it rc?ur"ld. dn
stead of insisting, ‘Identity of subject and object render

\
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knowledge of the latter impossible : the self-conscious mind
is identical with its own states: therefore, it cannot know
them ;* 1 will say, ‘Identity of subject and object render
knowledge of the latter impossible : the self-conscious mind
knows its own states; therefore, it is not identical with
them :’—a conclusion which at once detects the phreno-
logical fallacy. Thinker and fthought, Fecler and felt,

Chooser ‘and choice, are not rendered identical by their

joint internal seat, and the absence of any local distance

furnishing for one a station from which it looks at the other.

Objectivity is not given by externalityalone: the separation

from the attending mind which it requires may be supplied

by Zime as well as Space; and when we direct introspection
upon our mental states, they must already be in the past,
since the introspection itself is in possession of the present.

. They are thus qualified to become our ‘ objects,’ as we are

" to be the ‘subjects’ that know them. As subjects, we are
always knowers, always feelers, always agents; while the
changes, of thought, of fecling, of volition, that either arrive
at us or go from us, are by their very movement and
transiency presented to our apprehension and ranged upon
the continuous thread of our personal history.

“t  Reserving the direct vindication of self-reflection for future
chapters on Psychological Ethics, 1 gladly leave the case at
present to rest upon the cautious but adequate defences of
Stuart Mill and Lewes, both of whom, notwithstanding their
admiration for Comte, declined to surrender the whole
literature of mental and logical philosophy to the fear of his
wrath?, One remark only I would add to Mill’s effective
criticism. To Comte’s demand that what is called ‘psycho-
logy’ should be flung as mere cerebral function into the
physiology of the brain, inasmuch as all its uniformities are
derivative from molecular changes there, he replies that we
are hardly entitled to assume this, so long as we are far
more in the dark about the molecular changes than about

1 Mill’s Togic, B. VL ch. iv. § 2. Lewes, on Comte’s Philosophy of
the Sciences, F. L. § 20.
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the mental uniformities, and that the latter, being indepen-
dently ascertainable and of serious concern to us, are mean-
while a proper object of separate study. As a provisional
plea, deriving its force from the present condition of cerebral
knowledge, the answer is adequate.{~But does it not con-
cede too much to a philosopher who disowns the idea of
causality, vet is here building his whole argument upon it?
The mental series of changes must not, it scems, be ad-
mitted to separate study and reduction to law, because they
are derivative from the cerebral : if they were only constantly
parallel, they would have a right to formn a science of their
own. Suppose that we had reached perfect knowledge

" of the brain, and could read and register every molecular

movement in its exact timerelation to the changes in our
consciousness : what would be the difference, in the absence
of causation, of a derivative serics and a parallel series?
Invariable antecedence and sequence being all that we
have on hand, we cannot speak of any one term producing,
or failing to produce snother that follows it, whether in the
same line or in ifs counterpart: the whole account must
run in terms of Time. The story then would come out as
follows: Let 4, B, C represent three consecutive molecular
changes in the brain; and q, 8, y the three corresponding
feelings. Then, on the occurrence of
A, follows B, so C
follows SO S0
a B Ve
Now the only way of determining to w/af series the several
items belong is to find their ‘immediate” or ‘proximate’
antecedents, and to link together the terms thus selected as
eoming under the cognisance of the same science. Let us
trace the working of this rule. 4 is proximately followed
by B, say, in a second : it is also followed by «, also, let us
say, in a second. 5 is similarly followed, in another second,
by C, and by 8. 8 therefore is just one second removed
from both « and B, which will therefore have, by the rule
of proximity, to guarrel for possession of it; and the same
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dispute will arise between £ and C, and so on all along the
ceries. Nor will the case be mended by assuming an
interval between the two sequents (physical and mental)
upon the molecular change. If you put the cerebral con-

] i = o
o€ sequent first, you make it the proximate antecedent of the

mental which belongs to its predecessor: if the mental

c A E)E. comes first, it is turned into proximate antecedent of the

next physical; and the two series fall into cross purposes
throughout ; and the passage in time-succession is just
as frequent from the mental to the physical as from the
physical to the mental. The truth is, Comte’s absorption
of psychology into physiology not only rests entirely on
the causality which he repudiates, but gives it action from
the material to the mental, while withholding it from the
Jinverse direction, What he really thinks is this,—that the
molecular change produces its thought change, while no
thought change produces cither another or any molecular.
And yet the time-order is exactly the same as would be
required by the causal law when cut down to the rule of
invariable sequence.

The false identification of subject and object which is
the plea for rejecting self-knowledge involves a doctrine
of personality which reverses the psychological conception
of it, and marks more *distinctly, or at least more funda-
mentally, than any other feature, the difference which alien-
ates Gall and Comte from the metaphysician. The unity
of the ego to which all felt changes arc brought home, its
[persistent identity through ever varying affections, is re-
garded by the latter as an _ultimate postulate, which experi-
'ence carinot give, because without it experience ¢cannot
H:’e given. By th® phrenologists, on the other hand, it is
regarded as built up piecemeal from the contributions of
several faculties, cemented together by concurrent action,
their multiplicity being concealed from feeling by their
Asimultaneousness. The unity, therefore, is last instead of

first ; \and is an illusion instead of a reality. ! As it must
cost more to unify a larger number of constituents than
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a less,_so complex a being as man cannot so readily be
set up into an ege as one of the lower animals; and Comte
accordingly asserts that the sense of personality is much
stronger in them than in him. If we could follow down'
this. numerical reduction far enough, and scrutinise the
feeling of some being with but a single function, we ought
to‘ ﬁl.ld the conscious selfidentity made abs,'(;lute in aE
spinning animalcule. This, however, would not fo]low,‘
E?lis%?ﬁlas?nn&pi?nkm endgcit by the Mf’lls, that “tof
gvea_feeling and to_kAow that you have it’ are one
and the same thing ;% whereas Comte, as we have seen
contends that if the feeling is yours, you cannot know it,“
He therefore requires some organ of knowledge to b(;
addedt on to the organs of feeling and impulse, before self:
consciousness can be claimed ; and though he will not own
it as a human characteristic, he does not carry it below a
certa..irf grade of complexity of nature. In this demand of|
cognitive functions, distinct from sensitive and active, he is
favourably distinguished from Gall and later phrenologists
withl whom it is an established principle that each ercrar:
has its own appropriate objects, and with these objects daoes
all the kinds of work that may be required,—feels them,
remembers them, compares, discriminates, and judget;
thf.:m; these processes, in fact, involving each other, and
being only different aspects of one faculty. As each (;rgan
has.but its single function, this amounts to saying, that
feeling, memory, comparison, judgment, are all one, and
thath each of these terms takén as subject has all thé rest
as its predicates: that feeling, for example, remembers
compares, judges; and memory feels, compares, judges,
&c.; in which case feeling certainly knows itself, not to’
say a good deal more; and, in denying the possibﬂ.ity of
self-knowledge, Gall involves himself in contradiction.

‘Within the unity of a solitary organ there are the knower

and tl?e known : identity of subject and object is provided

for, -\vithout forfeiture of cognition. Under these conditions

a single organ would suffice to set up a selfconscious
VOL. I, Hh
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personality ; and a eompound being, like man, would be an
aggregate of persons, packed together into one figure, like
the multitudinous monster made up of pigmies which stands
in the frontispiece of Hobbes’s ‘ Leviathan’ to represent the
State. From this absurdity Comte guarded himself by
removing the knowing function into separate lodgings, and
then admitting that where the organs of feeling and of
cognition were different, selfinspection ceased to be
impossible. .

But in thus shaking subject and object out of their
coalescence he encounters the opposite danger, of setting
the one outside the other, as my hand and another’s hand
are alike outside of my eye that sees them, and my voice
and another’s voice are alike beyond my car that hears
them. If one organ knows what another organ feels, where is
the unity of the knower and the feeler? And where there
are numerous organs strange to each other’s feelings and
incapable of interchanging them, and all are known as hetero-
geneous through a cognitive group different from all, how
is it that the host of incommensurable changes emerging
from this composite apparatus insist on being treated
throughout as predicates of the same subject? It is
admitted, indeed contended, that they are not phenomena
.of a unitary being. “Man is eminently multiple, says
Comte; using this phrase to denote, not the variety of
capacities committed to the same indivisible agent, but the
many organs of which now this group, and now that, may
successively wake into energy and constitute the agent for
the time being. Yet it cannot be denied that, to every
one, doubt is impossible of the simple persistency of his
personal essence threugh all his changes of mood and
character. The question at issue is, therefore, what is the
order of true relation under which we are to conceive the
two recognised facts, the personal unify and the facultafive
pluralify of the human being. The psychelogist accepts
and trusts the report of natural consciousness, and believes
that the one individual manifests the many phenomena.:
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Comte reverses the conception, and from the concurrence
of many independent functions derives an illusory feeling
of individuality. Asked to explain the mode of its origin,
he can only assure us that it is merely the ‘sympathy’ or
the “symergy’ of the several faculties,—words which account
for nothing; for that several organs should feel 7z com-
dination, or should acf £n combination, can never teach us
that there is #o combination af all. 1f each organ has its
own feeling (and else there is no sympathy) how can the
simultaneons existence of a number be nevertheless #az o
number but only ene?  And, amid continual change of the
particular organs subseribing to make up an act or state,
how can the' resultant unity, the conscious self, remain the
same? The thief who, under the excitement of acquisi-
tiveness, secretiveness, and destructiveness, breaks open
my house, shoots my servants, and carries off my plate,
owes his individuality to the ‘synergy’ of these select
endowments. ~Some awakening conversion brings into
action his latent conscientiousness, benevolence, and
veneration, and, struck with remorse, he makes confession
and reparation. But the factors of his personality are now
a different set of powers, and the product of their synergy
cannot therefore be the same: the man who stole is not
the man who repents: the crime he bewails was the crime
of another; his compunction is vicarious ; and the postu-
lates of all natural contrition are false. Every attempt
to conceive of the personal essence of the human being
as a mere confluence of independent streams of activity
must end in such absurd and mischievous results; and
incur the disadvantage of contradicting the fundamental
deposition of all our consciousness, without even the com-
pensation of a plausible explanation of its origin. As to
the assertion that the feeling of personality is not peculiar
to man, the only proof of it offered by Comte is, that a
cat is not found to mistake herself for another: which is

- true enough, since she must then know a difference between

other and same. Need we say that such a blunder would
Hh2
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be an instance of the very self consciousness, only mistaken
instead of correct, whose total privation it is intended to
. exemplify. Absence of the idea of self is not evinced by
making erroneous propositions about self: on the contrary,
there can be no better proof that the idea is there. The
proper effects of conscious personality are the ascription
to oneself, as identical subject, of our own acts and states,
as our changing predicates: so that, over and above the
doing the acts and baving the states, we know that we do
them and have them ; and the inevitable conformity of our
affections to this hypothesis ; so that we cannot help feeling
responsible as agents for our acts and states in a way which
would be groundless if they were our factors instead of
our products. These effects are undoubtedly human; and
till the Positivist cat makes some further proficiency beyond
the mere keeping clear of an alas, we shall continue to
hold them ckaracieristically human.

Comte’s unjust antipathies are usually the inverted ex-
pression of some true insight and worthy admiration,
tempted, by a partisan disposition, to turn harmonious
opposites into inveterate enemies. In his disaffection
towards the psychologists he loves to display before them,
to the shame of their barren introspection, the copious
fruits to be gathered from the ofjective study of men,
whether of other persons in the living world around,
or of the intellectual products of individual genius and
sacial experience, in language, science, literature, and laws.
Logic is to be learned from the recorded reasonings of
great discoverers: the categories of thought and the pro-
cessesof abstraction from the history and moulds of speech :
the rules of beauty from the chefs-d’enzre of painting,
sculpture, poetry, and music; and the characteristics of
Morals, from the development of public sentiment and the
growth of codes in civilised States. All this is salutary
truth ; but it is truth so little opposed to the psychologist’s
method, that he alone is qualified to avail himself of it. If
he were blind to his own internal histery, he would stand
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amid this magnificent assemblage of spiritual treasures, and
stare at them, like the cattle, without any key of interpreta-
tion. If he could not analyse his own thought, how could
he test the reasoner’s appeal to it, and use him as an ex-
ponent of the ways of the human mind? If he admired,
without power of reflecting on his admiration, and of sepa-
rating the elements of beauty from the common and un-
clean, in sensible and in moral experience, Phidias and
Sophocles, Dante, Raphael, Shakspeare, and Beethoven
would teach as much esthetics to an idiot as to him. And
so of morals : were there no self-consciousness of different
claims among the springs of action, how could examples of
Pity and Cruelty, of Honour and Perfidy, speak to us respec-
tively with inspiring or hateful voices ? How could the senti-
ments of otherswake the responseof inward content orshame,
were there not chords already vibrating there with the same
preluding strain? It is the self-conscious life in each that
throws open to intelligence the cumulative products of self-
consciousness in all. There is doubtless perpetual action
and reaction between the two, and the reflective power gains
immensely in the school and museum of its own historical
results. But to treat these results as its source and not its
fruits, and exhort it to renounce itself in order to study
them, is to put out the light the better to see the way.

B. Contents anp Orper oF KnowLEDGE—Three
years before the publication of the Philosopiie Positive
appeared the first volume of Dr. Neil Arnott’s Zlkments of
Phystes; the introduction to which presents a.classification
of the sciences identical with Comte’s, except in two parti-
culars: (1) the Mathematics (in their higher researches) are
taken last instead of first; and (2), as by Mill and Lewes,
Psychology is withdrawn from the category of Physiology,
and is prefixed (under the heading Mind) to the laws of
Justice, Morals, Politics, embraced by Comte under the
name Sociology. The transposition of the mathematics is
due to the predominance, in Arott’s mind, of an eduo-
cational purpose, and is more apparent than real. In effect,
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he divides mathematical studies into two stages ; of which
he presumes the more elementary to be brought by the
learner in ready condition to the first natural science : while
the second and more recondite is postponed till the problems
requiring them have been encountered, and have furnished
the incentive to further preficiency. The theoretical priority
he does not deny to the mathematics; but, for his edu-
cational purpose, the theory waives a portion of its rights in
concession to practical convenience. The last term of the
Positivist series,—the Science of Humanity,—did not (in
Arnott's mind) by any means anticipate Comte’s conception
of Sociology; its contents, though made up of the same
subjects, present but a miscellaneous assemblage of special

| topics, unorganised by any central and disposing idea.

|

They probably never came within the range of the phy-
sician’s serious studies, so as to suggest to him any deeper
interior relations among them than might direct the arrange-
ment of a library catalogue of the ‘moral and political
sclences” But, so far as the order is concerned in which
the successive strata of knowledge are superimposed from

.lthe base to the apex of the pyramid, the coincidence

(assuredly unconscious) is remarkable. It bears witness to
the entire dominance obtained over the minds of con-
temporary men by the dchievements of the natural sciences,
and to the consequent conviction that every problem will
yield to the same methods, till all the movements in the
world, from the swaying of the tides to the flashes of genius
and the revolutions of nations, disclose a single organism of
homogeneous law.

I have rventured to modify Comte’s hierarchy of know-
ledge by throwing Astronomy into Physics, and have affirmed
that this is more true to his idea than his separation of the
two. To render this position clear, I must remark that,
when objects are disposed (like Comte’s sciences) in the
order of their relative ‘ simplicity,’ there are two measures of
simplicity between which the choice intended should be
distinctly announced. When Hartley speaks of ‘a simple

1] COMTE. 471

idea of sensation,’ he means the image or vestige left on the
mle object, e. g. an orange. When Locke
speaks of ‘a simple idea,’ he means the idea of any single
quality of an object or a kind of objects, €. g. the fozan of an
orange, or its size, or its smee, all of which would be com-
prised together within Hartley’s simple idea, making it in
Locke’s view highly complex. In awarding the epithet, the
one looks to unity of object, the other to uhity of quality.
The difference lies between concrete and abstract sim-
plicity. In the former case, the universe is conceived as
made up of an indefinite assemblage of individual things;
in the latter, of a small number of attributes whose various
combinations constitute and classify all individual things.
If two minds could fully represent the cosmos to them-
selves in.t‘nese two ways respecu:vell}-', thi ﬁn%ﬁ%ﬂ? think
of it in its extension, the other in its comprehension. In
conformity with this distinction, Comte discriminates ¢ Con-
crete sciences’ from © Abstract sciences';” the former select-
ing for study some partjcular group of objects, or even a
single object, and trying to refer all Ifs phenomena to their
respective lawsy the latter fastening upon some type of
phenomenon or property that reappears in many a group,
and determining its conditions and rules, irrespective of
their application to this or that. The latter alone fulfil the
proper requirements of science, being intellectually free
from all restrictions of place and time, and going wherever
the steps of a spreading law may lead them ; and only after
they have worked out their general formulas, can the con-
crete sciences address themselves to a detached family of
individual things, with the necessary keys for interpreting
their facts. You cannot give account of the phenomena of
any object without having recourse to a plurality of sciences :
a drop of quicksilver exercises your Mathematics and
Physics ; of water, your Chemistry ; of blood, your Physi-
ology as well : and if each of these separately be a science,
the accidental use of excerpts from several of them together
* Phil. Pos. 1. p. 70,
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will not constitute another. It would be better to withhold

‘the name ‘science’ altogether from such pursuits as Min-
eralogy, Botany, Conchology, Meteorology, Geology, which

define themselves by their interest in integral objects,
whether taken singly or classified by external characters,
and to treat them all as plrt of ¢ Natural History,” regarded
as a study of arrangement subservient to the practical arts.
Comte adopts this principle in the case of Geology, as ‘the
special study of the earth, entirely dependent on all the
fundamental sciences,” and simply applying them without
adding one new scientific element®. But it is just as
applicable to the special study of the stars, and equally
removes Astronomy from the category of ‘pure science:’
the greatest of all discoveries in its field consisting in the
annulling of all fancied laws of its own, and the identi-
fication of celestial with terrestrial physics. It cannot have
a separate place, except upon a list of the so-called *Concrete
sciences.” In the hierarchy rising from the base of abstract
simplicity, it merges mainly in Physics, with a certain
minor interest in Chemistry, and even, Sir W. Thomson
would persuade us, in Biology. o

It seems evident that the difference between Arott and
Comte in the allocation of Mathematics could not possibly
have arisen except in the ease of this particular term in
the series.  Physics, e g. would not bear transposition with
Chemistry or Biology. Yet it does not appear to us im-
possible to postpone our measurement of quantity till after
we have become " acquainted with the qualities to be
measured, from the most familiar (i. e. general or simple) to
the leastrso. Why is this? If the relations of each term
to the next above it were the same all through, following
merely the rule of diminishing empirical generality, the

Mathematics ought to be as irremovable as any other’

member of the set. In Comte’s view, the relation #s the

same : he attaches extension,—the ground of geometry,—

and number,—that of calculus,—as qualities or attributes,
! Phil. Pos. L p. 73; Littré, p. 8o. :
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to the objects of our sensible experience, and supposes them
disengaged thence in thought by abstraction, in exactly the
mode which furnishes us with the notions of solidity and
weight. The axioms of Mathematics are no less inductions
from experience than the assumptions of the succeeding
scienices ; only, they are drawngfrom simpler experience,
and immediately pressed into the service of ulterior infer-
ence, and yield the maximum of deduction from the mini-
mum of induction,—from so little indeed that it is almost
#i{ and puts on the appearance of intuition’. Of the well-
known difficulties of this doctrine he was apparently un-
aware : e.g. that the axioms per se are absolutely barren and «
yield no inference, though regulating all : that without the =
presuppositions of space and time, in which the axioms are
already implicit, there can be no experience, and therefore
no induction : that extension and duration cannot belong 3
to objects, as their phenomena, on the same terms with
solidity and weight, becanse their extension and duration
would be there on their own account, whether the objects
were present in them or not; and that they are so far from &
being dependent affections of things, passing into mere
figments of thought when separated from such finite recep-
tacles, that the samples we meet with are only marked off
from a real infinitude and eternity. Is it not, then, more
correct to say that they are the condifions of existence for
bodies, than that they are among their phenomena? Cer-
tainly, the pre-existence which must be assigned to them can
be predicated of no other corporeal properties. The pre-
requisites of Mathematics are pure quantities, viz. Space, as
susceptible of ideal limitation by coexisting division ; Time,
as susceptible of limitation by successive division or count-
ing. The prerequisites of Physics are certain gualities ot
all sensible objects ; of Chemistry, other qualities affecting
them with differences; of Biology, still further qualities,
adding a higher story of differences. The distinction, there-
fore, between the first and second term is quite other than
1 Littré, pp. 84, 85, o1.
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that between the second and third, which, once introduced,
repeats itself in the subsequent steps. For this reason; a
more satisfactory classification would be gained by erecting
the science of quantity into an order Separate from the
sciences of quality; the former giving the @ priori condi.
Ut)’__iz_s;_?f experience, the latter its abstracted results, arranged
on the scale of contracting genemlit);. A very ordinary and
Inexact experience suffices to instruct us in the steps of
this scale, and enables us to understand that all things,
€.g. have weight, but that not all things combine like the
powders of an efferveseing draught, and still fewer are alive,
and that to know more about these three things, we must
80 to a different kind of book for each ; so that the rude

3

outline of the qualitative scries would readily form itself in

an thmathematical mind. But on nearer approach it is
soon found that all qualities (whether because resolvable
into motion, or not) are susceptible of varying intensity,
and that with such variations their phenomena regularly
change, and new relations among them arise ; so that the
need for measurement hecomes imperative, and the advance
of knowledge must wait till the methods of quantitative
determination hasten to its ajd. Theoretically, it would
have been more in order, if they had been ready for the
emergency by perfecting themselves first, and planting all
their calculating engines on the field before anybody asked
for them. But, in point of fact, the greal achievements in
mathematics have appeared in answer to the requirements
of some grand physical problo else unmanageable ; trigo-
nometry working itself out to solve the perplexities of the
engineer and the astronomer ; the geometry of curves
enlarging itself to express the detected laws of caustics and
of the pendulum, and Newton’s labours compelling him to
make his own tools as he went along. This fact may well
have induced Armnott to treat the Mathematics rather ag
emerging from the mixed sciences than as their prelude,
Nor does their theory, rightly understood, bind them to the
same priority to Physics that Physics must hold to Chemistry.
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But a far more serious guestion arises as we approac.h
the summit of Comte’s classification. Through its inorganic
stages and the vegetable and animal phyl'siology at t.he next
step, he is partitioning #%¢ seene which enwrm}s our ex1ste.nce;
but now, at last, he arrives at the being himself who is so
environed : it is #az that has here to get known ; and man
also that has to be the knower. Does this make I‘lO.dlf—
ference? Does it allow the simple continuity of the previous
method of procedure, as if this new object were also exposed
freely to view in the outward field, and amenable to per-
ccptive observation ?  This is precisely what Comte assumes,
and what is required by his extension of the same axis
through this crowning apex. For reasons already stated,
this assumption cannot be admitted. Not the }Jest eye-
sight in the world, with the most careful register and
comparison of what it shows, whether a;}ph&d to the move-
ments of living populations or the surviving products of the .
dead, will tell you more of human kind than you have found
it possible to learn of the swallows or the bees. Yet cer-
tainly there is more to be known: there are phefaomena
which are invisible, nay, whole dramas of conflict and
catastrophe behind the scenes, often constitut_ing the very
crises and defining the essence of life, to which we shouls
be for ever blind, were we not ourselves the scens as wel
as thespectator, It is true that this secret history does no
die in silence : it speaks out in various forms of art and
language : but these signs would say nothfng to us, had we
not in us the things signified. Self-consciousness, in short,
lifts the veil of a new world ; and in that new world it is,
and not in the physical and chemical, that is found the
Humanity, personal and soeial, which it remains for_ us to
know when we have finished the last page of our biology.
The series is here broken, because we alight upon not
inerely phenomena that are sw7 generss, but upon a mode of
knowing that is sui generds ; and the laws _that may emerge,
being without contact, though parallel, with those already
determined, take up nothing of their contents, and have no




4576 PHYSICAL THEORY. [Book

claim to be their successors and consummation. Every
affection has its history in two directions which have no
.common segment : it radiates outwards'into visible action:
it passes inwards, and, impinging on the self-consciousness,
undergoes reflections and refractions, the lines of which no
visual organs can trace and no skilled bystander compute.
If, when we come to treat of the human affections, we
refuse to quit the old path of external observation, we miss
'the whole tissue of this interior life. If, on the other hand,
we gather up its perceptible products in language, arts, and
laws, and study these as if they spake for themselves, we
credit them with a significance gained from an unnoticed
source, and tacitly use material of which we have given no
account. This is the fallacy of method into which Comte
unwittingly falls. He denies and derides the mind’s self-
knowledge ; and then, in a fit of somnambulism, applies its
secret key to the vast edifice of social and moral existence
which it has constructed and adorned, and moves about
through its cloisters and memorial chapels, interpreting
them all under the illusion that he is still standing in the
plain outside. :

Self-consciousness, then, involves in its very nature the
dualism of knowledge, and makes it impossible to range
the inner phenomena which it reveals, in one series with
the varieties of motory change cognisable by external per-
ception. The chasm between movement and feeling is
impassable : from the nicest reading of either, no idea can
be- gained of the other; and the more you succeed in
proving their eternal parallelism, the more hopeless becomes
their cofitinuity or coincidence. Each must take its own
initiative, and trace its separate course ; one supplying the
axis for the sciences of outward nature ; the other, the axis
for those of selfconscious man. Around the latter, psy-
chology, westhetics, morals, individual and social, group
themselves and vindicate their independent essence, without
forgetting their constant relation with the corresponding
points of the former. Nor need these human studies wait
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to begin till, in arranging the objects on the external scene,
we at last alight on man: it is only as noticeable object in
the world that he is reserved for that place : but, as know-
‘ng subject, he learns himself as soon as he learns anything
besides: he cannot prick himself without becoming ae-
quainted with the pain, along with the form of the finger
and the pin; and all through the rising stages of Comte’s
hierarchy, from the simplest to the most complex intellectual

apprehensions, he gains simultaneous insight into the objects

of his thought and into his own processes in thinking them ;
so that in becoming an astronomer, a chemist, a physio-
logist, he is at least gathering materials which have only to

‘be brought into the focus of his intelligent attention to

render him also a psychologist and a logician. The
scientific order of nature has thus its necessary reflection
in the mental development ; and it might be supposed that
the phenomena of self-consciousness could not do better
than copy in their arrangement the intellectual construction
of the natural series. For various reasons, however, this
does not hold good: among the rest, because not a tithe of
the contents of our selfconscious life is embraced within
the discipline of scientific culture ; nor do the dealings of
thought with its successive budgets of materials undergo
variations at all proportionate to the differences in the
materials themselves. To construct a reformed arrange-
ment on the principle of these hints is not within the scope
of my design. My purpose is simply to show that Comte’s
supreme stratum does not repose securely upon its_base :
that it needs to be lifted off and planted upon an area of
its own; and that, thus placed, its contents will be found
adequate, under systematic redisposition, to the formation
of a second structure more worthy of its dedieation to
humanity than the mere attic-story of any temple of material
nature. :

Comte’s ‘encyclopedic scale’ of knowledge does not re-
main in his hands a purely theoretical construction. It
supplies him with the general law of historical genesis and




478 PHYSICAL THEORY. [Book

growth among the sciences; and with the true order in
which they should enter individual education’. I cannot
but think that, in both these instances, he has been misled
by the idea that he begins from the sfmplest end, which, it is
natural to suppose, must be most accessible to incipient in-
telligence. He does so: but he overlooks the difference
between the abstracs simple and the concrete simple : what he

taﬁmr: what comes first in the in-

tellectyal history, is the latter. Accordingly, it is by no
means true that, even in their elementary rules, the sciences

of measurement preceded the knowledge of the things mea-

sured. What we now call ‘the applied mathematics’ were
really the cradle of the mathematics ; and it was in the arts
of embanking rivers, and entrenching camps, and shaping
altars, and issuing multiple coins, and learning how to find

the moon, and make the shadow on the dial tell the time, .

that the relations of magnitude and number were first appre-
hended and generalised. The practical inventions and
physical speculations of Thales and Anaximander had to
precede the idealisation by Pythagoras of measure, number,
and proportion, as the ground of the universe, and universal
element of human knowledge. And though there are
memorable instances, as in the diamond’s estimated refrac-
tion and the figures which hinted at Neptune's invisible
presence, in which purely mathematical relations have anti-
cipated physical discovery, far more usual is the resort to
calculation in order to Zs# some preconception of suspected
. but undetermined law.

Accepting Comte's just remark, that ‘the starting-point
for the' race is necessarily the same as for the individual,’ I
cannot but apply these criticisms to his prescribed order of
Education. As you cannot go to work till you have got
your tools, the child must no doubt be early trained to
some arithmetical dexterity, both to make the faculties
nimble and to serve the exigencies of common life. But
even this stage is most easily passed by deserting the ‘ab-

* Phil. Pos. pp. 84, 85; Littrg, p. go.
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stract” simplicity and taking refuge with ‘concrete’ objects
which ean be counted and combined in all sorts of visible
ways. And, with most learners, it will be difficult to main-
tain in vigour the incentives to progress, unless a series of
physical problems is presented which kindles curiosity and
awakens the urgency of conscious defect. To enter upon
edueation at the most abstract extremity of knowledge, is to-
forego the aid of natural propensity in early life and én-
counter the maximum of nitural impediment. All incipient
knowledge deals with concrete objecis; and the intellectual
aptitudes for classification and distinction are most readily
formed in the natural history arrangements of integral
things ; and cannot better learn their first lessons of abstrac-
tion and reflective analysis than in the exercise of language
and the logical interpretation of grammar. When the chief
kinds of objects that fill the world, together with men's
modes of handling them in speech and thought, have be-
come familiar, the way is prepared for chasing the like
phenomena through unlike kinds, and gathering up these
fresh combinations into a new unit of conception ; and in
that moment the idea of law is born and the path of science
is entered. If such be the order which best turns to account
the wonderful memory and quick perception of children,
while straining after no abstractions that are not cast in the
moulds of comman speech, it not only implies a long prelude
to the period of systematic science, but places in it som

studies for which Comte provides either a later place or none
at all. Seven years he dedicates to physical training of the
senses and the spontaneous activities, and the regulation of
manners and disposition, without even any commencement
of reading and writing, Seven more are given up to the
fine arts and the ‘Western languages,’—a courageous re-
quirement for a child that had not reached the alphabet at
seven. Not till fificen does the seven years’ scientific course
begin ; two being set apart for Mathematics and Astronomy,
and then the same for Physics and Chemistry, at a rate,
through both terms, of two lessons a week ; a rate which is
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halved throughthe three remaining years, devotedrespectively
to Biology, Sociology, and Morals, with the addition, as acces-
sories, of Greek and Latin through the final biennium. The

total omission from this scheme of all reflective studies (ex-

cept as implied in linguistic attainments), and of all ¢ concrete
sciences,’ cannot fail to strike us; and akin to this in its sig-
nificance is the extremely light provision for the languages
to be acquired, whether as prelude or as completion of the
youth’s systematic discipline: together with the strange in-
version of the ancient and the modern tongues. What sort
of scholarship could be expected from two years of Greek
and Latin, taken as Neen-studien to Sociology and Morals ?
Nor is their misplacement in time less strange than the
small allowance of it. If the matchless intellectual disci-
pline which familiarity with these languages and their litera-
ture affords is to be given at all, it should come in time to
send a finer and more practised mind into the great theatre
of scientific thought, and not to be tacked on as an appendix
to the human studies in which its fruits are most needed.
Experience, consulted on a large scale, appears to me dis-
{tinctly to prove the superiority of the scholarly men of sci-
§ence to the men of science pure and simple, with a thin
Uwash of literary colour for the outside film. Instances, no
doubt, there will always be of special genius wholly set apart
for the interpretation of external nature or the enlargement
of its subsidiary calculus ; and they are not to be pressed
into pursuits foreign to their possibilities of success. But
plans of education must be framed for average and not for
exceptional minds; and for them, I am persuaded, the
greatest vigour and volume of faculty will not be reached,
unless the Jifer@ humaniores and, in general, the studies
which exereise self-consciousness, occupy an earlier and a
more continuous place than is assigned to them in Comte’s
scheme. +
C. DEVELOPMEXT oF KNOWLEDGE—As the foregoing
series of sciences forms itself step by step, beginning with
the simplest, so does each member of it pass through three

£ COMTE. s

stages, the succession of which is determined by a._law of
evolution in the human mind that moulds them. It is long
before man can be content to take phenomena as he ﬁnds
them, and arrange them as they occur in space and time,
though he comes to this at last; relinquishing the illusory
search for causes, which had led him to refer Lham_, first, to
personal agency, and then to figments of :&.bS?IFlCthn, such
as attraction, repulsion, or other variety of imaginary power.
Whatever be the order of phenomena on which the z_nm‘d,‘
individual or collective, is engaged, it treats the.m, in its
childhood, theologically ; in its youth, metaphysically ; in
its maturity, positively. Such is the law. How far does
experience verify it*? _ :

If its expositor were content to say, _‘ When men ar{n;e at
Positivism, this is the path that brings them to it he
would probably meet with no dissent; and to theltru_tLh
contained in this conditional proposition the law in its
categorical statement owes, I believe, whate\ier_ persuasive
force it may possess. But, in order to turn it into the un-
conditional form, the assertion must be added, *All men, in
gaining acquaintance with the coexistence and succession

1 Tn the sketch of Comte’s life T have shown how far he l];a.d 1L;:en
anticipated by St. Simon in the enunciation of this law. It als v?r;lli'
traced still further back by Some keen investigators of th? genea ng‘t‘m
ideas, and found in Turgot's second _st\-:aﬂﬂ, del.l\‘erf.‘d;.:‘ _Pr_zer;ro f;vz
Sorbonne, Dec. 11, 1750, Str les progres SUECLSSTSS de esph?_'?zh_mf;ziz; :
CEuvres de Turgot. Paris, 1844, Tom. IL 6o1. But in t éSH 1qst0tur
cleteh of the course of civilisation from its dawn to the 1 tl; cent aﬁé
there is no attempt to define the general law to w]_uc}_x its ¢ mgl?:? .
referable, although the principle is recogniscd that they are n:ﬂ: ar ; ra rxg
in their succession; and, in the description of the stm:umb:pog o;;é
of the position reached, the dominance of Supernaturalism Jllld etf 5
and of Naturalism in the other is indicated.—as, mdeed,(lfr cou - nto a;l
to be. With regard to the former, e g. Turgot says, :ile rs}e;:eo%
struck by sensible phenomena, supposed that all effects u; Feperg;‘lv e
their own activity were produced by beings like them_se ‘fci]’a e
visible and more powerful, whom they put in ihe place ch ette n}(;f
< All the objects in nature had their gods, who, formed on the pa f"ttl ;
men. had their attributes and their vices,” But this remark is so flth:,
orini,nal, that it belongs to the common si_.'lock of all the htimdttur? osem
E.ugiect. T see pot the least reason to believe that Conite had ever

Turgot’s essay.
VOL. L £l
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of phenomena, arrive at Positivism, or will do so.” This is
the affirmation in which lies the questionable part of the
alleged law; and Comte's unconsciousness of anything
doubtful even here, his dogmatic assurance of unqualified
truth, may perhaps be referred to a still remaining ambiguity
of which the expression must be divested. What is meant
by “arriving at Positivism?’ Is it simply coming fo know
the lazvs of phenomena (for in this consists Comte’s * positize
knowledge’)? Or is it, along with this, coming fo think that
there is nothing else to be knoten, and, in particular, o discard
the belief in causality 7+ With the former sense, the proposi-
tion before us is a tautology ; with the latter, it affems as
fact what is certainly not fact. Comte never parted the
‘meanings from each other: the falsehood was for him-incor-
porated with the tautology, and so treated as a truism which
only simpletons could deny. The annihilating element of
Positivism, hidden away in its wealth of knowledge,—like a
bag of dynamite in a bale of silks,—passes the heedless
scrutineers, and gets warehoused as honest stock, with cer-
tainty of explaining itself hereafter.

In the hope, nevertheless, of taking it out betimes, let us
consider whether the individual, in learning more and more
of the grouping and series of phenomena, has to unleamn
his belief in their causation, and dispense with any account
of them beyond their realised presence in time and space.
Among the men of science down to the present day who
have attained the foremost rank in their several pursuits,
1 do not find any large proportion that have reduced the
relation of causality to that of invariable antecedence and

!sequénce.' Certainly Huyghens’ measurement of ‘centri-
fugal force, Galileo’s principle of ‘composition of forces,’
Newton’s law of equal action and reaction, were not con-
ceived in terms of mere simultaneity and succession of
movement apart from all idea of strain, of resistance, of

" -
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the illusory notion of causation. As the critic himself
continually uses, and must use, the word ‘force and
speaks of one body ‘acting upon another,’ is it clear that
he escapes his own censure? He thinks to do so by
defining ‘force’ as ‘movement, or tendency to movement ;’
and by remarking that ‘two forces that impress upon a
given body the same velocity in the same direction are
regarded as identical, however different their origin, be it
a contraction of animal muscle, or gravitation towards a
centre of attraction, or the impact of a body, or the ex-
pansion of an elastic fluid?’ But what is ‘tendency to
movement?’ Is it a present fact in the body of which you
predicate it ? and yet not a present movement there? Then
it is not a phenomenon so far; but only something that
may turn out a phenomenon by and by ; and how is such
a present fact in, the body conceivable but as a reserved
source of motion? and the fact adduced, that we do not
care from what origin two forces come which act upon a
body in precisely the same way, does not prove that we
treat them as without origin at all, and without operation,
and simply as movements loose from the next change
except in order of time. Instead of the advance of science
eliminating the conceptions and language of causation, it
has more and more developed and elaborated them, till
they have become responsible for nearly the whole frame-
work of modern doctrine ; and to translate any recent phy-
sical treatise by Clerk Maxwell, or Tait, or Deschanel, with
its exposition of - Energy conserved and transmuted and
dissipated, of attraction, repulsion, induction of currents,
and lines of force, into the phraseology of coexistence and
succession of phenomena would exhaust the patience, if
not baffle the ingenuity, of Comte and Mill themselves.
In short, it is precisely in the foremost rank of the ‘positive’
sciences that we find the most systematic departure from

"= operative energy. And the frequency with which Newton {
speaks of gravitation under the name ‘attraction’ is cen- g L
sured by Comte, as an indication that he was not free from !

the ¢positivist” anti-causal doctrine, and the most constant #

& 1 Phil. Pos. I pp. 246-249.
i 2 ? Ibid. L p. 544.
' 110
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resort to the ‘metaphysical conceptions’ of agency behind
phenomena which we are desired to dismiss as chimerical
and obsolete.

Nor is it only the proximate ‘metaphysical’ mode of
thought which thus proves to be compatible with the
newest lessons of nature. The earlier “ theological’ evinces
the same persistency. For I hold it entirely arbitrary to
attribute the wave of agnosticism which sweeps over the
present age to our improved knowledge of the order of
the world, except so far as that knowledge dissipates some
Biblical preconceptions, and thus disturbs those whose
belief has rested on mere authority. It is not among this
immense multitude, but within the small circle of scientific
thinkers alone, that the tests of Comte’s law must be
sought : they are the only witnesses of its last issues. It is
undeniable that the witnesses are divided; not, so far as I
can see, in any proportion different from that which the
cleavage of thought produced in other ages of speculative
doubt and denial ; in the times of Epicurus; of Lucretius;
of the Renaissance in Ttaly; of the Encyclopedists in France.
With Comte’s assertion in your mind, that every cultivated
man has been a theologian in childhood, a metaphysician
in youth, and a positivist in maturity, glance down the roll
of honoured savans and discaverers since the re-birth of the

scientific spirit, and the effrontery of his generalisation is .

apparent at once. His favourite heroes and ‘precursors,’
Bacon, Descartes, and Leibniz, give it no support: as
applied to Galileo, Huyghens, and the Cassini, to Newton,
Pascal, and De Moivre, the maxim is simply ridiculous.
And if we are forbidden to expect its evidence so far from
Comte’s advent, contradiction still meets us in later gene-
rations: the whole spirit of John Dalton and Thomas
Young, of the two Herschels and the two Ampéres, are
a protest against it. Are there any names more purely
representative of the inductive method, carried into the
newest department of physical research, than those of
Oersted and Faraday? Of these two, the Englishman, in
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telling his last thought to his countrymen, insisted, like
Bacon, on the distinet spheres, but the harmonious co-
existence, of inductive knowledge and religious faith; and
the Dane left: for posthumous publication an Essay to
prove “that ‘One Mind pervades all Nature” And not-
withstanding the wellknown voices that loudly appropriate
the agnostic rule, there is no country eminent in modern
science that does not record votes of high avail against it ;
from Fechner in Germany, from Pasteur in France, from
the late Clerk Maxwell, from Tait and Balfour Stewart,
from Carpenter and Allman in our own country.

Nor does history attest the triple law any more clearly
than individual experience. "Comte indeed extorts from it
one typical piece of evidence, coextensive with the period
which he submits to review: it is obtained by taking the
Medieval Catholicism as the advent of monotheism; the
revival of letters as its resolution into metaphysics: and
the last two centuries as the passage to Positivism. Even
if these links were firm and without flaw, they would
supply but a fragment of needed illustration; for the
Monotheism with which they begin is, according to Comte,
only the last reach of the theological stage, and has to
be evolved out of Polytheism, as that again emerges from
Fetichism. Where then does he find those prior conditions
which led up to the institution of the Catholic Church? In
the Paganism of Rome and Greece! in itself a growth out
of pree-Pelasgian worship of concrete objects; so that the
genealogy of Christianity is to be sought in Olympus and
the Alban Mount, and not, as we had supposed, in Palestine.
This curious affiliation ought not perhaps to surprise us in

_ a writer who requires nothing in a cause but anfecedence to its

effect ; for, no doubt, the Christian civilisation came after
the Pagan. But to treat the point of juncture between
the two as the birth hour of Monotheism, and deduce the
Church from the heathen Temple instead of from the
Synagogue, is a distortion of history without parallel. The
only notice which Comte takes of the Jewish people is to
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recognise their scattered presence in the cities of the Roman
empire, at a time when, all independent states being extinct,
.. the polytheistic divinities were baffled and stood idle in the
Pantheon and unworshipped in the temple ; and when the
orbis ferrarum, having become politically one, could no
Ionger live under the divided Heaven; so that, when the
unity of humanity forced men into unification of worship,
the process was helped into shape by the vicinity every-
where of some monotheistic colonies as organising centres.
These, however, were by no means necessary : so strong
was the set of the social current in the direction which
religion took, that, had they not been there, it would have
forced its way to the same course by some slight detour.
This theory exaggerates the Preparatio Evangelica which
Christian writers on the ©Providence of History’ have
pointed out as furnished by the vast area of universal peace
and common civilisation and free intercourse, opened by
the early Roman empire to the missionaries of the Gospel.
It treats this and other passive conditions of a favouring
field, as if they could have grown the new religion without
the sower and the sced. Nay, more: it ignores the fact
that the seed itself, instead of making itself up out of the
inorganic materials of a decaying Polytheism, was the living
_growth of a foreign Monotheism, matured and enriched
through the harvests of many a century. 1In his determina-
tion to limit his historic survey to the European nations,
Comte binds himself to find all that his theory requires
within their boundaries, and virtually shuts his eyes to the
elements of life which the winds and streams have brought
thither from afar. He deals with the world, as if the great
Oriental races had never been, or had left no legacy of
thought and feeling to the West. Now and then he be:
trays, for a moment, some consciousness of the difficulties
which their existence, especially that of the Jewish family,
opposes to his doctrine; but they draw from him no
concession; ‘he simply pushes aside the inconvenient
phenomena as anomalous intruders; the Jews were a

b
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peculiar people: they were .born out of due time: they
became monotieistic ‘ prematurely 7 they had no business
to be up so early: had they been aware of Comte’s law,
and set their timepiece by it, they would not have been so
forward to disturb the house from its appointed ways.
Such are the shifts to which a writer is driven, who insists
on setting up the medieval Christianity as the typical
example of evolved Monotheism, and on developing it out of
the Greek and Roman Polytheism which it overthrew and
dissipated. The religion of modern Europe notoriously
does #of descend from the same source as its civilisation,
and is no continuation of the ancient culture. It had an
origin to which the Pagan feeling entertained the intensest
repugnance ; and solong as the Roman culture was a living -
thing, no blending of the two was possible : the new religion
and the old life remained hostile, till the latter had dis-
appeared ; and it was not till the revival of letters, when
the old world had been gone neatly a thousand years, that
the reconciliation could take place, and the separated
streams of heathen and of Christian thought found any real
confluence.

No position is more emphasised by Comte than this:
that Monotheism carries with it, as its greatest benefit, a
separation of the spiritual from the temporal power, while
Polytheism unites the two. A glance at the Jewish and
Mohammedan Monotheisms would have modified this
judgment ; for hoth of them are so far from exhibiting this
separation that they serve as our standard examples of
Theocracy ;—in which there is no human legislator ; and
every executive officer, be he called king or caliph, priest
ar general, administers some part or other of one and the
same unalterable Divine law, and is equally a minister of
the King of kings. The separation of the two functions
arises only where the spiritual obligations and the temporal
have a different geographical extension, one of them being
universal, the other local. With the Jews, as with poly-
theistic states trusting in national gods, both were loeal,
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their whole Law being a tribal inherited specialty. With
the Mcohammedans, both are universal, intended for the

..conquest and government of the world. But Christianity
offers one religion to many nations, and is content to conse-
crate life from its inner springs and supply its moral
character, leaving to each land the moulding of its external
rules of action and relation, according,_ﬁ*to its genius, its
history, and its needs. Hence it along‘" has instituted the
distinction which Comte so much approves.

If from the alleged source we turn to the sequel of the
medieval theological stage, the illustration of the triple law
still seems to fail us. The whole Break-up of the Catholic
system, in its discipline, its hierarchy, its dogma, during the
last five centuries, is presented to us as constituting the
“Metaphysical” stage of thought into which the ‘Theological’

_mecessarily resolves itself; and this epithet is especially

applied, with a certain gusto of contempt, to the Protestant
- movement of open revolt. TFor the meaning of this word
we are fortunately at no loss; for, in enouncing his Law,
Comte supplies the distinctive mark of the ‘metaphysical’
state of mind, viz. that it seeks for the causes of phenomena
in abstract entities, and no longer in supernatural volitions.
How then does ‘Protestantism’ earn the word? What
abstract entitics does it set up, to work its problems of
causation ? What supernatural Will does it forego? In
which of its communions, in which of its philosophies, does
Divine agency play a less part in- the life of the world and
of humanity, than in the scheme of the older Church? In
both forms of Christianity, God is the. efficient presence
alike in natural and spiritual phenomena, by methods fixed
or free ; if the younger conception differs on the whole from
the earlier, it is rather, I should say, by more intensely

spiritualising nature, than by naturalising spirit. The word™

‘ metaphysical’ must be altered therefore in its definition
before it can be intelligibly applied to the contents of the
Reformation movement,

And altered it certainly is, so as silently to fit its new
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purpose. It is used to denote, not the particular turn of
thought which personifies entities, but any disintegrating
influence which corrodes a prior theology, whether it pro-
duces another, or substitutes abstraction, or leaves a blank ;
so that the epithet covers the whole free play of the insurgent
mind of Europe against the authority of the Medieval
Church. By calling every critical and dissolving process
“metaphysics,’ it is easily made out that metaphysics can do
nothing but destroy. Limit the word to its proper signi-
ficance, ‘the disengagement of ultimate thoughts which
must be held valid for things,’ or, inversely expressed, ‘the
enumeration of realities guaranteed by ultimate necessities
of thought ;" and there are no more metaphysics in Comte’s
second stage than in the first ; and no less in the third than
in either. His own fundamental propositions,—that ‘we
can know only phenomena;’ that ‘knowledge by self-
consciousness is impossible ;° that ‘causality is a fiction ;’
that  personal identity is an illusion,’—are metaphysics pure
and simple ; and if he escapes the obsolete thing, it is by
coolly assuming these Primcipia, and offering nothing but
excommunication to all dissentients. The leaders in the
intellectual and moral revolt of the sixteenth and following
centuries paid more respect to the system which they desired
to reform; and if, in bringing up their new metaphysics
against the old, their batteries, in demolishing the enemy,
sometimes exploded upon themselves, we need not regret
that they did double duty, and cleared away two indefensible
posts at once. Their fresh conceptions, the product of
enlarging life, were usually superior to the crystallised
assumptions of the ages past; but, when shaped into
abstract principles, they advanced a claim which the tests
of time and reflection were little likely to confirm. When
the authority venerated for ages had once been shaken, the
endeavour to recover a lost certainty turned with natural
hope to the model of highest proof afforded by the mathe-
matics, and looked out for & grioré premisses with which
infrangible links of inference might be forged ; so that not



490 PHYSICAL THEORY. [Eook

in theology only, but in the first tentatives at ethical and
political doctrine, and even in physics, recourse was had to
-the deductive method ; with the inevitable result, that on
the list of self-evident principles were set down, along with
a few supplied by the very conditions of thought, a number
of unconscious and arbitrary generalisations that bore the
aspect of truth only till some one plucked off their mask.
Hence the precarious and perishable character of ‘much of
the new doctrine ; in view of which Comte is fully justified
in asserting that by such a method of procedure nothing
permanent could ever be raised ; and that, however worthy
may be the feeling embodied in such formulas as “the right
of private judgment,” ‘the natural equality of men, ‘the
sovereignty of the people, they have only a relative and
temporary function, and for durable intellcctual use prove
hollow and collapse. But, after all, it remains with good
metaphysics to correct the bad, nor is there any other
instrument discovered for sifting out firsthand truth from
second-hand, and pure from mixed. If Descartes’, or Gro-
tius’, or Cousin’s first principles will not hold water, the
" fault is in their leaky vessels, and would not be mended by
destroying the potter’'s and cooper’s art, and having nothing
to draw with from these deep wells.

. The real relation of the three states of mind described as
theological, metaphysical, and positive, admits of being
presented with qualified recognition of their suceessive rise,
but without allowing that the later supersedes the earlier.
The phenomena which strike ‘upon human attention and
form the contents of our experience raise in us three
questions, as to their Sowsce, their Seeme, their Order: the
first, in virtue of our Causal intuition ; the second {as before
explained’), to supply their own correlative ; the third, to

capture the marks of their arrival. As causality other-than-

ours is the pure counterpart of ours, the first guestion meets
its answer in the Will which we discern in nature, and
which at least terminates in being one. As the correlative

* See supra, f The Limits of Knowledge,” p. 456
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of a phenomenon is its permanent subject or seat, the
second question is answered by naming its statical con-
ditions. And as its order is determined by its place among
synchronous companions and in a serial line, the third has
ifs answer in mere terms of relative position and date, The
first, or theological, answer gives therefore the CowseZ datum
of the phenomenon ; the second, or metaphysical, gives its
Conditional data; and the third, or positive, gives its Zaze.
Of these, it is evident that the two first are Noumena,
guaranteed to us purely by the dual constitution of all
relative thought; to us there cannot be a phenomenon
that is not an effect : it is an emerging fact that cannot be
conceived as an isolated existence, but only as produced :
in the meaning of the word there are two factors, of which
the idea of Caxse is one. And so is it with the second
datum. Phenomenon, without some subject that has it
some field in which it turns up, is unthinkable : to affirm it
Is to:deny it, and it lies cancelled in the very act: the idea
of change declines to appear but in antithesis to a per-
manent ground,—be it only Space on which it is super
induced. Again, therefore, we find ourselves dealing with
a relation; one member of which is this condition. In both
these instances, the implicit terms are supplied by the
intellect itself, as the thinking power, and not by the ex-
ternal matter of the perception: they therefore repeat
themselves in every experience: they are the comstants of
thought, inherent in it as a cognitive act, and present ab
initio, whether attended to or not.  Of the two, the Causal,

from its dynamic character, and from its externality to the

phenomenon itself, is the more impressive ; and the more

certain, as the antithetic counterpart to our own activity, to

become explicit as an object of regard. But the Conditions,

of Space, Time, Substance, as silent assumptions, incor-

porated in the very language of intelligence, become seli-

evident as soon as they are pointed out. When we come

to the third mode of mentally treating phenomena, viz, to

find their Zaw, these characteristics disappear. We have
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still to do with them as ¢z #elation ; not, however, with their
cause, or with their condition, but ik one another, in their
_simultaneousness and their succession :—relations, which
do not indeed exclude or discredit the others (as Comte
appears to think), but do not need them; and which, as
wholly external and lying in the matter perceived, have no
constant ¢lement, beyond the resemblances distributed
through an ever-varying experience. To detect and register
and measure these resemblances, and group the facts
observed in conformity with them, is the business of in-
duction, and results, so far as it is accomplished, in a true
expression of the Osder of Nature. Here, it is evident, the
whole operation deals with the za7iadles of cognition.
Hence it follows that, in the main, the changes in know-
ledge, and the accessions to it, must be looked for only in
this third field; from the vastness and fulness of which,
compared with the narrow limits and feeble instruments of
human observation, their advances cannot be other than
slow and late. But, as each step secured facilitates the
next upon its own series, and ‘helps to define the neigh-
bouring lines, the speed accelerates as the survey is pushed
on; and seems at times to excuse the most daring dreams
of unlimited expansion. In the two previous cases, the
noumenal term of the relation being constant, the knowledge
of it is constant too; however they may shift or multiply,
the phenomena contemplated must always be from their
cause and in their subject ; and the intellectual ‘recognition
of this does not change with their variation or grow with
their growth; it is a fulerum of Reason, securing its sta-
bility, anid not its adjustable arms, whose leverage is applied
now to this problem, and now to that. There is, therefore,
a real ground for the statement that, while Science makes
progress, metaphysics stand still, always reproducing the
same conceptions, never laying to rest the questions which
they start. This is meant as a reproach ; but, so far as it
affirms a general truth, it announces a merit and not a fault,
viz. that metaphysics faithfully vindicate, uphold, and de-

2] COMTE., e
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liver the unchangeable and eternal factor in al] knowledee.
an.d prevent its being hustled out of view by the tramp'ai(i
pride of its advancing columns. Metaphysics. so far as
they are true to their work, are stationary, preoisjcly hecatse
they have in charge, not what begins and ceases to he. but
what always 7. Science is ever on the march !ac(:allée its
sole care is spent upon the changes of the w(‘)ﬂd in their
reIaEtJons to each other, and the story of their periods or
their indefinite evolution. To compare the two and demand
‘the same thing from them, is to mistake their pature: and
to exalt the speed of science, at the expense of the ﬁ;:jt: of
metaphysics, is not less absurd than to praise moﬁgn} for
always making way, while disparaging space for gtill being
-what it ever was: as if the motion you prefer could be
without the space which you reproach.

The stationariness, however, which is chargeg upon fheo—
logy and metaphysics cannot be admitted without consider
able qualifications. Though the underlying data of all

- phenomena, under the heads both of cause and St ndition
b4

are always the same Noumena, the known universe of phe-
nomena which they cause and condition is continuall

expanding, and opening to view new or modified mlationsjT
and_ the conceptions we have of their producing will an(i
their containing infinitude cannot fail to be enriched and
f?xalted by this enlargement. The essence of the fredicates
is the same ; but their scale and range of application are
indefinitely magnified. Theology, too, has other roots fn
our nature than this causal intuition, and draws throuch
them a nutriment and growth which it would he here ir;e—
lev.ant to trace. Morcover, the analysis from which an

unimpeachable metaphysics can emerge is so difficult ang
!:he approaches to them are beset by such 4 tan{)’lc of
insidious abstractions, that many unsuccessfyj ten?a_tive“
have inevitably diverted explorers from the true lines obf
search, and perhaps detain us still at some distance from
theend in view. But it can hardly be denied that especially
since the time of Kant, the way is much clea:-er l:ha'n i}t
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was ; that, on the one hand, a host of faneied ultimate ideas
have been legitimately dismissed as dressed-up abstractions :
and that, on the other, the attempt to apply that method of
discharge universally has signally failed. The improvement
consists, I admit, not in the more that is known, but rather
in the less that is mistaken ; but at all events it rebukes
impatient despair of the metaphysical problem, by exhibiting
our besetting illusions, one after another, in the very act of
vanishing away. : ;

Comte’s subordinate theory, of the three theological stages
in the first act of his triple law, I must pass with slight
notice. Asa speculation, it is most ingeniously worked out ;
but it is left selfsupported, without any adequate base of
historical evidence, or even collateral corroboration from
the probable analogy of existing barbarous and semi-bar-
barous tribes. This is not the philosopher’s fault. "The
materials do not exist, probably never will exist, for any-
thing like a safe inductive inference, as to any uniform path
by which Monotheism has been reached. It is by no means
determined even whether it comes fitst or last; if last,
whether by movement on one line, or on more : and if on
one, whether what is called ‘Fetichism’ is the starting
point, The utterly loose structure of all the argument on
these points which I have thus far seen, leaves, I conceive, no
higher claim than belongs to any admissible psychoiogl_cai
conjecture ; and, as I have nothing better to oﬁ’er, T with-
hold my foot from the trackless plain ; nor will I try to
show, that what others take for a clear road across its ex-
panse is but a brilliant beam shot along it from the light
and lenses of their own thought. One remark only will T
allow myself. Suppose it to be true that invisible will is
read by the human mind first into concrete ebjects, taken
“one by one ; mext, into classes of kindred things, or par-
ticular departments of nature 3 and, at last, into the universe
at large ; the process is perfectly homogeneous throughout,
and is simply an expanding generalisation of the pheno-
menon to be explained, —a fusion of the many into the
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few, and of the few into the one. However grouped, how-
ever blended, the objects inthe scene may be, the account
given of them persists without change: Cause is Will at
first: Cause is Will at last.

D. Ibea or Progressve Humanity, wrrncE ?—~The
moment when the triple law revealed itself to Comite’s
‘young intelligence, imbued with revolutionary ardour,’ con-
stituted, in his view, an epoch in the life of humanity, be-
cause in it was born the true spirit of history, unknown even
to his immediate predecessor, Condorcet’, Till then,
Sociology was impossible, for want of one of its constitutive
factors,—the idea of Lrogress as inherent in the life of
society, and furnishing it with an ideal future, beyond the
present order, as the present is beyond the past. To form
this conception, there was need of three terms of comparison,
tracing a continuous line of change, such as are furnished
by the theological, metaphysical, and positive stages ; whereas
there had never been more than two; in the medieval
period, the consciousness prevailing, of superiority in the
Christian organisation over the Pagan and Jewish, without
any better future except in the life after death ; and in the
ancient world, the constitution of the actua] State being
tested bysome conceived philosophic model which, if realised,
would have only to stand sti]] and be. Both to the theolo.
gical and to the metaphysical modes of thinking, a Stationary
perfection presented itself as the object of aspiration ; and,
when once the true equilibrium was reached, nothing re-
mained but to ward off external disturbance and cleanse
away the germs of internal decay, and live on in social im-
mobility.  Prior, therefore, to the discovery of Comte’s law,
change was admissible only for removing obstacles to the
attainment of an absolute type of order ; but no sooner was
that discovery made, than order itself came to consist of
change in -conformity with the detected law: the idea was
started of an evolution of humanity, and for the vision of a

* Discours, p 63,
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erystallised perfection was substituted that of an indefinite
living growth. ;

So far as the criticism here given of the Greek theories of
~ society is considered, T see only a true appreciation of their
characteristic weakness ;—a weakness which Comte himself
excuses, on the ground of the inadequate range of historical

experience for any wider induction at that early time. Cer- .

tainly upon the Pagan nations the idea had not dawnt'ad,. of
an unfolding life in the communities of men, mud}f}flng
their component proportions, and developing new functlox.ls
from age to age; and neither in Plato’s ¢ Republic’ nor in
Aristotle’s ¢ Politics® have we anything comparable with
Comte’s measured but brilliant march through the stadia of
Christian history. But that he should charge this defect
upon the whole € theological ’ stage of the human mind, and
see no difference in regard to it between Greek and Jew,
would be surprising, did we not already know how he
treats people who get ideas into their heads ‘prematurely:’
The very essence of the Jewish monotheism is its recogni-
tion of an ordered plan opening out through all the ages,
its faith in a Providence of history,—a faith which gives its
finest literature the form of prophecy, and its sweetest lyrics
the tone of aspiration. The nation’s look was alwayg pro-
spective, towards a ‘ Kingdom of heaven,’ a consecratmn'of
humanity by no means absolute or closed, but rich with
indefinite contents. It is true that the expectation centred
upon one land and race, and embraced but a dependent
margin beyond ; only, however, till it came into contact
with the Christian spirit; for no sooner did its meaning
break upon the convert of Damascus, than it burst into
universality at once, and became a scheme of progress coex-
tensive with the habitable earth, and unfolding so long as
human life endurcs. It is also true that, even with the
apostle Paul, the form of the conception was that, not of a
law of spontaneous advance, but of a divinely \vrf;ught
change, leading on to an intended end. But, .meonscmjasl}r
to himself, the very extension which he gave to the idea

{
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absorbed and annihilated this distinction ; for whatever is
done, according to plan and rule, everywhere and always,
thereby ceases to be exceptional (i. e. miraculous), and takes
its place in the system of natural law. Accordingly, when
the personal peculiarities and mistaken chronology of the
Fauline vision fell away, its inward thought remained and
became permanent in the Christian theory of the world ;
which has never ceased to be imbued with faith in progress
and perfectibility, and drawn on by ideal attractions to un-
attained heights of individual and social character. What-
ever, therefore, may be the scientific merit of Comte’s law,
as defining the particular direction of intellectual movement
in the human mind, it cannot be credited with the first
suggestion of progress and of an indefinite capacity for
moral development in persons and communities,

E. Ernicar Doctring,—In adverting next to Comte’s
Ethical doctrine, I regret that the requirements of my
subject limit me to a consideration of its theoretic base,
and withhold me from following it into the practical ap-
plications. On the former I can find no footing, that is
clear and safe. But his treatment of the ‘Art of Morals;’
though injured by fantastic details, is full of wisdom, and
pervaded by a noble humanity, In his estimate of do-
mestic life, as the miniature and school of the social; of
the filial relation, as the source of teverence for ancestry -
and sympathy with an historic past; and of the parental
relation, as throwing a like enthusiasm into the future ; and
of the fraternal, as the practising ground of all reciprocal
sociabilities ; of the sacredness of marriage, and the true
place and influence of woman ; of the importance, in
education, of setting the affections to plead their own
cause, and the suicidal folly of recommending sympathy
by appeal to reason or to interest: in his aversion to the
self-asserting claim of Rights, as suspending the conscious-
ness of Duty: in his acceptance of fundamental moral
rules, as no less inwardly selfattested and beyond dis-
cussion than the strictest demonstration —he shows, as

Vorar Kk
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it scems to me, a profound insight into springs of human
character and the needs of human life!. But all these wise
counsels and appreciations assume an ethical C(.:)r}stitutic_)n
of our nature, involving especially two propositions, viZ.
(1) that the preponderance of affecltxon OVer egoism I8
possible to will, though not necessitated by. law ; .:md
(2) that, over and above the measure of energy in affection,
there is such a thing as Duty, rendering this prepondetance
imperative. In the foundations of Comte’s tht?ory I find
no security provided for either of these proposxtwn_sﬁ; ai.’ld_,
what is equally remarkable, I find an absolute identmcatlj:-n
of preponderant affection, however brought about, with
Moral character or obedience to Duty.
- On this last point scarcely a word would be necessary,
after placing in juxtaposition the two states which are
mistaken for ecach other, were it not that the confusion
which it involves is apparently becoming habitual in modern
treatises on cthics. It amounts to an illusive retention of
an eviscerated moral vocabulary. If I am already so
constituted as to feel the moral differences among my
springs of action, of course I shall know that, among
those which ought to prevail, the benevolent sympathies
occupy a very large (though not an exclusive) plaf:e,: and
were my problems of conduct written out, the majority of
them would consist in securing this preponderance.l But
the mere presence in my nature of an ascendant affectionate
instinct, apart from any sense of its relative worth, does not
constitute me a moral being, or my surrender to it a moral
act. In many animal tribes the maternal insrinct.dominates
over every other, and almost suspends the operation of §elf-
maintaining energy, nay, even rushes on self‘—destructlon 3
yet no one puts such victims of an absorbing 1{11;):.1}5@ on a
footing with the voluntary hero of love.that is also du.ty‘
When, therefore, Comte, in defining his ethical require-
ments, names as his ‘universal principle’ the prepon_derance
of the sympathetic over the individual instincts, he is so far

t Discours, pp. go—g6.
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from covering, as he says, the ensemble of morality, that
he does not even reach it at all, but describes only an
affectional constitution possible te a nature wholly unmoral.
Love is not synonymous with duty,

Turning now to the first postulate on which his practical
counsels rest,—that the preponderance of affection over
egoism is voluntarily possible,—let us see whether his
theory concedes it. In the first place, the preponderance
has to be acquired; for by nature ‘our active life’ js
‘essentially egoistic,’ and our sympathetic feelings have, in
comparison, but a feeble energy’; and as we glance over
the different members of the altruistic series, we find the
same rule prevailing : at every step we pass to the less and
less energetic but more and more elevated”. . This original
relation of strong and weak requires to be inverted. In
the next place, the theory offers us no personal agent to
perform this feat; for it makes the personality consist
exclusively of the selfish, as distinguished from the sociai
impulses, and acknowledges no such thing as eptional
will, but resolves volition into the mastery gained by the
stronger; so that nothing can happen except what arises
from relative strength. Inthe third place, then, it remains
to consider what provision can he found, within these
limits, for transferring the centre of gravity from personal
selfishness to universal love. Thijs problem in menta]
dynamics leaves us, so far as I can sce, completely in
the dark. He proposes no doctrine, like Hartley's, for
evolving new qualities by chemical composition or ‘asso.
ciation”’ of ideas, and extracting disinterested affections
from selfish data: he dees not profess to convers, but to lay
to sleep, the egoistic instincts : their organs keep their old
lodgings, and go their old ways; but, through the advance
of their rivals, get fewer opportunitics. These rivals having
started at a disadvantage, what has changed the balance
and enabled them to win? From among vague and wan-
dering replies I can only select the more definite. The

* Discours, pp. 88, 8g. * Inid. pp. 37, go.
Kkz
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sympathetic instincts are developed, it is sald,'by ccm?r .
exercise in education and subsequent experience. * :
1 i 5 in

certainly accounts for their energy m the present bemng

" oreater than in the past; but not for its having the upper
=

hand over its former masters; for they too have ’t?een a; b:;l;y
as the rest, and have had equal chance F‘f g.rowt‘h. t iiwé
Comte claims, through his hierarchy of smencei;s, (;1 =
deprived egoism of the support of reason ; for, :asmd i
shown Sociclogy to be the crown of knowledge;.t. o
social point of view, therefore, to be the reguizcetf;; i
ciple, to which, aceordingly, the Personal _mu‘stt e S
acknowledge its subjection ? and is not thltsi mnfa;:nelin =
saying that ¢ the heart/—the symp_ath‘etlc or e’r 01 = e i%;elf
must take the lead, and, in domg 50, mlag pI u;n 1d‘ -
on having brought over reason to its s.lde o s 1321%(:& ;
sorry to underrate the value of our p'hrlo.sophcf sha it d,
but that a selfish man will give up his aims lest be‘f: o
spoil the symmetry of the scientific pyramid, md u,i:r £ -
convert to his sympathies in order to preserve it, gppc}aould
me too sanguine an expectation. Even if hl‘s t‘egm;m s 110 :
insist on feeling reasonable, and not contradicting Emothg;x;:
he need not despair, any more than Hobbes and }en isa\&f
before him, of building up a sociliq t‘{}eory on 1??6{)2:@]1_
self-love, and proving that the eqm]lbr;u_m of co u; 1;;3 =
being is best found by every one taking ca:re 2 o
portion as far as others will let him, and. giving hng t
heed to theirs than must be paid as the price of t .e'lr b t}?é
Nay, Comte himself describe.s t}}e final asc?nde;f:)z;ﬁw“
affective states as the méardma.fwn‘ aof the }z zer)r:,”c t.m.ent:
(which; I suppose, is identic.al with reas‘o? ) t.ot E}{,:; ; -
or feeling ; so that his posipon resolves itself in {‘1 becé)mcs
dox, that at a certain point of development 1 :
rational no longer to consult the reason. i o
The main reliance, however, of thf? Positive as oiq i
Utilitarian philesophy for tl-.nr: sup{p\re.ssu‘)n.of F_:g(_nsra, ‘Said’
the pressure of public opinion. This, it 15 distinctly
! Discours, pp: 36, 37
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is ‘the moral power’ A Power’ it may be, so far as it
prevents or modifies the spontaneous action of the indi-
vidual; but ‘mora?’ it is not, so far as it merely alters the
balance of his interests, and affects him as an external
coercion upon what else would be his desire ; his motive
impulse is the same, under a different reckoning of con-
ditions.  Stll, this social force may perhaps solve our
dynamic problem, and secure the preponderance of the altru-
istic tendencies. Is it competent to this? It would seem
at first view certain enough that, in a conflict between the
single and the collective will, the social voice must vote
down the individual, and enforce subservience to the general
good: so that everybody would be against self-love, and de-
mand its sacrifice to the claims of others. This presumption,
however, is by no means unconditionally true. Its validity
depends on the assumed constitution of the human nature
of which it is affirmed; and it fails (as will be explicitly
shown when we treat of the Utilitarian ethics) under the
particular condition to which Comte binds himself, of a
fundamental and universal dominance of the self-regarding
desires. 1t is precisely and only because we are #of made
upon this pattern that we take sides, not with the self-
seeking, but with the self-forgetting, 5
In vain, therefore, do we seek in this doctrine for either
any psychological law enabling the weak sympathetic in-
stincts to master the stronger egoistic, or any moral ground
for the assertion that they oughs to do so. It provides no
éinding influence beyond the foreign pressure of opinion,
which cannot make a duty where there was none before :
to call Rig/# into existence something else: is needed than
the conflict of many wills against one, or the mandate of
the loudest majority. Comte is not entitled, by the terms
of his expressed theory, to speak of Dusies at all, or use
language denoting higher or lower merit. The defect,
however, was in his theory, not in himself: his Writings are
imbued with an intense moral feeling: he lays the utmost
stress upon the sentiment of Duty ; and its deep root in his
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nature may perhaps be the very reason why he gives no
account of it, but assumes it as self-evident that the social
sympathies exg/i fo prevail, and so sets himself to make out
that they can prevail. Need 1 say, that this is not Positive
science, but infuitive mora/s? What else indeed can we
make of his remarkable statement, that moral rules are to be
laid down as self-evident and beyond discussion ; inasmuch

a8, by a true knowledge of ourselves, we read them in every °

affection, thought, habit, and action, with a conviction as
complete as the strictest demonstrations could give,—a
conviction arising simply from their intimate relation to the
noblest instincts. Vet more explicitly he adds, that the
reason why we must not rely on pgroof to produce moral
convictions is, that proof is necessarily efective, fetched from
observation and judgment exercised oz offers,; whereas
. appreciation, to be moral, must be swbseciive, drawn from
the inward consciousness of our own character’. -These
propositions alight upon momentous truths ; but it is curious
to receive them from one who habitually ridicules the
‘pretended possibility’ of self-knowledge, amounting as they
do to an explicit assertion of intuitive and psychological
morals.

F. Posmtivist Rericion.—To the pure sapesns who
appreciated Comte's masterly conspectus of the sciences
in his Philosoplie Posttive, and welcomed its sentence of
superannuation againgt theology and metaphysics, nothing,
I believe, was ever more surprising than his reappearance
as author of his ‘Catechism > and High Priest of the Religion
of Humanity. That a. writer for whom there was nothing
beyond nature, and nature, including man, resolved itself
into clustered and regitmented phenomena, invariably but
faultily combined ;—a writer who owned no possible except
the actual, and no rational exercise of thought except, from
the fact that is, to foresee the fact that will be; who treated

1 Discours, pp. 95, 96. Vet elsewhere we find him saying that “Posi-
tivism bases moral sclence far more on observation of others than of
oneself.”  Catéchisme, pp. 58, 59.
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with habitual contempt, as an idolatry of abstractions, all
admission of causes, attractions, repulsions, affinities, still
more of any alternative power of will ;—should suddenly
proclaim himself the founder of a new religion, engaged in
the contemplation of ideals, intent on the conversion of the
world, with a catalogue of saints, a titual of worship, a
calendar of stated prayers, seemed to many an Academician
an indication of premature dotage. Yet his first great work
is not without features which might have prepared discerning
readers for a practical philosophy, and especially for an
estimate of man, very different from the ordinary naturalism
of Diderot and D'Holbach. They too had brought the
study of human life and thought into the same line of
knowledge with astronomy, chemistry, and physiology ; but
no sooner had they seized the idea of the reign of Law
throughout them all, than they fancied it must be #%e same
law a little disguised, and strained their ingenuity to make
physical rules suffice to do the work of chemistry, and
chemical that of physiology, and physiological that of mind ;
so as to resolve all into modes of motion and bring out the
result, ‘Man a machine’ This attempt, to reduce the
distinctive phenomena of each higher science to the terms
of its predecessor, is denounced by Comte as a spurious
generalisation: he calls it Materialism ; and in opposition
to it insists that each step as we ascend the scale, though
resting on the lower, lands us in the midst of new laws,
depending on fresh conditions and beyond the range of the
prior calculus, He would never listen, therefore, to any
claim of mechanical theory, except within the limits of the
physical heavens and earth ; he held it selfcondemned, the
moment it was pushed into the provinces of biology and
human character.

This principle might have been expressed in purely
quantitative terms, by saying that the simplr law was
incompetent to explain the more complez, or inversely, that
the more complex could not be resolved back into the
simpler; i e. he might have taken the sciences as having
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no other difference than in comprehension. But he recog-
nises in them also a graduated rank as higher or lower;
. and by calling their series a ‘Zierarciy’ admits his perception
of a qualitative difference upon a scale of worth or excellence.
In this he oversteps the bounds of Science, which, as a
study of the time and space order of phenomena, knows
nothing of any better and worse, and has no preference for
heat vibrations over light, for nitrogen over carbon, for
human sensations over the pig’s; and which, even\in its

cognisance of feeling and impulse, takes account of them
- only as facts in the world’s history, to be reckoned with \Eke

the moving wind and the falling rain. These qualitative,
comparatives constitute a complete breach of the neutrality

of science, and imply a measurement of things by a pre-
conceived standard of #z good - and nothing is plainer than
that Comte carried such standard intuitively with him into
his estimate of phenomena, placing the organic above the
inorganic ; and within the former, the human as supreme ;
and among the human, the affective above the intellcctual ;
and finally, the sympathetic emotions above the egoistic.
Not only does he assume this climax of quality, as inherent
and self-evolved in the very experience of the mental states,
and as supplying a natural principle of arrangement for the
corresponding phrenological organs, but he designates the
difference among them as woraZ, and as giving to that word
its essential meaning. “In spite of its pretensions,’ he says,
“intellectual force is not at bottem more moral than mate.
rial:’ ‘in our nature there is nothing directly moral but
Love: it alone tends to give to social feeling the ascendency
over petsonal’’ Of the superiority thus claimed and de-
scribed he forbids us to look for ‘proofs ;' he dissuades us
from trying to find it by judgment of others: it is a ‘suh-
jective appreciation’ involved in the self-conscious springs
of our own character, Fle therefore lives and writes, whether
he is aware of it or not, under the feeling that' our nature is
subject to an authority higher than its wishes and not

* Discours, p. 206,
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borrowed from its associates, which makes its inward expe-
rience a story of Duty, and its outward world a secene of
right and wrong. A mind which takes up this station,
think and speak as it may of its estrangement from temples
and theologies, is nevertheless upon the threshold of a
religion. : ;

That Comte’s idea of religion comprises. many noble
elements of ethical doctrine and discipline ought not to be
hidden from us by the grotesque scheme of ritualism to
which they are committed, or the hostile attitude assumed
towards earlier faiths and philosophies from which they are
unconsciously borrowed. He truly teaches that religion is
heart-worship, directed upon what is supreme in the universe:

. that for us the highest conceivable is represented by the

affective, intellectual, and moral activity of man, perfected
in disiriterestedness and self-sacrifice: that this highest is
realised in our nature thus far only partially and in scattered
instances, rising as the ages pass, but is the ideal destination
of a continuous humanity ; and that the admiring and vene-
rating contemplation of transcending examples in history
and life powerfully rebukes our own shortcomings and
fosters the secret enthusiasm of heroic goodness. In all
this he remains within the genuine essence of religion, as
a personal affection of transcendent reverence and trust
towards a higher personality. But these social and his-
torical venerations, as he himself admits, are but subsidiary
lines of approach, converging towards the central shrine
where the adoration is consummated ; they are minor reli-
gions, exercised upon suggestive symbols, and keeping the
mind in tune for the last act of utter homage and self
surrender to the All-Perfect. We cannot but ask our guide,
then, to lift the veil from that ‘holy of holies,” and show us

-that ultimate object, which gives significance to all the rest.

What does he produce? Nothing but a lookingglass, in
which we see the image of our own expectant looks and
awestruck thought! no highest person, no reality at all,
nothing that would be there if we were not; only a phantom
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blind and dumb that knows us not, and is but a phenomenon
of ourselves ! We are to worship our own ideal of humanity,
" i.e. our conception of what we should be glad to think our
nature might hereafter become. Need I. enumerate its
disqual'iﬁcations for any such homage? (1) We do not
fixedly believe in it as prophetic, but only transiently
imagine it as not impossible. (2} If we did, it would be
the ideal of @ 7az, not of individual minds; and men do
not worship races. (3) If they did, they would offend
against the first principle of Positivism, by becoming victims
of abstract ideas. (4) A conceptual future, though an
object of hope, cannot be an object of worship, not bemg
there to receive it; and no one consciously addresses
adoration to nothmg. (5) If a Divine future is regarded
as intentionally produced by a Divine agent in the present
and past, it will certainly deepen the sentiments of worship
towards its source ; but if it be regarded as blindly worked
out from the lowest antecedents, it assumes a fatalised
character from which religious feelmg retreats.  (6) And
above all, though what we worshlp is ideal, rclatwely to us,
- i. e not in our experience, but in our thought, it is not this
negative character, this absence from all but conceptual
existence, that renders it an object of homage ; on the con-
trary, it is precisely as rea/ify immediate though inﬁnite,
present though eternal, as the cerdurin ground of all 1 being,
instead of perhaps coming to be, as the Living and Loving
original of all our higher vision of life and love, that such
an object draws forth our trust and veneration, and moulds
us by personal affection to the likeness of the All-Good.
This supreme faith it is which supports and inspires all
the lesser religions of human admiration and reverence.
The broken gleams of loveliness and sanctity in® character
penetrate us with mysterious power, from their relation to
the infinite light of a Divine beauty and holiness. Take
away that relation, and they become fruitful in idolatry,
artistic and heroic. Invert the rclation, treat them as
passing contributions towards a Gmrzd—E'e’re that is forming
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by epigenesis, and is meanwhile worshipped for what it is
Loing fo be, and they can but foster the sickliest sentimentality,
and introduce into religious language a perversion ruinous
to all veracity. In the ancient Paganism there was much
that was morally worse, but not much that was intellectually
more humiliating, than the worship of a ‘Supreme being’
endowed at present with ‘a nutritive apparatus?, ‘not yet
fully formed till after the assimilation of all its organs?
but ‘eminently developable’,” and ‘composed of His own
adorers, though superior to each®’ and therefore ‘neces-
sarily made up of separable elements’,’ but at every stage

‘always ready to render a just homage to H:s d1ﬂerent
precursors ®.’

It would take me too far from the great lines of Comte’s
philosophy were I to comment, in any adequate way, on
his historical criticism of religion in Christendom. It con-
tains, as it seems to me, a wonderful mixture of true insight
and of unaccountable illusion. Of the latter no more
remarkable instance presents itself than his unqualified
identification of Christianity with egoism, and his assertion
that it necessarily denies the existence of all disinterested
affections in man® This misconception arises from the
idea that the secking of Safvafior is the supreme end in
view with every believer. He forgets that, even if it were
so (and this is by no means to be admitted without great
qualification), the end is not egoistic, but human, and, no
less than any other universal good, appeals to the altruistic
just as it does to the personal enthusiasm ; and it is difficult
to understand how he could miss so obvious a fact, in the
presence of the vast and continuous efferts of missionary
zeal, and the whele army of selfsacrificing labourers, from
whose compassion have sprung the distinctive institutions
of European benevolence. As for the theoretic recognition
of disinterested affections in our nature, it would be curious
to know in what ancient philosophy he would find it: how

? Thid. p. 384. 3 Thid. p. 388,

! Discours, p. 329. ;
5 Ibid. p. gg1. ® Catéchisme, pp. 14g, 150.

* Thid. p- 323.
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he would explain the prevailing rejection and ridicule of it
by modern writers disaffected towards Christianity, as in the
_ school of Hobbes and Helvetius ; and, on the other hand,
the vindication of i, in direct reply to them, by a host of
Christian authors, like Butler and Hutcheson. TUnlike
Renan, he seems to have gained his impressions of the
religion which he criticises from some repulsive teaching or
examples, and without approaching the writings of the
evangelists and apostles ; for apparently he had not heard
of the ‘law of love’ which was given as its ‘new command-
ment,” and made all who came under it ‘members one of
another,” and enabled them to return their enemies ‘blessing
for cursing:’ or of the question, ‘he that loveth not his
brother whom he hath seen, how can he love God whom he
hath not seen:’ or of the principle, ‘he that loveth not
knoweth not God, for God is love:’ *he that abideth in
love abideth in God, and God abideth in him.” Nay, when
finally setting his ¢ Positive’ doctrine ‘free of theological
oppression and metaphysical dryness,” and condensing it
into a maxim that shall hold it all, he alights, unconscious
of their source, upon the words of Jesus, ‘It is more blessed
to give than to receive';” and yet this religion, which
supplies him with the best expression of his own,—this,
whose supreme thought and pathetic symbol consecrate
self-sacrifice,—he characterises as ‘an immense cupidity
and a servile terror®’ Paradox surely can no further go.

GENERAL CONCLUSION OF PART L

Metaphysical and Physical theories have now been passed
under review in sufficient variety to answer the question,
whether they furnish, or as a class are capable of furnishing,
an adequate base for the indispensable postulates of ethical
doctrine. Each in turn, whatever its merits in other respects,
has been pronounced, for réasons given, incompetent in this
one relation ; and, among the reasons, there are some which

! Discours, p- 216; Acts Xx. 55 4 Discours, p. 392.
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obviously apply to the series as a whole. They all descend
upon man and take him up for study as a particular article
in the created furniture of the world ; and bring with them
preconceptions of the contents and resources of the world
before and beyond him. Of these they all regard him as
the product: the factors of his nature are cosmically given,
predetermining what, in every instance, it shall be : by no
means excluding numerous differences and a range of modi-
fication in individual growth, but all covered by the scope
of the prior causality, and not otherwise referable to the
Self. Every phenomenon of my life, therefore, active no
less than passive, is an arrival from ° foreign parts:’ at the
moment it may be from within; but the within’ itself
is from without ; and I am only a world-parasite, nurtured
by sap drawn through other roots. All that I am, all that
I feel, all that I do, is dependent and derivative, and though
chargeable upon my will, recoverable by that will from an
agency beyond. Under these conditions, it is in vain that
Plato saves in me an uncreated part, that brings to the
mortal birth millennial memories of its heavenly abode:
this is no more my human self than is the corporeal organism
with which it is blended ; both are but elements of my na-
ture, contributing different data to my experience, the one,
glimpses of truth and beauty, the other, varicties of sensible
pleasure and pain.  If each works in me in its own way, be
it with opposing or with concurrent force, and if I am wholly
made up of them, what am I but either the theatre or the
resultant of their play? Nothing is possible to me but to
be the storehouse for the delivery now of the godlike, now
of the brute constituents of my life. No new and respon-
sible subject is set up by any mere ligament of fate and
circumstance which may unite the Divine and the animal
into an inseparable organism, and send it as a twin-birth
into the world. If all that is good in me is the unextin-
guished residue of a preexistent state, and all that is evil an
incident of corporeal structure, I am not the source of the
first, and can no more feel compunction for the second than
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I could repent of birth-sin. Should there arise any conflict be-
tween the two, they settle it together by trial of strength upon
the field, but without the mediation, of my consciousness.

~ Nor do we gain any scope for moral agency by removal
into the Immanental metaphysics. The dual composition
of the universe out of Thought and Extension, the joint
expressions of Geod, which form parallel chains of scparate
causation, turns up in man, and makes his constitution of
mind and body a partnership of two necessities. His life
is made up of their synchronous histories, written in distinet
columns, side by side ; and, by skilled observers, any unscen
phenomenon in one may be inferred, either from its ante-
cedent in its own line or its companion in the other. Alter-
native there is none ; and what seems uncertainty in human
things is but indistinctness in our vision of them, the waver-
ing guesses we make at objects obscured by floating mist.
True it is that Descartes, the founder of this School, refused
to diseredit his consciousness of freedom: yet he left it
confessedly unreconciled with the Divine preordination of
all things; and mno sooner did his system develop itself
in the hands of his followers than its tendency became
clear: in riveting its logical joints, the clinging shred of
ethical faith was inevitably struck off, Malebranche would
hear of no Cause in the universe but God ; and formulated
the impotency of man in the saying, ‘e are nof agents, but
only spectators, even of oy own fistory.” And Spinoza, at the
very outset of his speculations, takes up a position which
negatives the essential presupposition of Morals, when he
affirms that nothing is geossiéle except the acfual.  If the two
spheres are absolutely coextensive, if conduct and character
have always been all that they could be, if there is no
interval between what is likely to be and what might be,
then there is no sense in saying that this or that eng/# to be,
and that we are dound to bring it to pass.

Se long as we allow ourselves to speculate on any sub-

stantive entity at all behind the changes of ourselves and of
the world, we have not yet shut out the possidi/izy of moral

.
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obligation: whether 1t is present or absent will de_p.end
upon what the entity is. If Zufending Mind, the COI‘Jd[th’l’JS
remain of the better Will or the worse: if Qpionless Necessity,
no living act is more right or wrong than another. But
even this contingent possibility of duty disappears, as soon
as we resolve to dispense with the metaphysical b:Lckgrou.r%d
of all intelligence, and, with the Positivist, find our all n
all in the grouping and succession of phenomena assumed
to be invariable. When Comte lays down the maxim, that
every proposition is unmeaning which is irre-duc%ble to a
simple statement of fact, particular or general, he_ ties down
all thought to what has been, what is, what will b‘c-:, and
treats as folly all ideal alternatives that shame us with the
vision of what ought to be. When Philosophy has thus
flung its own essence away, it shrinks into coalescence with
Science ; which culminates in the application of a known law
to the deciphering of the past and the future. The do.or
is thus rudely slammed in the face of Ethics; their chief
concern being with possibilities which, unhappily, are o/
facts, but aspire to become so. True it is, that in order to
verify them as possibilities, appeal must be made to adequate
facts :* not, however, of the external kind intended by
Comte’s word ; but of that inward experience and self-
knowledge which, disowned by him, the Moralist takes as
the true key to the capabilities of human nature.

The rejection of teleclogy, which begins with Descartes

' and extends to Comte, appears also difficult to harmonise

with any moral theory of life. In the absence of intending
thoucht in the universe, the whole becomes empty of any
ends in view, any antithesis of good and evil operating
upon an apprehending Mind ; and how i it conc.ewablc
that a being, thus without preference, should exercise any
moral government, pledged to administer the wo.r}d with
constant regard to distinctions of character? Accordingly, the
denial of Final Causation in the Divine nature is usually ex-
tended, in effect though not in terms, to the human ; i. e.
the act of choice, which seems to be freely directed upon
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an alternative end, is explained away as necessarily deter-
mined from behind by antecedent conditions, so as really
to be a linear continuation of an infrangible series, and
‘reduce the apparent problem between a better and a worse
to an illusion. Thus an unmoral cosmos gives an unmoral
human life; and to take away ideal affections from the
Soul of souls is to bring a blight upon the possibilities of
conscience anywhere.

Such appear to me the ethical disqualifications of the
theories hitherto reviewed. Were their authors then desti-
tute of moral affections and convictions? What copious
indications of the contrary their lives and writings afford,
no reader of the foregoing pages can fail to observe, The
philosopher's thought is seldom the exact, and never the
coloured, photograph of himself: it shows him as he sits
still and meditates, not as he lives and moves and has
his being ; and did we see him in the flush of indigna-
tion, or the surprise of grief, or the melting of contrition,
startling images would pass before us that would seem
impossible to emerge from that calm statuesque figure.
He is not an intellectual automaton stirred by the wires
of speculation ; the instincts of nature rush in, and inter-
polate many a burst of action and affection which the
logical reason cannot overtake. With a noble inconsis-
teney, all the great writers whose doctrine we have studied
betray the tenacious vitality of the intuitive consciousness
of duty, throughout the very process of cutting away its
philosophic roots ; and Plato, in his ‘divine wrath’ at the
tyrant flung into Tartarus; Malebranche, self-extinguished
in the Absolute Holiness ; Spinoza, lifted from the thraldom
of passion into the freedom of Infinite Love; Comte, on
his knees before the image of a Perfect Humanity, arc
touching witnesses to the undying fires of moral faith and
aspiration.
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TRANSLATIONS.

TyrpES oF ETHICAL THEORY. VoL. I.

Title-page. Motto. It is the divine principle within us which
in some way sets everything in motion. Reason has its
origin in something better than itself. What is there, then,
which you could call better than rational cognition except
God? ARISTOTLE, Ezh. Eud V1L, xiv,

Preface, p. vii, L. 7. Erkenntnisslehre, science of cognition.

P. vii, L 10. Avant-courier, herald.

P. ix, note. Then spoke Velleius, with full assurance, as those
men always do,—dreading nothing so much as the appear-
ance of doubt aboutanything,—as if he had just come down
from the council of the gods, and the intermundane regions
of Epicurus: *‘Listen, said he, &c. CiCero, de Natura
Deorum, 1. B.

Preface, second edition, p. xx. 1. 28. Nols, mind:

P. xxi, 1. 4. dperaf, virtues.

P.xxi, L. 14.  €idy, ideal kinds.

. xxiil, L @s Ol kai Ore B¢l kai wepl a Bet kai ob €vexa. (An
B , L6, as d i

affection which) is Right in its manner, its fme, its appli-
cation, and its afmt. ;

P. xxiii, . 8. «kar’ afiav yap, well-proportioned; ws dv 6 Gporipos
dploeter, as a sensible man would determine.

P. xxiv, L 9. woupres, creative.

P. xxiv, L. 12. Reine und praktische Vernunft, pure and practical
Reason.

P. xxiv, | 24.  dxpiBea, exactitude.

P. xxv, note 3. We are shut up to the conclusion that the mind
alone comes ‘in from without, and alone is divine. ARIS-
TOTLE, d¢ Gen, Aunimal. 11. 3.

]
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P.xxvi, L 14. mpdrepov wpds Huis, first in relation to us.

P. xxvi, L 17. mpérepov 7 ¢piwe, first in the order of nature,

P. xxix, L. 26. ypyevs ylyas, earth-bomn giant.

P.xxx, 1 1. Animus imponentis, the lawgiver's intent.

Introduction, p. 5, L 27. In naturi rerum, in the nature of
things.

P.7,L 1. eos, generic idea, or ideal kind. See pPp- 26-51.

P-7,12. 7 v Fv eivar, the realised ideal (the entity as it was
meant to be), .

P. 11,1 33. émoriug, science.

Part I. p. 25, note 2. That in us it is the bodily perceptions
which correspond with the phenomenal world, while it is
the soul's thinking which is related to essential reality,
defined by you as for ever immutable, whereas phenomena
change. Praro, Sapl. 248 a.

P. 26, note 1. And will not this unity, which is the same in all,
be the idea? PLATO, Parm. 132 C, Jowett’s translation,

P. 26, note 4. Shall we begin, as usual, by bringing a number
of individuals which have a commoen name under one form
oridea? PrLATO, Rep. 506 &, Jowett's translation.

P. 27,1 18. Ipso facto, thereby.

P. 2g, L 4. Inter se, among themselves.

P 29, note 1. Then one partakes of inequality. PLATO, Parwz. 161
¢, Jowett’s translation. Does every one know what letters
willunitewith what ? PLATO, Sop/. 233 A, Jowett’s translation.

P. 29, note 2. But I should like to know whether you suppose a
generic idea to be something which conveys its name to all
the individuals that partake of it ; that similars, for example,
beécome similar, because they partake of similarity : and
great things become great, because they partake of great-
ness: and that just and beautiful things become just and
beautiful, because they partake of justice and beauty ?
PLATO, Parm. 130 E, Jowett’s translation (mainly)

P.32,1.6. & e, a unit.

P. 34, note 4 end. momris, creator; Symeovpys maker (as
worknian).
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P. 38, L 5. wmoAAd, many.
B 2816, Stwajuss, pOWer.
P. 42,1 11. & v drelpy, in the indeterminate.
P. 42.1 13. 8eouds, a bond. :
P. 42, last line. p@\\dy 7e kal frrov, more and less; =igbas,
multiplicity.
P. 43,1. 6. Infima species, the lowest kind.
P. 44, note 2. To assume and seek one idea.
134 46, Lo inxl}, soul.
P. 46, 11. 12, 13. wous, mind; airle, cause. :
P. 49, note 2. That the One itself is the Good itself. ARIS-
TOTLE, Mef. 1091 b. 14. ‘
P. 5o, note 2. That the sun is he who g'ivfas the fe'aslonsv all':g
years, and is the guardian of all that is in the \rls_ub e world,
and in a certain way the cause of all things which he and
his fellows have been accustomed to behold. PLATO, Rep.
516 ¢, Jowett's translation. . o
P. o1, Il B, 10.  ©eds, God; Oeios wods, divine mind ; rayafdv,
the good.
P. 51,1 z0. deudrovs olgias, motionless ess?nces. .
P. 52, L. 13. alofyous, 86fa, émoriuy, PErception, opinion, Lknow-
ledge. . » w e
P. 52, L 14. émbupla, Bupds, vois, desire, passion ‘(or spirit},
reason. PLATO, Rep. 439-441, Jowett's translation.
P. 54,1 35. Quaesitum, the thing sought, i.e. to be proved.
P. 55,1 8. abrd 7o dyabiv, the Good itself. Lol
P. g5, L 17. épardy, the visible ; voqzdy, the m‘gelhg]ble..
P. 55, 1. 21, 22. 86fa, opinion; elxacla, Tepresentative con-
ception ; wioris, belief. PLATO, Rep. 601 B and 6oz A.
P. 55,1 23. wénous, reason ; Suavora, u-nderstan..ding.
P. 55,1 24. dhfbea, truth. )
P. 55, L 25. &uadexris), the art of discusm.on. S0
P. 57,1 3. Fundamentum divisionis, basis of classification.

P. 57,1 11, oagipea, cleamess.
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P. 61, note 1. For jealousy has no place in the heavenly choir.
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PLATO, Phacdrus, 247 A, Jowett's translation,
63, L 26. 70 gel ov, that which ever is. :
63, note 2. The motion which is self-moved. PraTo, Lege.
896 A, Jowett's translation.

. 74, note 4. Then pleasure as well as all else is for the sake

“of good, and not good for the sake of pleasure. PrLATO,
Gorg. 500 A, Jowett's translation.

8o, note 1. hares, guardians ; émixovpor, auxiliaries ; ré\etor,
perfect ; dAnbwoi, genuine. PLATO, Zzp. 421 B and 428 D,
Jowett’s translation.

-89, 1L 1, 2. Natura naturans, originating nature; Natura

naturata, originated nature.
110, 1. 16. dvdyxy, necessity,

. 123, L 21.  eivar, to be; yiyrecfar, to come into existence.

. 127, 1. 33. Cogito, ergo sum, I think, therefore I am.

.128,1 1. Ego, I (the Self).

- 133, 1. 12. Eminenter, from a higher source that gives them

without having them ; formaliter, from a material object
that simply has them.

. 134, 1 21. Concursus Dei, co-operation of God.

.139,1. 9. Plenum, a full (space); (opposed to vacuum, an

empty space).

. 142, 1. 15. Per se, of itself. _
. 144,1. 8. Sensus communis, life-feeling (as distinguished

from specialised Sensation).

. 149, 1. 3. @éoer, not Pooe, by institution, not by nature.
. 151,11 5, 6. Ordo cognoscendi, order of knowing; ordo es-

sendi, order of being,

. 152, L 21. Tertium quid, a third term.

. 156, 1, 11. Au sérieus, seriously.

159, L 2. Crux philesophorum, the philosophers’ cross,—i.e.
difficulty.
160, L. 25. De Homine, on Man.
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. 161, L 1. Recherche de la Vérité, Enquiry into Truth,
- 161, 1L 23, 24. Traité de la Nature et de la Grice, Treatise

on Nature and Grace.

. 161, L 25.  Traité des vraics et des fausses Iaee:, Treatise on

true and false Ideas.

. 161, 1L 27, 28. Méditations chrétiennes et métaphysiques,

Christian and metaphysical meditations.

-161,1. 28, 29. Entretiens sur la métaphysique ef sur Ia religion,

Colloguies on metaphysics and on religion.

- 161, 1L 35,36. Pulchra, nova, falsa (an exposition of doctrine)

fine, new, and false.

. 162, L. 6. Connaissance de soi-méme, ae]f-'!%nowledge.
. 162, L. 11, De Pamour de Dieu, On the love of God.

162, 1L 26, 27. Réflexions sur la prémotion physique, Reflec-
tions on the pre-ordination of physical movements.

. 163, L. 1. Elixir vitae, elixir of life.
- 169, last line. Pro re nati, severally,—as each case requires.
. 211, 1. 31. Ad modum recipientis, on the scale of the receiv-

ing mind,

. 213, L. 22. Mutatis mutandis, by a change of terms (of a pro-

position).

216, note. Ses propres intellections, its (the mind’s) own acts
of thinking.

217, L 18. wafijpera, feelings.

. 227, note. The judgments of the will ought not to go beyond

the inteliectual insight. We must follow the light, step by
step, and not anticipate it. Traité de Morale, V1. 12.

248, L. 12. Genius loci, the spirit of the place.
248, 1. 28. Treatise on the three impostors.

. 248, Il. 29, 30. The life and mind of Mr, Benoit de Spinosa.
. 249, 1. 1. Refutation of the errors of Benoit de Spinosa.

. 249, L. 16. Opera posthuma, posthumous works.

. 249, 11. 36, 37. Supplementum ad B. de Spinosae Opera pos-

thuma. Supplement to B. de Spinosa’s posthumous works.
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P. 255, nofe. A refutation, by John Bredenburg, of the Theo-
logico-political Treatise; together with a geometrically-
constructed proof -that Nature is not God; the treatise in
question being entirely based on the opposite affirmative.

P. 260, note. On the two first phases of Spinoza’s Pantheism,
and the relation of the second to the third phase.

P. 263,1.20. De Intellectus Emendatione, On the improve-
ment of the Intellect.

P. 265, L 14. In medias res, towards the heart of the work.

P. 266, 1 21. Currente calamo (as the pen runs), rapidly.

P, 269, 1. 30. Medicina mentis, medicine for the mind.

P. 270, last line. Homo politicus, the politician..

P. 272, 1. 11. Volte-face, change of front.

P. 2577, 1. 7. Nothing is so precious as the respect of simple
people ; their judgment is almost always the same as God’s.
RENAN, Conférence tenue a la Haye, &c., p. 17.

P.282,1 25. Ordo rerum, the order of things.

P. 285, 1. 13, 14. The truth of the universal involves the truth

of the particular.

P. 236, 1l. 34, 36. Ordo essendi, order of being; ordo fiendi,
order of coming to pass.

P.287,1l. 2, 3. aivia and Adyos, Causa and Ratio, Cause and
Reason,

P. 287, L. 9. ‘ Potentia,” “sive Natura,’ power, or nature.

- P.287,1 31. “Ens rationis; a creation of the reason.

P. 295, 1l. 17, 18. A priori, (pre-Kantian) reasoning from cause
to effect ; (post-Kantian) given in the mind’s own constitu-
tion, and brought by it, as prior condition, into experience.

A posteriori, (pre-Kantian) reasoning from effect to
cause; (post-Kantian) given in experience, and available,
as fact, in inductive reasoning.

P. 296, L. 29. Causa sui, cause of itself, i. e. self-existent.

P. 297, 1. 10. Sui generis, of a kind special to itself.

P. 297, last line, p. 298, L 1. If a thing have existence in itself,
or, as is commonly said, be cause of itself.

P.298,1. 9. Substance=that which has existence in itself—
Cause of itself=that the essence of which involves existence.

g =5

e

e

e

TRANSLATIONS. 521

P. 298, 1l 12, 13. Per se, of itself; per aliud, by means of some-
thing else.

P. 298, L. 25. In suo genere, (each) of its own kind.

P. 208, L. 32. Relation ‘inter se;’ mutual relation.

P. 302, L. 12. Ratio essendi, the ground of being (or existence} ;
Causa fiendi, the cause of coming into existence.

P. 304, 1. 17. Immanens, indwelling ; transiens, transitive, pass-
ing on and off.

P. 305, L. 2. Causa causati, the cause of what is caused.

P. 307,1l. 7, 8. Res, a thing; res extensa, a thing having ex-
tension; res cogitans, a thinking thing,

P, 311,1l 4, 5. Totidem verbis, in so many words ; extra in-
tellectum, outside the intellect. 1

P. 311, 1 2z9. All things which caz fall under intelligence in its
infinitude.

P.313,L 27. A fsubauditur, something understood but not
expressed.

P. 315,1 15. Ad salutem, for salvation.

P. 318, 1. 2. AD extra, from without.

P. 323, 6. A true idea is something different from the thing
of which it is the idea.

P. 323, l. 17. Ordo idearum, order of ideas.

P. 328, 1. 23. Cognitio primi generis, cognition of the first kind.

P. 328, 1. 25. Ratio, reason ; intuitus, intuition.

P. 328, 1. 2g. Notiones universales, general or class ideas;
notiones communes, ideas of common properties.

P. 330, . 23. Nexus naturae, connection in the order of nature.

P. 330, L 27.  Sub specie aeternitatis,’ with the aspect distinctive
of what is eternal ; i e. of necessary or unconditioned truth.

P. 330,1. 28, Ordo ad intellectum, order conformed to intel-
lectual procedure.

P. 330, L. 2g. Experientia vaga, random experience.

P. 334, L. 21. wapaderypa, a sample.

P. 340, note 1, L. 1. Voluntas, will.
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P. 341, note, 1. 20. Conatus, endeavours impetus, impulses ;
appetitus, appetencies ; volitiones, volitions.
 P. 342, note 1. By %/ we understand the Jorce by which things
continne in their existence.

P. 345. L 13. TImitatio affectuum, sympathetic appropriation of
feelings.

P. 356, 24. Res singulares, individual things.

P. 356, note 1. For, so far as our mind knows itself and its body
under the form of eternity,—aend that, we know, is the third
kind of knowledee,—it has necessarily the knowledge of God,
and knows that it is in God, and through God is compre-
hended. To conceive things under the form of eternity
means to conceive them as being real in virtue of the €ssence
of God, or in virtue of this essence including existence in
itself,

P. 361, Lo. Lactitia est Aomsnzs fransitio, &c., Pleasure is
man’s change, &c.

P. 361, 1 13- Gaudet, rejoices ; esse, being ; fieri, coming into
being ; gandium, joy.

2T ) e e | say change ; for pleasure is not in itself per-
fection.’ i

P. 371,11 36. Petitio principii, begging the question ; assuming
the thing to be proved.

P.373,1 27. Loca probantia, testing passaces.

P. 379, note 2.  We must conclude that this love to God is of
all affections the most constant, and so far as it is referred
to the body, can be destroyed only with the body itself.

P. 382, L 32. Ci-devant, former.

P. 383, note 1. Qur mind, in as far as it understands, is an
eternal mode of thinking, which is determined by another
mode of thinking, and this again by another, and so on for
ever ; so that all these taken together constitute the eternal
and.infinite intellect of God,

P. 383, note 2. - Our mind, in as far as it perceives things truly,
is a part of God’s infinite intellect,

P. 385, L 21. Incognitum quid, an anknown term,

L
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P. 389, note 1. Not at all for e sake of an end, in this sense,
but @tk an end,—namely because he is infinite in his
thinking attribute. But I make bold to pronounce this
Appendix one of the weak pieces of reasoning in Spinoza,
everywhere plainly evincing the need of sound critical
judgment. Contrary to his own principles he misplaces the
Time-consciousness of d2fore and affer in the Eternal Being,
and plays the Sophist against the sophists.

P. 301, L 1. Cogitatio, the thinking Attribute.

P. 391, 1. 0. Res ipsissima, the very thing itself,

P. 391, 1L 26, 27. ‘In as far as (he is) affected in some way,’ or
‘in as far as can be explained through the human mind.

P. 392, 1L 19, 20. In transitu, in passing. Lacuna, a gap.

P. 392, Il 26, 28. In infinitum, to infinitude. In aliud genus, to
a different category.

P.g4o1, L 12. Sommaire appréciation de Pensemble du passé
moderne, Compendious estimate of the whole modern past.

P.go1, 1. 14. Catéchisme des Industriels, Catechism for the
industrial classes.

P.401,1: 16. Plan des travaux scientifiques nécessaires pour
réorganiser la société, Plan of scientific labours necessary to
the reorganising of society,

P. 401,118, Systéme de politique positive, System of positive
politics.

P.402,1. 4. Considérations philosophiques sur les sciences et
les savants, Philosophical reflections on the sciences and on
learned men.

P. 402, 1. 5, 6. Considérations sur le pouveir spirituel, Re-
flections on the spiritual power.

P. 403, 1. 28. Lettres d’'un habitant de Gendve 2 ses contempo-
rains, Letters of an inhabitant of Geneva to his con-
temporaries.

P. 405, L 7. Introduction aux travaux scientifiques du XIXe
si¢cle, Introduction to the scientific labours of the 1gth
century.

P. 405, L. 27. ‘He perceived that Positive Philosophy was
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P. 405, L. 30, ‘Mémoire sur la science de homize, Treatise on
the science of Man.

P. 407, Lit. dptavor, the best men.

P. 409, 1. 17. Tdées mt{rﬁs (mother-ideas), parent ideas.

P. 409, L 32. Nouveau Christianisme, new Christianity.

P. 412, L 28. Res angusta domi, scanty means.

P. 414, 1. 10, Physiciens, physicists.

P. 415,1. 2. Locum tenens, a temporary substitute.

P. 421, 1 22. Cultus, worship; Grand-étre, great Being.

P. 422, L. 22. Le culte des hommes, the worship of men.

P. 423, 1 28. Discours sur Pensemble du Positivisme, Discourse
on Positivism as a whole. ;

P. 441,1 30. Quot homines, totidem dii, As many gods as there
are men.

P. 442, L. 21. Pari passu, at the sime pace.

P. 461, L. 26. épabia, ignorance.

P. 480, 1. 12. Nebenstudien, secondary studies.

P. 481, note, 1. 5. Sur les progrés successifs de Pesprit humain,

On the successive steps of progress of the human mind.
P. 486, 1. 5. Orbis terrarum, the world.
P. 507, 1. 1. Epigenesis, Formation by successive increments.
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P. 13, L 30. wois dpd, vovs axovet, It i
mind that hears.

P. 15,1 8. Cautela, caution.
P. 73, L 5. avdpimous, recolle ~tion.
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