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THEISTIC EVOLUTION.

ESLIE STEPHEN somewhere citea a sugpeation of Bishop
Batler thar nations s wall ag individuals may go mad,
However this may be as to other professions, the imputation of
aberrancy bas for long time luin upon the investigators of uature,
aml the opinion & widespread that since the appearance of Dhar-
win's famous book the discase has reached an acute stage. To
gutsiders it is difficult to comprehend why naturalists have aban.
dened the old scheme of fustantaneous creations and ecatastrophic
extermimnntions of species, which processes were suppased to hove
Leen enneted over snd over agnin’ through long sges: and have
rejected the types and archetypes of the comparative anatomists,
with their Beaatifl evidonecs of design, iu favor of o thoory which
seems to relegate all avimated nature to the chapter of accidents.
Some intelligent people flnd it bopogsible even to understand
what Evoluiion @gnifies, and start with erroncons definitions,
deriving extraondinary conclusions from their own ervors,  The
theory of Evolution dees not, for example, tench that o dog, or
that o dog's descendant, way be trnsformed into a cat; or that 4
dandelion, itself or its posterity; con in any length of time become
arose. Yot how great is the difficnlty experienced by some in
undemstanding that it does not break down any of the barmiers of
actually existing species? Its real effort is to account for the
eross-resem blnnees now found between dog anl eat, by the sappo-
sition that both live come from some common ancestor, which
wis noither oue nor other. It also deelares that ** Lvws of noture ™
(whatever is uiderstond by this term) and the whole environment
1
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THE METAPHYSICS OF CHRISTIAN
APOLOGETICS,

. REsnaTy,

IT 158 the pmrpose of this paper, and of three thot may he

expecter in the next three numbers of this Review, to dis-
cuss, and specially to expound and to vindicate, the Mcmpﬁyﬁm
uf Cliristisan Apologeties.

Chrstinn Apologetica is that theological seience which sets forth
thie proofs to the resson that Christianity is the supermutural, the
authoritative, the final religion, equally for us and for all men;
i owored, the abeoluts religion,

Thiz science shounld be IEiEtiIJj:.DH]Itlll from  polemic thanlngy
The difference betwesn the mu is in their 'presuppositions, in
thoir objects, and, above all, in * their court of appeal, PPolemie
theology presupposes beliel in Christinnity and her Senptures;
it attacks bLeresics; it appeals in the last resort to the Bible as
the Wonl of God. Luther, in his controversy with the papacy,
was n polemic theologinu, The question was not as to the
truth of Christianity, but ns to its roquircments. A polozetics,
ol the other hand, presupposez the denial or the doobt of
Chrstianity ; it assuils unbelieving systemns of ‘the universe; if
it appieals 10 the Bible, it is only as reason has proved the latwer
to be the Word of God. Justin Martyr was the preat apelogist
of the primitive Church; he defended Chrstianity against
heathanisin, and nmiuly ol rational grounds,

Again, apologetios should be distinguished from apology. The
latter is a rational vindication of some one element of Chrstianity ;
or of Christinnity ns o whele, but only by some one kind of argu-
ment,  Thus the Cur Dews Homo # 35 wn apology ; it proves merely
the peasouwableness of the deetring of vicarious satistaction for sin.
Sa, too, Butler's Analogy iz su npology; it defends revealed religion
avninst deism, bov only by the analogical arpament.  Apologetics,
o the contrary, i3 the ritienal vindication of Christianily as a
systam and on all it fundawenta] grounds. Tt is not the séience
of the defense of o particular fortress, or of the protection of the
country by ome special nprm of the serviee, ag for example, the
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artillery ; it is the science of warfare in all its essentinl branches
and applientionz,

Onece more, as has just been implied, apologetics is charneterist-
cally positive. It consists in attack as well as i defense, of attack
in order to defense. It protects its own territery by carryving the !
war into the enemy's country. It would refute the claims of rival
religions by establishing Christisnity as the absclute religion.
In & word, it is Christianity’s trimmphant beeanse complete
vindieation,

= These truths are prior to all experfence, They are not known

on the testimony of others. They are noj reach ' ANy Droee
= ! A . T T - ]
W71 vl r 441y ) ¥
WO [ 7 I:n Im o ]IDDEEEEHZ!IE HE :hiﬂm we  ahow “:IHI Wi
5 athie r ; Weither the child

(nur the savage has leard or has reasoned out the principle that
overy effect must have an adequate epuse. Yot when the child is
hurt he shrinks back, knowing that something must have hurt
liims and when the savage finds his doz dead he carefully exam. !
ines him, knowing that something must have killed him. Neither
can be persumled to do otherwise. No sconcr does either net at
all than he acts thus. It makes no difference cven if the validity
of these principles be denied ; they are still regarded. Hume set |
them aside in his philesophy, but admitted thatin common life
they controlled him. THence, they are enlled fimst truths: they are
puior to-all axparience ; it starts out with thém, it does not gather
thew,

Again, they are termed fundamental trughs,  As we have seen,
they do not rest on other truths.  They are not derived from other
knowledge, however obtained. They are rather the basis because
the indispensable condition of this. Seaence, for example, would
be impoasible, if' inveatigntion 1night not procead on the principle
of eanse pud effect, No other than Comte, the father of posi
btivism, admits that of the mind iz to observe profitably, it has
need of some theory.  As Prof. Calderwood has said ( Handbosk of
Moral Philasophy, p. 235 ** The more doeeply we study the proced-
ure of our own intelligent life, the more cloarly will it appear that
all expericnes has its meaning determined by reference 1o tran:
seendent truth, and is held together in the wnity of intelligent life
oisly by the recognition of what is sither bevond or above experi-

pnca.!  Hawee these troths are ealled fodarmental @ the knowl.
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Metaphysies, as ' the seience of these first and fondamental
trisths; ! ! hns two telerences. It 15 concerned, oo the one hand,
with the exereise of thought itself) the metaphysical in theught,
thut 15, the process of kuowing first amd fundamental truths:  To
this, its epistemolosicn] reference, some atlention was given in the
numbey of this REview for April, 1895, in an article entitled * The
Function of the Reszon in Clivistinsite.”  Metaphysics is con-
serned, on the othor hand, with the phjects of metaphysioal
thonzht, or transeendont realities, Tt dovs not now ask, How do
wo kmow the first and fondamental ruths ?  Iis il’lll'l]il'j' i5, -ﬁ"lﬁ_ﬁh
anil what are these truths? It is primanily in this, its ontelogienl
reference; that mewmplivsies 18 taken In this sories of papers.

By the metaphysics of spologeties, consequently, we moan those
truths which ase frst aod fuodamental with regard to the complete
vindieation of Christinnity oz the abzolute religion. Thess are not

4 of Christianity, They ware ot In'm. mm]c Lnnwu m its rev-
& hmuu ' !

Luilding is regrod.  Becanse they have been laid, it does net
follow that o zlorious and enduring edifice will be emeted ; but if
snel an one 18 to he raised, it can be only on such foundations.

These wroths which constitute the metaphvsies of apologetios nro
not the same with first and fundamental teaths in genesal. OF
gourse, the lavter are oll involved inapologetics, as in every sciemes:
For comvenience, however, we restrict the metaphysics of apologet-
itg to those wuthid which, in wldition to being tmnseendent to
Christinnity, sustnin a peenliar relation to it.  As other traths are
uat, thoy are its cornerstoncs,  Moreover, while these tmaths o
not embrace all first awd fundaments] truths, so neither are they
themselves all such truths in the technionl sense. Indeed, th:jf
need not be, strictly speaking, metaphvaien]l truths at all. It is
enotzh to constitute them the metaphyvsies of apologeties, it
besides being indepenident of the Christian revelation, they are
the genditions of 1t awd thus of its nbsolato vindiention,

These traths which, in this special way, are fist and fondas
mentil to Christian apologeties, are four, viz: Reality, 'or theé truth
that what wo call real existonce implies substanee, ind 5o 1s not o
sngcexsion of meré: appoarnnees ;s Deelity, or the tmagh that sobs
stance 15 of 1wo eaztntially differunt kinds, mind and matter; £er-
sonality, .or the trath of the real existence of mind ss intellic
went, volunary self-conscions cutities; and Jmmortality, of the
trnth that the selfoonscionz mind or persow 1= Aoted for real exist-
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unce indapendent of the body and so for life after death, These
truths, as it wonld seem must be evident, may ull be known prior
to the Christian revelation, and nare all indispensable to the
vindieation and even to the understanding of . Tt does not follow
boeause they are aceepted and appreciated thay ** the truth pzinis
in Jesus ' will be held ; but it is the fact that the latter connot.
long be held inits punty, nnless it be embreeed in dependence
on the former. Hore, as elsewhere;, a true metaphvsics is not
all that is needed, but it is imperatively needed.

This importance of presenting the troe metaphysics of apalo-
gotics Is proved by several comsiderations :

1, The history of Christinn doctrine teaches nothing more
clearly, Fvery student of it knows that philosophy and theology
have abways exerted o powerful influsnce the one on the other,
Would you linve n generul example ?  The gmnd systems of Plato
and Aristotle wrrupm] 8 the faith once deliversd to the snints "
This we may see in Onigen, in the Schoolmen, in the pantheistic
theologians. The simplicity of the Gospel could not be preserved
on a basis so pretentious as that supphied either by the metaph vsics
of the Aendemy or by that of the Lyeemn. Do you psk for por-
ticulnr instances ! ** The sensational philosophy has producedd a
theology which takes no account of the holiness of Gad'® It hias
done this of necessity, because of what it is Jself, in spiwe of the
intention of its founders. Condillag, with whom it may be said
to bave arisen, was a pious Freneh ecelesiastie. Nothing was
farther from his purpese than to lower the view of the divine
perfections. Yot this he could not bat do. It was the inevitable
consequence of his doctrine that all mental netion is merely a
modifieation of sensation. The holiness o' God must be donbrad,
the Deity Himself must be ignored, and should consistently he
denied, when that only is beld to be real which can be seen or
beard or tpuched or fasted or smelled,  On n metapliysics so narow
amd g0 shallow, no such edifice as Chinstianity, or theism aven, gan
rest, I both, or only the latter, be built on if, sure-and great
will be the fall. Again, the idealistic philosophy hins given us an
idealistic theology which tends towand pantheism even when it itself
15 not actusl pantheism, This it also has done because of the
matapliysics which it has afforded and contrary to the wishes and
afforts of its leading expounders. Hogel was trained as n theolo-
gian and wrote nz a Christian.  The Neo-Hegelians, for example
the Caird brothers, believe their ‘' Idealism ' to furnish the only
rationgl bisis' of Christianity, and that their system does [umish
this basis they reeand as its chiel excellence. Yet even bdward
Caird's Bvolution of Reliyion does not give us either the persoual
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God or the divine Redeemer of the Bible, How conld ir, when
" the eternal self conseipusness "' in and throagh which, according
to this school as represented by the late Mz Green of Oxford, all
exists amd becomes intelligible, is such that neither activity nor
act can be predigated of it, such that the svstem of relations
which constitute the world and which it unifies must be eternally
complete, such that the individasl self seems merged altogether
in the universal self? With a philosophy so monistic the
sssentinl distinetion between God and man which the Seriptures
imply and which redemption presupposes becomes mpossible.
The attempt to base such o theology on such o metaphysics is as
irrational as it hns been futile.  Onee more, let it be denied that
the hiuman mind is one and indivisible ; let it be held that you can
earry vour religion in one pocket and vour philosopky in the pther;
in & word, let metaphysies be expelled from theology, ns Ritschl
has done : and ere long we shall linve his distinction between a
i theoretic '™ and a ' religious " wiew of the world, between
“ judgments of truth "7 and ¢ judgmests of value! between what
iz true and what for the sake of our religious nature it is well to
regard as true.  Thus ** mirncle " comes to be considered as the
religious nome for an event whicl awnkens in uz & poweriul
impression of the help of God, but which is not 10 be held as
interfering with the scientific doctrine of the unbroken connection
of nuture.  Thus, too, the Godhesd of Clirist is not & fagt: it is
only a teaching which it is of the highest value to the Christian
to look on pa setting forth the fact. Indeed) no theology more
substantiel than this iz possible when first and tundamental truths
are denied o ploce in theology. What has nothing on which to
rest must at lugt come to nothing.  In the sphere ol metaphysios
ag ¢lsewhere poizon must kill. Nor will it make sny difference
what it may be labeled or how good may be the intention with
which it s given.

2. Metaphvsical trath cannot be lield in its ¢ompleteness, nnless
it L clenily diseemned apd fully appreciated,  Tn the case of pub-
lic teachers, ot least, thiz must be, "Theglogy affords n striking ex-
awple in its own splere,  To be saved throush the atonament, it
i5 not necessary to have stndied it scientifically, and to have
pmbmeed oue of the many theones with reference to it The
vast majority are saved through faith in the facy of it without any
miiry into its nature. Nevertheless; as Profl Orr hias well snid
(The Christian View of God and the World, p. 340): * I canuot
belisve that any docwrine of Scripture—Ileast of all the doctring
of atonement, which is represented in Seripture as the revelation
of the innermaeat. eart of Gold 1o man, the central and supreme
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inuifestagion of Ihs love to the wornll—was over meant 1o lie
Fhike n dead weight on oor wnderstanding, ineapalle of lieing
in apy way sssimilated to our thonght.,  Certain it iz that any
doctring which 18 treated in this way will not long rotin its
liold e nen's convietions; but will sconer or luter be swept
oun of the way as n picee of useloss theologionl Tunber”®  In the
gnge of the atonement this is being done.  Visit the congregntions
of those preachers who ery out aguimst oy atlenpt o explain 1t
nml boast of proseuting simply the clovious et of 1, What der
wo tind ¥ Thot the fne itself 35 béoioning 1o Le guestioned,  In
religion, indead, uo were than clsewhers, can men make fools
af themselves and wot lose even the littde trath that they ligve
apprehiendod. Now i it be thoy i theelogy, it will be much
more <9 in its metaphysics. This i botlowore profonnd and less
evidently vssentinl,  If men Jo wot feel the need ordinarily of o
theory of the ntonement, they certainly will ot eveu see the need
af o sure pragp of those principles by which at least any valid
theory of the atonoment must bo dotermined.  Yer, unless these
prineiples ave comprobonded and thoir impartanes emphasized by
those oharged with public instroction, they will Lo st ignorad
andl then deniod. Again and again hios this been the cuse,  Tudifor-
enee to motaplivsies in teaching has hoon followed by the repadia-
o olit, When the methodz of whnt nre callod thi positive seienoes.
have prevailed to the exelasion of metaphysical procedure, it lipe
soing to. e nsaerted, for example, as 1t was allivmed Ly Mr, Mill,
that there muy be workds in which two and two do not malie fonr.
That ia, thege a priori truths Love been controvertod without the
rssum ption of whieh the very ddei of science is au abisurdity,
Soris it sulfivient answer thot while tirse and funidamental trotlis
tnay be theoretieally denied, they canuot be set wside paactionl] i
I'his is true, Lt i applies ouly to our lower and less iinportant
activities. The sensativual philosopher as much o5 the people 1o
whum Die Jeetures does: procead in lis induetions in physics on e
villidity ol tho a prieri principle of eanse aod effect.  Neither le
nor they can holp deing so.  This; however. dves uot kuep liimn
from denying n first nud so supernntural caose of the universe, nop
thiem from agroetng with bim ; andl this denisl, 8= foolial as it i
imploug, does have nomighty aul most pernicions influsnee on
practical 1, There could be no tore solemn aud instructive
examplo of the importanes of the =twly of metaphysics, ot least
by publie toachers; than is afforded by the methods ad the popa-
Iy 'of Col, Robert G, Ingersoll,  He could not uttor the inane
blasphemies thine lie does il lie himzell knew anything of 4 the
first vruths " and his hesrers would quickly torn fom his utter.

i

T
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paess I dlszust ns inene i) throvel no Tostroction as shallow wnd
false as his, they had not, in their higher thinking, if not in
their every-day aetion, passed from under the control of these
truths, Thus il they are wo regulate us ag they ought to do, they
gt be eomprehended by those at least who assume to guide s
It is not nepessary that all on the ship should be aequainted with
LIH_ ﬁg]]t.s that indicate their course: but the pilot must.

. Todifterence to metaphysieal inguiry is o charneteristio of our
time.  Perhaps it would be more nearly correct 1o sov that iv is
one of its chief characteristics.  This iz the dav of fets: it is not
the duy of examination of the prineiples which give significance

7 ds, PFapecially 15 this true 1n theolegy. Here
there wonld seem to be an inereaging disposition, not inerely to
neglect, but to repudiate first and fundamental teaths. Mo less
witdiely esteemed a religions teasher than Dr, Lyvman Abbott, for
L-\mnph', said not lougz age in substance that it was reason for
lunfuullll cratitude that the rules of logie wore no tnore to control
us i onr n.hg:mua belicf.  Such would appear to be the position
aof wot o fow of onr edoentionn] institutions, The writer hag in
mind a0 well-equipped  college for women, in which o thorough
course of 1ustruction in the Bible nnd with reference w God is
aiven In one depoartivent, while in another, by an equaily able
teacher, the voung girle are taught that the senscs are the only
inlets of knowledge. Nor is this dn exception.  Even when ag
wueh promineoce is allowed in education to metaphysics as to
physies or to theology, it seems commouly to be held that thers
is no relntion, and least of all o vital relation, between it and
them. Foundations are Inid which are utterly inconsistent with
the selgnee prosented or the religion ineuleated. Asin the collepe
referred to, many of our vouths are being exhorted to believe nnd
ohiey God after they bave been shown with grent subtlety and
unbounded assurance that God seuld nor exist, erat least could
ot b knowin, unless ITe pould be zeon or heard or touched  or
sted or swellod, To view of suoh o eondition, there ean be no
need of fuether justification of this series of papers. I Christi-
puity i3 to be vindieated to the present age as the absolute religion,
the mnctaphysics of it8 apolosetics nusy, fiest of all, be determined
sl tax[u_l-uu:iml, Should it come o be denhted whether them
are any fixed pules of warfare, the great desideratum would be
the demonstration of thy peineiples of nilitary scienge.

et ns, then, take up at onec that gnestion which in apologetics,
as in evervthing else, is fist and mast fundamental; viz, the ques

tloiie ok HUTIHT:_'I-'.
Just what dowe mean by it ? or, as Torretin woulid say, *Qui

st status (peatioms?
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L. 1t iz not whether there is existence. All prant this. The 4
idealist muey deny the objective reality of the external world, but
he aduits thut it exists or stands oot as the idea of the percipient
mind. The sensativualist may deny that the mind iteell’ is any-
thing more than ** a series of feelings awnre of iself,” but he ad-
mits that it exists or stands out as a series of feelings.  The skep-
tic may deny, with Pyrrho of oll, that ke knows anything, even
that be knows that be knows nothing ; bot in 50 doing he admits
the existence or standing out of Timsell at least, a5 making the
diemial.  Thus the mere raising of the (uestion as to reality implies
that 1t s not o question zs to existence. A soon as o qucstion is
rudmel, we ave axistonee,

2. Neither iz the question whuther exisience, or standing out
tons, 15 complete.  Probably ne thinker would claim that it is,
Lok throngh the télescope, nml at pace handreds of thousands of
stars uppeny where just before sesmed to bi ooly empty space.
Lok througl the microscope, and tmmediately the drop of tons
parent water teews with mymads of living crestures, If the
catenzion of one sense thins inerenses ndefinitely what stands out
to nz and 30 exists {or us, iz thers not cvery reason to believe that
this woald be the case much wore were only our senses multiplied ?
L admiatting, therefore, the fact of existence we do not hold that it
manifests nll that iz, Existence does not depend on complotencss.
It is not uesztionad thnt there may be much more than appears
o s

. Noragain is the question whether existence seems precisely
aa whnt stands out 1o us actually s, No ong who reflects would
assert that it can, Every phenomenon is related more or less
alozely woall oeher phenomens, wil 0 must be modified by then,
Even of what can be perceived by us nothing ean be perceived
by amd i itsell and so just as it itsell is.  Besides this, whatever
apipenrs to us 15 Of necessity in thus being pereeived more or less
dotermined by oursélves, The same thing, or what we take to be
the same thing, is bound 1o look different to any two individuals,
Thelr wishes, their views, their trnining, their envirpnment, their
aneestry, must project thewmselves on to and into what stands out
o them. 14 3s not so mueh an exoggeration 45 an emphatie state.
ment when we asny, ** To the pure all things are pure!' Fven
to this degree i1a 1t mpossible to climinate the personal cle-
went from our judgment. We buve hore the great troth of
the Kantian philosophy. It is reeogoized as clearly by not-
aral realism when 16 diseusses il tries to guard against decep.
tion by the senses  Indeed, there can be no more question that
exsstence does not précizely reveal the noture of what stemils sur
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to s than there is that it dogs not manifest its extent completely.
Vet in oneither way 1s the fnet of existence affected. There is
gaistene, thomeh it s not a complete or o perfest _s‘[..;mfiiug ot of
what iz, As to this, probably all thinkers are nereed.

4. Nor onee more, i3 the yuestion whether what exists ehanges.
Wo must admit that it does.  Change seems to go on everywhere.
fnopganic matter is constantly wudergoing transformations,  Even
the solid roek woens away. It s not otheérwise in the oreatic
world,  The vegetable grows, and changes as it grows, Wa
Linwve  lrst the Dlode, then the ear, then the fall sorm i the exy
The animal passed throogh similar stiges of development.  Mau
dovs the same.  This isos true of lias soul as of his body. Tt
i= as true of iz mornl charseter even as of his mtellect,  No one
8 to-dny just what he was yesterday, I he 5 not beter, he
must be worse.  Tudoed, clinnge 18 o universal law,  All things
are 1nnostate of flux,  Existence 15 the standing ont of vhanges.
These who would sulve the problem of reality musy graot this

a0 Nor, forhernnore, 15 the gquestion whether there i5 o real
sulistratom underiving all appearance, change, existence; dis
tinot from theui, yvet eausing them to exist or stand out.  OF sucl
i zabsteatinn, thoueh S Willian Iamilton weulid seein o luaild
te it there is no evidenes. It oannet be shown o bé o mets-
||i|:.'~.-1'u.!u:| neves=ity, nl eertainly i 05 not cognized by the senses,
Thus, though introdused in belnlf of seality, its offect is o
destroy it. 1t seeks a groand for it bu fods thar gronnd only i
o laney. :

h, Nor, once again, is the question whether neality is Kant's
COoding su sieh " or M thing o oasell” OF saoh o thing, o being
nhsolntwely without attributes or propertios; we Lnow nothing
Such o thing, imdeed, conld not be. As Hamis bas well smd
| Mhiltosophical Busis off Thetsm o 1506 8 Thete can bene being
|without attributes; there can be no Leipg without power of some
limd ; awd this is ouly saying there cannet be a being that does
ot exdst, 0 we attempt tothinke of a beme without petribites, o
sibistanee stripped of all properties, we Lave pothing left. Xob
auly is nothing left, bt oor thonght issues in the contradiction
that being is the spwe with nothing,  And this is the * thine o
igoll " out of all relation o our Mealties, Tt s not ar unknows
able which we may some time omne fo knew; it 18 not nothing
as the were denial of being; it 18 the symbol of a hopeless eon-
tepdiction at the root of all knowledge.”' Tl thougl limsslf a
Lioliever i reality, it 13 not o entional and 20 real reality thar Kane
pives.  We need not, thevebore, inquire whether veality is his
“ ghing in itself”
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Nor, still further, is the question whether what wexists is
necessary and indestructible, Such reality there may Le, but we
o not elaim that reality must be such, This, indeed, wns Dies. |
cartes’ great error.  He made substance that which subsists ol
itself, that which has no need of anything from without in arder 10
itz existonce ; and the resalt was that Spinoza, procesding oo this)
definition, Iabored to show that there was or could be ouly one
snbstance, God, of which evervlilung is an attnbute or mode;. By
) zeality, therefore, i5 not meant absolute being.  Existence may he
veal, though derived and dependent. We may bold o realivy,
thoweh we see in the independent and absolute " reals ™ of Her-
bart the destruetion of philosophy. _

8. The question, however, is, whether appearances do not maui-
fest in nll their changes that which itsell persists through all its
clinngez : whether existence iz uot the standing out of what
subisists in itself, if not of itsell: whether, inn wond, avery phe-
nomenon is not itsell substance or reality as we see il

This i= the somewhat recondite iquestion which weare to considor.
Au illustration may belp to a better undersianding of it.  Your at-
tention is concentmted on a hook. You perceive, that it is oblong
that it is green; that on its back are gilt letters, ete.  You feel that
it is bard, When you open it you smell & musty odor.  Now all
ailmit that the book exiats 1 whether real or only ideal, it stands
ont befire you. Bevond controversy, too, you may not concliude
that more could notstand out than dossappear. Were vou keener
sighted, the title on the back would be larger and the cover
¢onrser, Norean you help your ided of the book being mfluenced
both by other things and specially by yvoarself [t must seem
smaller than it weuld, if it did oot lie apon o large volome ; it
canuiot but bie more precions in your eyes than in those af others,
il 1t be 0 mare treatize on yvour favorite science.  Without donlit,
alza, the book itself iz constantly changing, Tt iz more worn
than it was. It is mustier than it nsed to be. It iz hecoming
more worn and mustier every day. Its very teachings are con-
tinully being modified. At Eeasr.. the progress of discovery eom-
pels an ever new interpretation to be put npen its statements.
The emphasis on them, if not the meaning of them, varies, W
e not, howaver, believe in any renl but invisible substratum
unider all these changes; w hether physical or intéllectaal, which.
thongh distinet from them, is their basis and their indispensable
condition. The book that we see and touch and smell aud under-
stand 15 all as to whoese reality we would inquire. If there be
reality under ity it iz one of which we know nothing and se onpe
of which we must decline to spenk. Nor do we distingnish
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between the ook as we cognize it and the DHook as it is in itself,
1 weould not be a ook, if it were without the qualities which we
recognize 45 those of a book. Tt would not bea real thing if it
existed in el and so without sunbutes, Suth o contrndietion
could be only an absurdity, 8 nonentity.  Nor, on the other hand,
do you regard the buolt itself, ns perceived and comprehended by
vou, ns iself o selfexistent ond necessary substance. 103 Le
real in thiz sense, vou koow nothing of it ood make oo assertion
with reference to it.  What vou meay, therefore, when vou ask,

Is o is wot thiz hewols J:a_n.]"I is mnplv this : .ﬁ'u.t :-.I_Il;:i‘;gu u_.|
owm® Iy stands out o you while your attention 18 directed
tiwaRlE it: Doy would it continge where itis and as it is were
neither your attention ner that of any other erenture dirccted
townrds it ! Tono two pesons does it appear the same ; vet are
ot these appearances, thoueh so different; the pllﬂuﬂmmm of o
atid the same book * Tt iwsell 18 ever changipe ; vet s there npt
that persisting through all these changes which makes thom the
changes of one identieal book ¥ Thisis the kind of reality thadt
wi nre secking,  The question iz, Has the book. Lias what we eall
real as distngwshed from Imagnary existence, oeing of i1 own ?

11, That we mav congider this question more appreciatively, let
us look pext at its fandawental poruanee,

1. In every department of seicnee and, mdead, of life 16 poesi-
tion is #nell.  Lifelitsell s of worth DLocanse it e renl. It would
not e worth Jiving 3l it were an illusion. Lot the carth bea
phontasm ; ler beauty and love and right be fancies: lot ex-
perience be but a long varied dweam @ anil boman existence senses
to be o good.  The proof of this is thay the Hindu, who takes just
this view of life, eraves nothing 3o passiomately as the absorption
ol hits own individuality in Bralun, the only reality. Nor MY 1
reply that 1t is the belief in realive rather than the fact of it
which sives to life its worth, To argue 50 15 to toke o position
which tonkes argument irrationn] and Impossitle. 1T there i no
practival difterence between truth and (slsehood, thore san no
ore b question na to reality or s o auvthing.  So, too, it i
reality that fumishes e matter of scence, Would it affeet the
worth of astronotny not at all whether the worlda, the knowledgs
ol which it svstematizes, were but spectres?  Would it affect the
worth of biology uat at all, whether the cell which it examines
existed ouly whon under the micreseope *

o 1t 9s not otherwise in t.IumInE'r. ** the queen of the selonces. "
Unless w deals with realities, 1t is s empty and  profitless as many
wonld like to mnke it appear.  Indeod, it 12 ondlinanily Lecnusc
sigh persons are not alive o the grent renlites of theslogy that
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they ory out against it.  With but an undeveloparl conseionsness
of their vwn persouality, with no viston of Ged, with no faith m
Christ—what wonder that the full and redemption and the king-
dora of heaven should seemn to then is mers speculations, and idle
ones ot that?  If tlie importunce of these is to be appreciated,
they must he felt to coneorn realities ns profound and as trouscen-
dent nz the Christian kuows the everlasting God and the divies
Chrizt wand himsell to be,

3. All this is speeinlly true in apologeties, the foundation of
theology., Apologeties is the prosf of the reality of theology. It
is the seientific demonstration that the existences with which
thelogy has to do are realities; that its doctrines are hoth true
and relate to what has being of its own 5 that, for examnple, Christ
ismot only, as He declnred, the Son of God, bt that, ss the Son
of and, He is © before all things anid by Him all things eonsist,”
aod so, of sourse, He lias, and wost have; beng of His own. More
noetl ot be said 10 justily & brie! examivation of the theories by
whicl veality in this sense is denied.  Such theories, in 5o far os
thiey nre proctically neesptod. esonot hut dissolve opologoetics 1n
partigulnr, theology in general, seienos as o whole, and even life
ibsell.  They destroy the substunee by which alons these consist.
Ag o jatter of fuel, not a Ktte of the irveligion, of the indiffer-
ence to truth, and of the pesimizmg, of our day is rooted in the
dontbt whether there be any reality,

ITI, The theories just referred to fall natarally into two closses,
the pantheistic and the positivistic

L. The Pantheistie.—These, while they need not be and usaully
are uot ineonsistent with the beliof that there is roality, must all
ideny it in the senze in whieh we sre eonsidering it.  For exam-
ple, thay may adinit that the world isas real as God ; for 1t is His

furtn s but they emmot allw that 1t 1 real as having being of il'.sﬁ.

vwi.  This is equally trae of all kinds of pantheism.  Thus opi-
noza, the fther of modern pantheism, mny distinguish betwéen
thovelit and extemdon, mind and metter, s mutoally exélusive
vet evin then he makes them only the * attributes "' of the one
absolute substanee,  They roveal reality, but they have net real-
ity or being of their own,  With Spinoza, individual thines ave
not things: '* they are wnly the modes under whiclh the infinite
substanee i comstantly ananifestel.”  Thes Hegel, the typical
r&pl;asﬂnt:htiﬂ'ﬂ of idealistio pantheism, muy hold that the absolute
iden develops logieally into the individunls of time and seuse,
Thesy individuals, however, though they have reality, eamint be
realitics.  They are but moments in the evolution of reality ; they
arg ot realities or froe individuals, for they have not being of
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their own, Thus is it even in materialistic pantheism.  Let the
worlil of mattur be Gody as 0 Strouss’ Old and New Faith, aod
at onue the midividuality amd vonsequent reality of things i lest.
Tleey are penl ns Cod, bot they are not real by themselves ; being
thav have, but it 18 ot being of their own.

Now the futal objeetion to ope and all of these forms of panthie-
1sm 18 that thoy contmidiet conselousness,  Fvery mon s consclous
of himself as linving being of his dwn,  Though he may theo-

© vetieally, b conmot penetically identifv himsell either with the

G dbsove bitg and withio Dim, ar with the werld around him,
Whatever ¢lae he may feel, e at least fecls himsell 1o be by
limself, Nor is the lestimOny of eonscionsness othormvise as L
the workl,  We cogmze it as nzell o reality and as made up of
reslities.  Whatever may hove been its origin, whatever may be
itz relation to o divine preserver and zovernor, we know it, if we
know it at all, a5 a reality by itsell composed of realities by
themselves,  Wo wmay form other theories with reference o it
bt our primitive cognition of it 18 as having being of its own,
| The pantheistic doctring of reality, therefore, enn be trae only on
lihe supposition that consvionsness itself is wronp. We cannot
pecept the former and wot contradict the lntter, This is the, great
objeetion to the doctrine in question.

2, The Positivistic Theories.—The common charseteristic of
these is the pranaple that ¢ all our ]{uuwlu]g:_ comes {Tom expe
rience through the senses.”  Thence, only what is material is; for
ouly what is inaterial is sensuons, As Prof. Bowen siys: Y We
eannot see, touch, hear, smell or taste either substance, or canse,
oreelf, or God!" That is to say, there is no reality ; or at least,
no knowledes of 1t can eome to ns through the onlyinlets of
lepowledze,  Norig this oo everstatement, ™ We have no knowl-
edge, ' says Mr. Jolin Stunrt Mill, ** of anything but pﬁmmmenn
und our knowledae of ]:ln:-nmnf,lm e relative, not absolute, 'Wt:
know not the essénce, nor the real mode of production, of amy
fnet, bot only itz relation to other fiets in the way of suceession
or similivade.”  Consequently, baly is defined by him, not as «
reality, but ng the mere * possibility of sensations;” and even
front the mind he strives to take mality swhen he speaks of it az
only Y series of feelings nware of itself,!”  Positiviam, thew-
fore, goes farther than pantheism in its deninl of reality. The
Intter refuses to wrant to things being of their own; the former
aflinms that of being itsell oz substance or reality we know and
pan koo nothing.

Now the objection to this theory, as to the: pantheistio, is that
it coutridiets conscionsuess. Tt is triwe, as Mo Mill savs, that all



W LOGETTUS, i

that the senses male known to us 35 phenvimenn or what appears to
themselres. It s not, howevdr, true, a3 he would deubtless elaim,
that sensation and econssioushess are coterminens. We are con-|
seions Of more than the senses make known 1o us.  Tlrongh
them we are cosssions of such sensatlons as gight and touch ; but
at the same v, in the same nct of eongdlonsnezs, we are sonscious
of u souviction that there is a real ohjective substanes which is |
visible und tangible. That this is a4 troe imterpretation of con-
selousness is proved by the sonduet of men universally.  Let one
soee o wall just before Liim suddenly and lie will as stuhlu.ul'; euEy
walking. Tt will make o difterence whether he be o little ehild
with no experience or an okl man with the experience of o
lifetime. 1In either ease he will show by his spontanecus action
that he iz conseious: of smaere thao the mere vizunl sebpsation,
that he is oconseions also of the belief that the semsation indieates
n real ohject corresponding to it.  The positive hvpothesis, there- [
fore. is open to the same objection as the pantheistic.  Thongh
in dilferent sways, both soutradiet coliscionsness,

The guestion, however, arises, Is this objection a valid one?
Max it ot be that éonsciousness is untrussworthy ¥ Or il trust-
worthy 08 to our sensations, inay it not be that it is uptrnstworthy
ns to the beliefs which, as we bave seen, arize intuitively on the
pecnsion of these sensutions?  For exswple, way it not be that
Mr. Mill s right when be asserts than our eonsciousness of our
awtt freedom is anillusion ? We seem to ourselves to be free, but
are not.  That is to say, we are conseions of what appedars, but
we are not conseious of what is.  Conseionsness is trustworthy ns
to the feeling of freedom with which we aet, butit is vol correct
in =0 fr asat a8 belief in the resl freedom of the act. This,
then, 15 the inguire of supreme importance.

1V. That we may de tlas; observe:

L It angy event the burden of proof rests on those who maintain
the megative. They do not profess to disercdit consclousness.
On the sontrary, thm‘ plant themselves firmly oo its trustworthi-
uesa, They cainnot hLlp doing this. It is -mh‘ by tresting con-
seiousness that they enn Lcmm‘ that phenomenal nnd unvea] world
which they investigate so esrefully, donbtless beeause it i the
only world that they allow ean be known, Thus Prof. Huxley
mny reduce the fumiture of the mind to sensations, plensure and

ain, and relations between these, but unless he is constlons of

:_W and. trusts his consciousness, he eannot develop that physi-
eal soience whose results he elims to be so pesitive.  Forexample,
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# setEntion does not avean beeoine nosensation unti one s conseious
of 1t A stone eannot feel it for the renson that o stone is not
cinscions. The attempl to diseredit consciousness is, therclore,
whaioed,  The attmnpt itsall connot procesd save on the hasis of
fthe trustworthingss of consclousness, It 35 pot swrprising, conse-
quiently, that those whe (uestion renlity rarely dispute the veracity
ol consviousncss.  That would be too glaring and gross a form of
intelleotinal smicide,  Lven the very few who, ke Maudsler, pro-
fost o diztrize the individoa) conscionsness and find certainty enly
in what we may call the common sense of mankind, do not prove
the exeaption, Rather do they vontirm our pesition.  For what
does contidence in that purtculor element of my own conseipusness
which is also the conseiansness of all men imply but the consciois
ness that thero are persons other than myvself amd that thess per
sons are trustworthy ! Thes Mawdsley himsell, altimately if not
inmedintely, lls Tack on lis own consciousness.  Tle, thereforg,
spectally demonstrated thar all, even these most antagonistic to
reality, must do so.

When vou feel o sudden sharp pain
at the tip of vour finger, von are not only conseious of the pain,
vonaze conscious also,; at the same time; in the very smpe net of
consciousness, of the convietion that thore is p real something
caasiig that pain.  Bxperience is nevessary to tench youw what it
i o where 1113, but experienes i not necessary W convinse vou
ol its renlity. You kuow thay, snd svery one knows that, #s soon
ns he feels pain. It is invelved in the consciousness ol pan
Yo caniot feel pain and not shew, clthér to others or to voursell,
that von believe that it has o el gause,  You ané a8 copsdious of
this beliel ns you are of the scnsption; and as yon will siot have

the baliel’ anless vou lave the sensation, i dh
sanaation without the beliof  In o wond, they wre hoth amd

erpinlly elemetts of consciousness. We ean distinguish Letwecn
them on reflection, just as we enn Jiztinguish between the Jdifferent
objouts ke in by a glanes of the eye: but you cnunot say that
i oni is o mntter of consciousness while the other I8 not, any
more than von enn say that vow see noman yet do novsoe the
cluthes which he lins o 10 vou see¢ the former vou ses the
litter ;. for you sed both by the same et of vision: sl i hile
HIRNIET, 1.|:' o fize] ]-[|[1|I ot e condcions that thers 18 s
thing which cnuses the pnin; for you are conséiods of botl in
thie sune aet ol eonseivusiess.  Ooe of three courses, thersfore,
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will be open to you. X sl g i of conseions
noss in both mespocts; orovon mast repudinte 1t 1o both respects ;
orif you accept its semsation of pain, you must show why vou
should not mecept its convietion as to a real cause of the paio.
You may pet trast it o the former onse and ot in the Tatker,
unless vou éan justify your procedure in so deing.  Whon noman
speaks the wath up o n eertain point, it s to be presumed that
Lits weill eontinue tozpeak the truth, Nay, wlhen the testimony of
o witness has been accepted a8 a whole, sufficient reasons must be
given if anything included in it is set aside.

2, This prool those who question reality eannot give,  Thisis

hecntse sonsclonsiess i ultimate,.  The Emunﬂ of all proaf, it!

italt 13 bavowd proof. The fingl test of truth, its fruth may be
gither asauned or denied bue ean neither be demonstrata] nor
pefuted. The last instrument of iovestigation, nothing remains
with whinh to investizate it.. We do not gay that in itsell this
15 pgainst those who dispute renlity.  Itisinitself equally againse
these who affira it.  On this subject, from the very nuure of the
ease, neither party oon oceupy n position capable of logical proof
We should imankly admit that seality, 17 osserted, must e
assumed.  The nrgnment for reality of sueh oo intellectonl giant
o4 Herbert! Spencor, for example, is not conclusive, nnless lie
pasrmes in his premises the ronlity which he profosses to prove,
What we do claim, however, is that this inability to prove the
untrustwirthiness of the intuitive beliels n cousciousness is vory
mich aenivist those who would repudiate these while still basing
themselves, o= they must, on the verncity of conscionsuess. Iy
s doing they wake & distingtion which demands establishment,
That, therefore, they caunot establish it, is in their ease o peculiny
vletment of weakusss, They lave put themselves whaore mor
must be expected of them than is expected of their opponents,
Consequently, thongh both Inbor noder the same inability, it can-
wirt but gount for more 1 the eage of the former,  Two men may
lie equatly lacking in logieal power, but this need not be in iwsell a
serious disadvantage ; 1t becones such only when one undertakus
what requires demonstration.

n: st H . 1 fiza (s 4 v

m:mlﬂhg' The reason for this is that, ns wa have seen, proof t {his
point s fmpossible aod 80 way net be expeeted,  Indoed. o
admit that the trustwortinness of the téstimony of conscioustnss
e reality is bot an assumption is to ke a step in the righe dinge.
tion and the pply ate that ean be so taken.  This follows from the
very natone of proof., 'This eopgists in showing that what is to

o
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e proved is lmplicated in peknowledeed teath,  Tenoe, ta prove

Viruth, we must begin with trath; to establish reality, we must

linve reality on which to ground it to demonstrate anything, we
sl assmme sometling,  Gtherwise, we shell argue mo& cirele
Ultinntely the thing to be proved will heve to be its own proot,
ik 20 there will be no preof.  IF we woulld establish anything,
wo must move ina straight line and notin n arelo: we muast go
hml.. to what, beenuse 1t 1s ot the vory Ltr_ﬂnmngr lins nothing

Ilam staternent may startle many and
miay =shock some, bot o moment’s reflection shoolid eonvinee all of
it frutln e bettor that we andestond the natie of demon-
steation, the cirly shall we s ' :

150 4 bhe AR i llence, the admission that the

testimony of conscionsness to reality is only such 12 ot least a stap

in the right direetion.  Whethe is asswme b

4. Nor may it be aaid that thiz method of justifying belief in
reality is lnurr:li.' metaphiyeical and 1-2,r cousequently, o be viewed
with suspieion.  On the sontrary, it is thoroughly scientifie, Tt is
uothing more nor less than Y Newtonian induetion.”  'This was
wse] by Newton in diseovering that the law of gravitation extends
o the whele solar system.  ** He began wath the hypothesis''—
or mssmmption—*' that grovitation, alrendy known in the fall of
Lodics to the carth, extended also to the moon ; bhe then deduesd
what must be the position of the mooen if the bhypothesis were
true ; be thon vorfled it by compoaring the reslts of his deduction
with the netnal positions of the moon given in nstronomical tables.
The vertfiention iled at first on account of errors in the taliles
bt was sucoessful whey the tables had been vorrtoted by more
pecnrate observotionn”  Now what 15 tlds bug what we are doing ¥
We start with the hypothesis or assumption that the testimony
aof conseiousness to feality is trustworthy,  We then deduee whal
must he the comsequences, if the hypothesis or nssumption be trie.
We conelude, for cxample; that we shall find reality whera we

o believe that we have seen or tonehed it Hence; we stop imine-

(dintedy when we are consvious of beholding or fecling & wall just

balire us- That 15 we aet as i conseiousness were trustwortly.

I then, verification shows the wall 1o be befure s, which we
wore conseions of sceing or feeling, should we not regard our

-
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Ly pothesis or assmmption 08 establishod ¥ At all ‘Gvonts, 35 3t not
the very mothod of Newton that we have followed ! And i it
1 not open to objection as vsad by him, 35 it not equally free from
objection az employed by us? At least, it may not be disersd-
ited on the ground that it is purely wmetaphysical ; for it s predm-
inuntly seientifle.

I, ;.J.muld L WITILIH]JHI'HLL ton, in' this cannuetion, thent wll
stiantifie mmslwmnu even ‘¢ Baconian induetion which arenes
from uuﬂemmml faets to those which are nh&d_n wil to he like d:uu.l.
rests. on oo !:Tpﬂlhn’::‘m o REsdmption, Facts onn be understood
vnly as they have been uh.ma._d and they ean be peofitably
ubﬁk‘:ﬂ_‘u! nni_} as the obsecver believes in thie trostworthiness of
his powers of observation. A= has been already wmplied, the
scientist must make this hypothesis, he must start with this
assumpition, or heis powerless to proeged.  To assume the trost .
worthingss of conseiousness aud =0 of its testimony o reality is
therefors, not meraly, #s bhas just been shown, the suly thing w
da, it is alss what the suientist, whether avowadly or not, is
always doing.  To a worl, it ds the seientific method.

6 55T Iw]mtlmﬂs of assumption of the trustworthingss of the

* estimony of consclousness to renlity differs from most of the

Jlt_\ J;ml_m.-.m. of seionoe i that it has anly to be considéred to be
sten and felt to be true, The Il‘r]""ll]“-i-l‘: of seienee are at firsy
ltun:ﬂl:. only probable diaumbrtlnlu Not infrequently theyv ane
mergly slirewd guesses,  Undoubtedly it3s o them more than o
nn}t.].uiig else that the penius of the seientist nppears.  Even
when he does but giess, it 45 a guess that the ordinary observer
would nover have wmades  Yet at best it is an assumption the
truth of which is toobe venfied ; rarely, if ever 15 it an assumg. |
tion the meaning of which needs only to be ficly apprebended 1o |
b folt 1o be trae,

Now suali aut hypothesis i3 the assumption of the trostworthi. lI
ness of the testimony of sonselousness: to veality. The ol of
this b= fourlold :

- Thiz vasmmption is self evidently troe. It has but w be!
understoodd to be aceepred. 1t 15 the sttement of knewlelye
which is elearer and more convincing in its own Heht than auy
other light eould wake it.  As Dr. MoCash has said ** That then
is an extended objeet belore me when Llook at a table, vr a wall,
andd that 1 who look at these ehjects exist—these are truths thag
wre evident on the bare contemplation of the ebjects, and nowl no
foreion facts, or considerations derived from any other ¢uarter, to
establish them.”" That is to-say, though reality canuot bedemon-
strnted, it ie knowng it reveals 1tsell o= renl,
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b The hvpothesis that we are considering 15 neeessanily true,

is 21 it WANTH 3

ceivod, but’ tL.rr.n Ihe ¢ opposite connot be __::_[gﬂ_tmr Hume did wry

1o teach universal skepticism; vet he frankly admitted that in
orlinary atfiivs ho 1=r-:us::,u!u:l. as others, on the sssumption of
renlitys  Though he disputed it in theory, he eould net help
expressine practieally his beliel In it Nor e¢an nny. The Hindu
savs that the world is an illusion, but he lives ag thoueh it were
renl.  Now this 15 not an independent prool.  We may not elaim!
that o proposition = true beeauze we must believe it.  We hold
Prather shat we mnst believe it beenuse itis froe. [t neeessity
iz the eonfequense of ita truth, or rather of itz self-evidenoe. Tt
distineuishes it as so inherently and eonspicuously true that it en-
nit but be aveepted.  Thus, wiale the fact that men musi act as.
it the testimony of gonseiousness to renlicy were correet does not
ol itsalf prove that it is, it does prove that it is solf: evidently eor-
rect, 1t does show that it is on assumption which has but to be
approbended to be granted; it does reveal it to'be an hypothesis
which oz seon a3 understood 15 seen and felt to be true.  Were: it
otherwise, this convietion of vocessity conld net attneh 1o 1, The
reason wlhiy we must believe in the lght iz thot the light s light,

e, The truth of the assumption that we are eonsidering is, as
lins just been hmphed, sniversally adipitted. Not only must we
nel on it, but men evervwhere do the same. They never lose
sizht of 13, they pever nre aromed out of the belief in i for thoy
never cease to be pontrolled by it Men are‘eating nmd drinking
pnd Buving and selling aod living and dving as if there were no
dombr of reality + and this iz so no matter what-may be the phil-
usopliy by which they swear, and whether they know even what
plitlesophy 1= The panthéist, for example, is just as indignant
nuruinst the man who liss robbed I s if he did not profess
believe that every man is only o thought and manifestation of
G,

Now thisis a valualle econfirmation of the test Inst noticed.
The ||.|'|_'|!:-'.-|'i1.:| of 8 eonvietion may e |]ih|'luw[f. It Tihiey I sl
thnt what | gaunot help accepting may not in hke manuner pon-
strain others,  This, bowever, mae oot be ureed when it is
evitent that ol are 1lius 1'1’.!111]!|‘:[|E1.L The uni'l.'c.mu]i'[._\' ol ﬂlu
peeessity of the eounvietion forbids its being an idiosyoemay. It
proves that the neeessity 12 wotol in the pelation of man o his
envirpnment; that 1s, in the very nature of things,  Only wlhat
15 necessary ol grounds so self-evidently real nz thiz do all wen
]H,‘:.II.I.._IH'L'.



il ' ‘rom  obssrvation, ]ilﬂl‘.ltllﬂ:‘.,‘ hisﬁ-r?,
especially from the researches of anthropologists, is it made certain
|that the huinan mce have from the fiest been mealists. As the
beliaf that the objects cognized by us have being of their own is
not the idiosvuomsy of o ﬁj'n, Lt t.]li: eonviction rﬂ tha multitude
0 it balongs nev to one generstion or age, but to humanity as
sieh, The mee develops, but it never has developed so as to be
able to set aside the assumption of veality. Indeed, thiz is the
bypothesis on which all its progress proceeds. Mav we douby,
than, that the convietion in question is rooted in the very nature
of things? Unless it wem so grounded, how eould it be 50 per-
sistent as well ns universal ?

Of course, it imay be objected that all this doss ust prove
reality ; and the objection 18 well taken. Tt should be remem-
bered, however, that what has been said i not given ns a proof of
realityv.  All that is elaimed is that it does show that the hyvpothe-
sis of the trustworthiness of the testimony of conscionsuess to
reality 15 one that is true on its very face. Confidence in this
assumption has been so persistent that wo are not surprised to finil
it universal ; it 1s so vniversal that it cannot but be necessary
from the nature of things; it is so pecessarily constraining thut
the assumption itself cannot but be self-evidently true, It is,
sherefore, not only au hvpothesis which must; as we have ssen,
bie made, if there is o be any progress in trueh ) it is also one
which Iz superior to most, if vot all, the Lypotheses Ly which
zeience, whether mental or pl: veical, hos advanced the konowledge
of the truth. It is troe on its face.

sl

the reality assumed is found, They do this atively, Hud

reality not been encountered all aloug, bad the hypothesiz on
whieh metion and life procecded often failed of justifieation, the
hypothesis itself would anges ago have been sbandoned. Tor
example, we should not keep on stopping when we coms to a
stone wall if it were. not actunlly in being, The mistake of)
ponsciousness must ere this have been discovers] and corrected,
Phis would be so; unless, indeed, renson be unrenson and philes-
ophy ahsurd,  Thus thas realism continues the swhiding and,
parhaps, deepest practienl votiviction uf the mee verifies the
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Lirpothesis under consideration,  Otherwise, its continunuee would
e fiapossibly,  The bypothesis moveover, is in this way vevited
alzo positively. F\|1um1u1_t. iz neither the ground nor the proof of
it.  As we have seen, it iz prior to experiapee; and it nesds no
proot because selfievident,  Nevertheless, experience hoth om-
phasizes pud confinos i Experience {urnishes the ogeasion for
the ariging of the vonvietion or bypothesiz of reality, and expern-
ence also deepens this. The vorrespondence between whot we
e nmd wlst we sssumed or eather fele that we shoulil tiad
stronethens our heliel in realite, by giving s plersonn] fequoint
anee witliit,  The tivst imo that the little chilil is pricked by a
pin he shrinks bick.  He kuows as traly then as he everwill that
something has Lart bim. Who will say, bewever, that Lis eouyvie-
tion 4w the reality of enuse is not ponfimied when he has been
priivled wpny times nud I'll:ll'il‘l.‘liml.!'-:'- Las fonud the [iu tht did i ?
Experience lins monilered his beliel livelier by enlarging its content,
Thus it has posinvely verified his self-evident hyputhosia.

Nor may it be rl.,}'r}ir:u'l that all this would take place on the sup.
position that the bolief in reality, thongh delusive, sunply pssed
nnesposeld.  Such is not the fier, The hypothesis of the wust-
worthiness of the testimony of consciousness to reality eannon
acmit of verifieation either positively or negatively. by the mere
appeirhoce of renlite,  This hypothiesis, as we have soell, Colha
nor only phenomenn, but also substance,  Ix is nov simply thay
tliere is an appearnoce; it g speeinlly and chametenstcally that
this is the nppeariuee of something.  Unless, thersfure, the r&u‘lil}'
belioved in be fouw], wot ouly as the appearance of realivy,
bhut alse, in addition, as realiey itself) the bebiel o it will not
b gustitied, the hypothesiz of it will aor be vetiied. These
demand what correspouds 1 and  explaius the sensation or
perception of which we way be conseions. Mo is peeded,
vonseqnently. than that there shall not be found in dhis whav

coterbdives it The belief o hypothess i guestion is of suah

b land thiat ic allaws of 'l.'uj'iﬁ._ruhiull only by what is bevond

the 2onsidon or portepbion that it wooll explain.  Expenonce

conld ot verily the univeesal nud Tustinetive bypothesis of reality,

ad we have seen thint it dods i it did not find the actually vedl s

well us recognize the appazently repl.  The eouvietion of con-
sclon=ness as o eality, thyugh inseparible frotn, s vet ao l]'l.stmwt.l
fromn, its apprebension of th AppeaTane ol reality that this mist

be sm  Without stultifving voossaou-iess, we eaniol h_ﬂ]ﬂ it I»_(‘IJ
e otherwise, s testimony as o reality isso distinet sl gme-
phatie thar it ean be established only by what s a3 diztinetly
and emphatieally renl. Thore must be the nomistkable prescuce




THE NMETAPHVEICS OF CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS. 81

of 1t and uor merely appenranges which ag such seem to b real.
1.\.;:unpn{n. IATE A puhn‘. the distinetion betweon the internnl object
of coustiousness in gy E“ e oase nnd tl:e exterunl cnuse of i1,

7. ng jikt i i ¢ deninl of Lm ustworthiness
o Thy imony of conseiousn lity is & Tt ia in
thiz instance as in that of all first or troe metaphysicnl pringiples.
"They eannot be set nside and the study of mere phenomena ouly,
inp worl the most empiricnl science, not itself be reduced to w
series of baseless assumptions, TFor example, all chendstry
depends npon the axiom, at least as old as Leuncippus and Demo-
eritns. that matter is, velatively to the universe st least, insenor
able ond indestruetiBle.. If this Te denied, the chemist has no
ground on which to resolve a compound substance intoits elements,
or to reconstitute it from them. Iis selence becomes Tmpossible.
What, however, is this necessary nxiom of chemistry ond, indeed,
of phvsical seience in eneral but the reality of material sub-
stanee ; the fact that things have being of their own; the truth
that, though imperceptible to sense and inscrutable to analysis,
there is in every thing what is permanent, what knows no change,
what constitutes its lumost easence and actual being ?  Hence, to
sot aside the testimony of consciousness as to reality must be
suleidfal, It is to make thinking, even with reference to appear-
snees, irrntional,  Tndeed, as Prof, Bowen lins well said (Modern
Fhilosophy, p. 260}): ** The pmpincigts or positivists here commit,
in an ageravated form, the very fault which they charge upon
their opponents—the fault, namely, of dealing with pure abstrac-
tions," Except as such, there nre no phenomena divoreed from
reality. 1o n word, nesctence s the alternative to realiam.,

8. Waere there space, all this could be contirmedl by the witness
of history. To nothing is its testimony stronger than to the
mmpurtmma of belief in reality. The herces of the n.gu.,s
hiye been conspienously men of fuith in God snd in the reality of
his world,  Mere idenlism, in all its lors, has ene the nerye of
progress,  The Hindus, perhaps o3 gifted intellectually as any
peoply on earth, mwigard existence as an illgsion ; and they are s0
Ineking 1u gnergy that they woukl pensh were it not for the com-
partively small bt iulﬂu,ul}' renliztie wation that holds them in
subjection.  Seusationalism in all s plnses is degrding.  Frines
i the last century lived for the phenomenal and ** the reign of
terror "' wns the awful pumishment she suffered. Evidently.
thereforo, thisis a real world and pught to be cousidered =ucli,
Lts development supports the universal and protound eonvietion of
conseiousness that venlity is the nature of things:

Of course, it wmy still be objected that all that bias been sad

(]

P
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fills short of proof,  Yes, it doss. Our belief in reality resus
ultimntely on the testimony of cousciousness to it, antl the truth
of this testimony is at best aun sssumption.  More may not be,
ns more b wot been, clalmed for i, It shouwld, however, he
remembaorad that in this ecase, az has been implied. proaf wonld
be as mappropriate as it is impossible. To try to see the light
it which wesce all things is absunl. It cannot be eahightened
ouly biocaose it 3= itzelfl the leht; and precisely so the testimony
of comseiousuess to reality can be ot assumed simply béeanse it
iz the troth of all truth. As with the light, its self-evidence is
| clearer thay proof.

It should be remembered, too, that phenomenalism, as has also
been indieated, in no senss delivers us from the necsssity of trust.
ing the testimony of consclousness we reality.  Phenomenslism,
it should be wlied, iz only agnosticism trving to save 1tself, and
ngnosticiam 15 of o}l conteadictions: the worst.  Its affirmation is
its deninl.  To prove it true is to prove it false. To know that
vou know nothing s to know something, and to believe in zome-
thing, the sgo. Thus phenomenglism, ond ‘even the rankest
agnosticiam, presupposes realism.  Thinking, however purverted,
involves it.  Imleed. one must bie practically o realist to sommit
imtetleetual suicide. .

Not, finally, is the objection of Me Bradley in his profound
work, Appearance and Reality, valid, numely, ** If materislism is
to st it must someliow get to the existence of primary quali-
ties in a way which avoids their relation to an ergan’ Tlat is,
realite is not disproved because it i3 edgnized, and can be cog-
nized, only by the mind, As Prof. Samucl Iarris has well said
{ Philnsophical Basis of Theign, p. 13): ** When the sabjectivity
of knowleilge is urged agninst its reality, the absurd objeetion is
flatly propoumded that knowledge is impossible if there iz an
tntelligent béing who knowa,''

Prisorins, Winriss BrESTON GHHHH-E JEL
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DR. McGIFFERT ON APOSTOLIC CHRIS-
TIANITY ®

E conless to no Hitle disappointment with this new book
of Dr. MoGittert's, The author hind previonsly given us an
edition of the Beelesiastical History of Eusebins for which we were
justly grateful. The scholarship, acumen, and good sense dis.
played in that valunble work gave hope of # handling of the
plenomena of the apestolic age which would mark a true advance
in our knowledge, In his more recent Inawyural Adddress Prof
MeGiffert showed that he had come under the influence of the
newer Harnackian ideas to an extent which awakened some appre-
hensions. Bt we weére certainly not prepared for so radieal and
revolutionary a production as this new volume of * ''he Interna-
tional Theological Libmry*' proves to be. D MeGiffert says in
hiz Preface that his nim throughout ' has been positive, not
nogative, constructive, not destruetive.” We fully believe it; but
hiis work is destructive all the same-—destructive of most received
aotions on the subjeets he is treating of—and his construction is
of & sort which will causs many not over-congervative people tu
shinke their heads. aid the work come from the study of one of the
German theologinns Dr, MeGiffert loves so much to quote, there
would have been little occasion to marvel ot its contents.  But the
views il propounds are surprising as coming from a sober professor
b Slistorg of Chedstinaity én the Apostolie dge, by Aribur Coslinnn MeGI-
fert, Ph.D, DD, Waghturn Peofesaor of Church History in the Union Theo-
logiea! Beminary, New Yock. New York: Uharles SBerbner's Sone, 1897,
BT nel | Edinburgh 2 T &T. Clark: :
13



IV

THE METAPHYSICS OF CHRISTIAN
APOLOGETICS.

IT. Duanrry.

THE first of the fundamental truths of Christian apologetics,

e we tried to show in the last number of this REVIEW, 18
Reality, or the truth that what appears hias being of its own, The
second of these fundamental truths is Dhality, or the truth that
there ate two distingt kinds of reality: viz., Mind and Matter,
Having, ns we believe, vindicated Reality, we now proceed to
establish Duality.

I. The Status Questionis—The inquiry is not, on the one
band, whether thers are but two kinds of Reality. It is, perhaps,
universally allowed that of H-.d.htrr exists in more than ope sub-
stanee, it does not exist in more than twe. Duality iz admitted
whenever Monism 1s rejected. Neither is the guestion whether
mind and matter seem to be eszentially distinet. The ntter differ-
cnce between their phenomena has always challenged the atten-
tion of thinking men, as thst this 15 o real difference has ever
besn the belief of the mass of mankind, Nor, on the other
hand, i= the question whether mind and matter, at least as
they appear to us, both stand related to nnd, in this sense,
can be resplved into a higher unity., The Absolute may be
conceived as the pemonal God, or as unconscious will, or as
thoitght, or as abstract spirit, or as physical force, or as mere
‘matter, or as an inserutable something : bot posited it must be.
We may think of the phenpomena of mind and the phenomena of
matter a8 independent, but we eannot think of them as also ulti-
mate.  We are cumpf.]ir:d to regard them as either forms or
ereationz of that which is above them, snd in this way, at any
mte: inclosive of them.  Monism in this sense is sure to commund
at last the assent of the philosophic spirit. It would seem, too,
to have been the primitive view. *f Thus"" acoording to Rawlin-
son, ** dualism proper, or a belief in two uncreated and indepen-
dent principles, one a principle of good and the other a prineiple
of evil, was no part of the original Zoroastrninmism even.'
Nor, again, is the inguiry whether mind and matter, in addition
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to being related, at least as we know them, fo & bigher umity, aet

cand meaet en one auother, Such interaction, it is universally admit-
tesd, there seems to be. 1t is qnite as apparent as is the difterence.
Nor ilo the theories on which 1t wns hopetl to explain this interacs
tion between mind and matter by virtnally denying it commend
themselves to the thought of our age.  Malebraneha's doctring of
oceasional causes and ]a'_'.lhmt.c:l doctrine of presstablished lmru:u@l
had their day, but it iz over. The qusstion, however, is whether
mind and matter, though constantly acting and reacting on one
another, 4s well as being related, at least in the sense already
stated, to 4 higher unity, are still essentially distinet and inde.
pendent of one another, incapable of being resolved into one
anothier, not to be explained by one another.

11. The importance of this inguiry appears in several spheres.

It is vital to science. This, 1 is true, concerns itsell only with
phenomena. To understand the relations of these, however, it
must have some theory ns to their nnture,  Mental phenomens, s
they are ealled even by materialists, will yield different ‘results
according gz they nre or are not conceived as following mentsl
laws,

The importance of our question is seen even more clearly in
philogophy,  The aiin of thiz 5 to comprehend veality, - Tt is
bound, thercfore, to take sides for or against duality. One canmot
be o philesophber at all unless be does so. The first mguiry that
presents isalf with reference to reality must be, Is it one or more

than one ?

Nor is the case Ec:-d evident in thmlﬂg_v Deny duality by deny-

L5 o T,
i =
| ) 2

its dubjuuhs. On 1].|+3 other lmud deny dmhw by @mg_mnﬂnr,

onloey

be so. It s conspicuously thus, however, in view of the favts
that the rational defense of anything is irmational on the pnrt of
one who believes only in matter, and is bound to seem irrational ‘

It iz the same in apologetics. A hranch of thLu]{rg'l.l‘ this mmust ‘

to all snve idealists when conducted by one who believes only in
wind,  In a word, unless duality be granted, apologeties iz either
usualle practically wseless or logieally ineconeeivable.

Nor is duality & truth of less importance to setual religion,  This 5
vanuot but be determined by our position unm.j-i%iu o s
tion. For example, to cite n singularly seute nnd Tnpartial
witness, no other than James Martingau, *'it is needless to say
thit the new book of © Genesis!' which resortz to Lueretios for its
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* first heginnings,' to protoplasm for its fifth day, to * natural selee-
tion" for its Adam and Eve, and o evolution for all the rest,
contradicts the old book at every point ; and inasmuch as it dissi-
pates the dream of Paradise, aod removes the tragedy of the Fall,
gaticelz ot onga the need and the s¢heme of redemption, and so
leaves the historical churches of Europe erumbling away from
their very foundations."" The result is searcely less destructive, 1f
Hegel be substituted for Lueretius, [dealism ran mad robs us of
the divine Christ and of supernatural salvation as surely as does
tha baldest mnterinlism. With nsither s ‘® the faith which was
once for all delivered unto the saints "' compatible. It presapposes
duality.

, =0, too, does civilization. Unless it procesds on o firm belief

shose of the PFrench Revolution Tet the external world be
regarded as but a dream, and existence in it will lose its worth.
Let the world of gense be considered 52 the only real one, and
sense and then lust will he enthroned as our rulers. It is not,
therefure, a question of merely speculative interest, but one of the
highest practical moment, that we propose to discuss. Whether
we are or are not dualists 3s of vital importange to ltnowledee aof
all kinds, to veligion, even to every-day lifa.

1 Nor 18 there foree in the objection that many exeellent and ussful
men have held or do hold errotecus views on this subject. This
18 true ; but 1t 13 also true that their theories corrupt their suoses-

sors, if not themselves. Leibnitz wrote his idealistic philesophy
1nrg$ljr Az a t.heudlln-' Hig pious purpose, however, did not keep
hig system of thought from helping to inspire that line of German
thinkers who would really rob us of God by stripplug Him of His
pemonality, Locke, Hartley, nnd Condillae were eminent for their
helief in the Deity, and their practical piety. Yet that did uot pre.
vent their sensationalism from culminating after their day in athe-
15 and gensualivy and sven bestiality, Indeed, it is with reference
to first and fundamental principles that it is most impm-l ant to be
orthodox. Here #s nowhere else iz it true that poisen, though
administered with the best intent, is sure 1o kill at last.

I11. The theories opposed to duality,

1. Materinlism —1'his would sxplain all fiets by matter and
material forcos, Matter is that form of reality which has exten
ston, whieh occuples space, which is perceptibile by the senses, It
ig iu contrast with spirit, or that form of reality which is without
extension, which does not veeupy space, which iz imperceptible to
the sanses; but which thinles, feels and wills, and which is known
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by sell-consciousness,  This distinetion materdalisi admits as

apparent ouly, It refers all phencmena, whether physical, vital, |
mental, or moral, 1w the aetivities of matter. To o word, it denti-

fles mind itk matter.

For exmnple, it demes intellizence or design in the constitution
nnd course of the universe. ** Noture,” says Dichuer (Foree and
j!airnr . 0, Y does not fdce from o wumuua design, But necond-

g to an immanent neeessary instinet’’  Life is Lbut the resalt of
a particular inevitable kind of aggmgntwn of atoms., '* The fets
of svionee,” writes Billclner (Force and Matter, p. 72), ** prove,
with considerable certainty, that the organie beings which people
the earth owe their origin and propagation solely to the wonjoimed
action of natural forces and materials ; and that the gradual change
snd development of the suiface of the earth is the sole, or ot least
the chief, cause of the gradual ingrease of the living world
Mental phenomenn are all of physieal origim. ' Theaght
teaches Moleschott, **is o inotion of matter.'" * The brain,'
writes Unbanis, " secretes thuughl., ns the lver seuretes bile!
Fven the facts of our moral nature are thus explained away. A
free will,'' Molesehott aflirms, ' does not exist ;" and morality,
aceording to Darwin, has no nbsolute worth irespective of inter-
eats and opinions whiclh are of purely physical orgin. It goes
without saying that, on this theory, man dies as the brute dies, !
“The only immortality,” says Moleschott, '“is that when the,
body is disintegrated, its ammonia, carbonie acid, and lime serve
to enrich the earth and to nourish plants, which feed other genera-
tions of men,'” God also, it is evident, must be eliminated from |
the scheme of things. Indeed, Vogt says, ** The ides of a self
coligeions, extramundane creator 18 vidicalous" Thus mere mat-
ter, blind and gross though it s, i2 all and does all.  ** IL' writes
Dir. Lange ( Geschichte des Materialismus, Buch xi, S, 155), “a single
cerebral wtom could be moved by a thought the millionth part of
a millimetre oot of the path which it must pursue asccording to
the lnws of mechanics, the whole world formula would cease to
apply, and wonld uo longer have any meaning, The actions of
mankind, however, even those, for instanee, of the soldiers destined
to plant the eross upon the Mosque of Sophia, of their generals, of
the diplomatists who shall have a share in bringing it about, and
80 on—all these aetions, considersd from the standpoint of natural
soence; do not result from * thoughts® at all but from move-
ments of the museles, whether these serve to mwake a marel, to
draw a swonl or guide a pen, to pronoance a word of command or
to fix the glanee upon the poing of assanlt, The museulsr move-
ments are set free by means of nervous activity ; this is produced
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by the functions of the brain, and these are complately determined
by the structure of the brain, by the sevsory econductors, by the
atomnie movements of molecular changes, and so forth, under the
guiding influence of the centripetal nervous activity. We must
clearly understand that the law of the conservation of energy ean
‘andergo no exeeption in the interior of the brain without hecoming
wholly meaningless ; and we must therefore roise ourselves to the
conclusion, that all the scts and movements of mankind, of indi-
vidunl persans az well as of nations, might go on exactly as thev
do now, though nothing resembling a thought or sensation were to
oeeur in any ¢ne of these individuals "

It imust be admitted that this conclugion, shoeking though it is,
can be sopported by arguments which, to say the least, are plonsi-
ble. Tt may be urged, for example, that what we eall the soul is
the termination of a series of matenal existences, wlich mse
#bove sach other in orderly gradation, each preparing the way for
the other’' Thus the lowest form of matter obeys mechanical
fnws. The next higher form is endowed with chemical proper-
ties and is capable of chemienl combinations. A third and higher
form dispoeses its particles in crystalline arrangement, sccording to
the laws of o natural pecmetry. Then come the lowest types of
organized existence, of which *f the erystal is the mute prophecy.”
In connection with the more perfectly and delicately organized
animal structures, the phenomena of the soul begin to appear,
requiring as their condition all the lower forms of nature, the pres.
ence and the action of the mechameal, chemical and organie
powers and laws"  Why, then, shonld net the human soul be but
the result and crown of this long and regular process of develop-
ment? Itev Iduutly depends on this proeess.  Why should it not
be explained by it as one with’i beeause of it ?

This argnment is strengthened by the fact that the powers of the|
soul are developed along with the powers and capacities of the
body. Does not this indicate that what we call the soul is but a
unme for the capaeity to perform certain lgher functions which
belong toa finely organized and fully developed material organism ?
Nor is this all. The soul is dependent on matter for much of’
its knowledge and many of its enjoviments, indeed, for its very
energy and activity, We eannot see without the physical eye:
wi eannot enjoy music without the physical ear. Let the body
faint, anid the soul sinks into inaction; let the body die, and the
sonl—where is it ? :
[ Heyond even this, is it not only ns conunected with o body that / J
we kuow the sonl ot all ?

mm_mu_mmﬂ_mum
distinet from the hodr? Must not such o belisf be unscientific
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beeause not warranted by the facts of the cnse? In short, what
balief do these facts warant except that the soul is the highest
activity of the body ?

Plausible, however, though this argumentation is, it is only
plansible, It does prove the dependence of the soul on the Lody,
at lenst at present; but it does not prove that the soul is an
activity of the body. Nor is this a distinetion without a differ-
ence. No less n materialist than DuBois-Heymond says: * That
conscionsness is bound up with material conditions* i3 not the
snme thing with * Consdionsness can be Ineﬁhuniutﬂ}" E'cpln.inetl s
[The fmpossibility of thus identifying mind with matter is evinced

E_H. the following considerntions ;
"-[ut.cn.l.ll.._ln cnnnot  acoount for the phenomena fi chich i

upitter which, ex Aypothesi, is uuintelligent. That the waorld

Wppears fisd]l of the evidences of desigy, though formerly -:hﬂ.putae,ﬂ
iz now generally admitted. Even “a vﬂhmuenl ndvoente of maten-
alism like Biichner speaks of mechanical eontrivaness, und deseribes
matura 68 achieving results hy means; while the works of Darwin
abound in similar expressions."! Whenee, then, thess contriv-
ances T To explain them as the result solely of the unintelligent
matter of which they are composed is as absurd as it woald ba to
spunk of some complicated machine as the product only of the
steel of which it was nade. ‘To say, as Buchoer does, that they
nre * pothing but the oecessary consequence of the combination. of
nataral materinds and forces ' is stmply to deny, a5 he means to
o, that they are econtrivancss, To answer, with him, that **ourl
reflecting reason is the sole eanse of this apparent design,” is to
kick the ground from under your own feet. What justifieation
ean there be for the study of matter at all, if we cannot halp
seeing it qoite otherwise than ns 1t 18?7 Thus materializm fails to
aolve the very first problem that ivmeets.  Fven DuBois-Heyinond
admits that it cannot explain the present form of matter, not to
take up so extrm-scientific an inguiry as that concerning its m'i@n
Nor enn it saccounnt any better for life. Tts uxplnn:mnn is thuy
vital force is not 4 irl‘l.lil;_.].]'l-]l" but ““a resule.’” Al organe life, '
savs Mulder, **is the result of molecular forces.” The pmiuf
siven of this is that *experience has shown that all organisms
consist of the same atoms as in the organie world, though difler-
ently grouped.’  For example; the ehemieal elements of living
lumtu|dmln pre. precisely the same as those of dead prﬂtﬂp]ﬂmu -
just as water, thongh quite unlike either hydrogen or oxygen, is
conposed of these :u.nrl of these only. As, therefore wateris not
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due to uny new prineiple such as aquosity, but is altogether the
resilt of 4 certain eombination of oxyzeén and hydrogen; so life Is
uot beeause of any new foree such as vitality, but is the mere
rosult of & certain combination of chemical slementa.  This resson-
ing breaks down at two pnmw. to say no more, First, the com-
position of water from oxygon and 11_r,"dr4:-gen 1= gomsts Lnt";' observed
and can be readily effected by us, but no one ever saw Tife Eener-
atetl by the mere combination of chemieal elements. On the
gontrary, the dctwn, omne wivum ex wive, still holds. If it
has been violated, no scientist even has ever observed 1t Sull
less; has he himself violuted . How, then, mov science, which
professes to be based on ebservation and experiment, and on these
Gu]y, claim that life 35 the result of chemical combinations simply ¥
This is te set nside observation and experiment in faver of a mere
anplogy, And, secondly, thizs analogy is not n true one.  Water
15 evidently a vesult of the ssme Kind with the elements of which
it j= compoesad : 11 has, like them, ouly o chemical and physical
structure. Livu.g protoplasm, however, is ag clearly o result of a
riidieally different kind from the elements of which it 1s made up :
it has, not only, like them, a chemical and physical structure, bLut
algo, unlike them, an organized or organie structure.  Even, there-
fore, i weé could aveonnt for the molecular movements or whitever
they may be which, like the electric spark in the eombination of
oxyvgen and hydrogen as water, causes the elements of lifeless pro-
toplazm to combine anew as living protoplasm, it wonld mmount 1o
nothing, Life is more than a new combination of chemical
elements. Its characteristic is of another kind: it issui generds.
It is not strange, L,mu,cqurut]'b that Kant said, _l_h_q__amm_p_t_tﬂj

u:lj ‘;||| j‘,hg WOr [l D1 e IH!]I A ||:][|;:1!g||5 15 wraekes] on .|. L 'm-r-'

nnnmLanhu:.

by i ; I Strietly u]n.u.hmg', it cannot
be so coneeived. 1t is uhm!ulr]}' and forever inconceivible
says the distingnished German physiologist and muterialist,
DyuBais-Reymond, * that a number of carbon; hydrozen, nitrogen
and oxygen atoms should be otherwise thun indifferent to their
own positions or motions, past, present, or future. It is otterly
ineonecivable how eonsciousness shoold result from  their joing
petion ! (lecture-on b The Grewsen des Naturerkennens,' LL[]M‘IL’:
1572), Indeed, the materialistic explanation ot conseionsness
st be abandoned or materinlism itsell becomes logically impossi-
ble. Suppose that ideas conld be nbsolutely dentified with matter
or with the motisns of mntter,—not materalism, but idealism, wouald
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result,  For example, to quote J, H. Kennedy’s Natural Theology
and Modern Thought, perhaps the freshest as well as ablest trea-
tiso om this subjeet, ** if ideas are motivss of matter, the converse
stutement can no lonser be resisted, that these smme motions of
matter are ideas. And if science i3 right in its belief that all
motions of matter arg alike monifestations of one and the same
foree which appears to us under ditferent disguises, then must all
the movements of matter be of the nature of idess!! What ig
this but pure idealism ? Thus materalism cannot attempt to
explain thought and not destroy iteelf It hos only to pose as the
true theory of the nniverse to cease to be any theory at all,

Never is this so conspicuous as when it is "I.]'HI}!'IEIJ to morl
phepomens.  The great fact to be explamml here is frec.agency.
HE.hI]UlIaihllll'l. v good and ill desert, virtue and viee—these all pre-
:w.jrimat. its Tudu_d to be moral, o 'Lu::mfr mist 'i.rf- sﬁlf t'ictermmlnh_,r

uu}m;g H ,| Lm b]l ;;. :MLLMM&.H]LML“DL

formly. This is their chief chamdteristic.  From the natoye of

the ense, therefore, *' a spontaneous act.'' as I'rof. Huxley savs,
Lis an abgupdity''  Thus materialism would explain tworal phe- |
nomena by explaining them away. DBut can this be done? Is it
enough to fall back on Spinogn, ns Buchner does, atd ssy that
s hum.}:l] J.lLH..I'I.T of '.1.'[111_]1 all loast, cunslsi.'i sult_l'rm this, that

thers 15 nuthmw of which consciousness makes us 50 sore ns that

we are sclf-determining, The sense of rvesponsibility may be
denied, but it cannot be deswwoyed. Consvience may be ont-
ruged, but it romains the deepest fact of consciousoess. That we
nre free and so ought to be this rather than that must, therefors,
be o truth if there s any truth,  Consequently, nnless material-
igm tokes the extreme agnostie position, it cannot explain away
the fresdom of the will as n delusion : and materinlism cannol
take the extreme ngnostic position ; her distinetive clnim is the
tremendous one that she krows that evervihing has its origin in
matier o

Mot only does matenalism thus fml to account for all the
phenomens for whicl it is specially bound to account; it itself, as
a mere hypothesis, presnpposes the mind which it wounld eliminate.
For example, what is force ! Whatareatams? W hat is mutter !
They may have an indspendent existence : they may have n nature
of their own ; they may be known to us as they nre wm themselves
and becanse of what they are in themselves—all this we may
grant. The fact to be emphazized, however, is that, in spite of all I
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this; they would not be anything to_us, if they did not besome
abjects of thought © that is, i mind did not know them. Thus, to
quote Procipal Caird (Phil of Rel, p. 88}, '* You eannot start in
your investigations with bare. self-identical, objective facts, stript
of every ideal wlement or contribution from thought. » The least
and lowest fact of outward observation 15 not G indgpéhm]i—:nt entity
—fhet mings mind, and out of which mind may, sgomehow or other,
bie seen to amerge; but it is fact or objeet as it appears to on
observing mind, in the medium of thought, haviog mind or
thought az an insepacable factor of i Nothing, therefom, coald
be more ilogieal than w regard mind s the result of matier,
Thiz is the snmne as to conceive of the stars which the selescope
reveals ns maling the telescope. Nor is this all. Nt only is Maz-
tifiean correet whHIJ he asks ( Hssays, Heviews and Addresses, p.
'h'-'} 1 it takes mi : can the nega- =
um_uLuanaufﬂm_m_mmnmm_m’” He iz nlzo sorrect when he
writes (ibid,, p. 171} " The univemse as known, being throughoent
i system of thought-relations; can subsist coly in an eternsl mind
that thinks it."" Thus, instead of explaining mind away, material.
Ism even presupposes it.

Bpecially significant, therefore, is its inherent and inevitnble
tendeney to degrade aml destroy it.  For example, the hypothesis
of & mindles= universe nt onee rules out the ideal, Man limsell
i5 the supreme being, and man iz no Letter than the dirt of which
he is mode.  His hopes, his longings, his profoundest convietions,
hig highest affections, nre bul delusions. Their objects are reslly as
gross ns the food with which the hog gluts himself. They diffar
uot in nature from his appetites. Their actual issue i5 the same.
A2 Martineau says agnin: ‘' All that is subjectively noblest turns
out to be the objectively hollowest." But can this be?! Can
that be the true theory of thinge which must thus erush the mind
or that on whisk alope it itself can rest? Iz not this rathern
self-contradiction and thus an impossibilicy ?

2. tdealism.—We have just seen the unwnableness of the
hypothesis which would identify mind with matter.  Wenow take
up the hypothesiz which would identify motter with mind., This in
modern times Tias been held in at least two general farma,

a. Tmnseendental Idealism —This is ehm.usmul first, nat becnuss
1t is first in onder or iz less important, but because it may wow be
dismissed with o few words, inasmuch az it will be considersd at
gome length in the next paper of this series.  What thiz theory is
mat best be onderstood if we ask how it has arsen, It haod its
Eﬂﬁfﬁiﬁ;ﬂ#jl_liam. This does not mean that he was an idealist,
On the contrary, as againgt the universal skepticism of Hume,
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he strongly affirmed the reality of * the thing in itself." There
must be this: it is involved in the phencmena that no one ques-
tions,  In a word, there could not be appearance if there were not |
realitv.,  What thig reality is; however, or even how it ig, we can-
not know. We have no faculty with which to grasp it. More-
over, the impressions which ' the intuitions of sense'' do sive
us are not known as they are in themsslves, but in the subjective
forms of space and time by which they are brought to umity, under
the eatezcries of the understanding whick unify them for it, and
in relations tmparted to them by the reason. Thus while thers
must be objective reality, we know of it only what our minds
themsalves contribute w it, The external world exists, but we
see 1t ouly in the garments in which we have ourselves investad it

Then eome Fiehte, Heo went a step bevond Eant, and it wazsa
long one, He becarme a subjective idealist,  Kant said that Lherq
was an external world, buot'that we could not know it as it was in|
itself.  Fichte saiil 1hal thers waz not any external world to e
known. He reduced the univ erse of existence to one absolute and
univirsal ege, wlrigl, that it may arrive at o consciousness of itsalf;
opens out in thought the world that we seem to perceive and the
finite and particular ego of which each one of us seems 10 be con.
seious.  Thus, nceording to Fichte, the only reality 15 the univerd
sal ego or God.  The world iz His dream ; we are His thoughts.
What appears to us as objective reality is but the universal sub-
Jeet's idea.

Fighte was followed by Sghelling. Ho wasan ub_]acti‘m idealist.
In his view, Fichte bad done injustice wy the oh_:&uuv& world.
Hence, Schelling put it on the same footing with the universal
subject. Doth are equally real or equally ideal ; for ther are both
equally manitestations of the absolute, thie infinité or uncondi-
tioned,  Acconling to Schelling, there is objective renlity, if' there:
15 subjective renlity ; mind and nature are equated, the one with
the other., God nnd the world are ‘the same. No valid distine.
tion ean be mnde between them.

After Schelling came Hepel. * His absolate idealism brought
matters 1o n chimax.  With Sehelling and against Fichte he held
“ tleat it 1= not pnyvthing individual. not the egzo, that is the préeis
of all reality, but, on the contrary, something universal, a univer-
zal which comiprebends within it evervyindividual.”" On the other
hond, however, as against Schelling, Le eonceived this umversal,
no: as doing away with the distinction between God or the univer-
sal ego and the world: but as heing itzelf the ground of this/
.h.-,mmlmn, s containing in itsell the principle c-l' thair differ-
ence, a5 having immanent in iself o ** dinlectic,’” or power of
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movement, which must develop the entire wealth of the actuality
exhibited by the worlds of mind and of matter. Thus, to sum
‘up, aeeording to Fichte, the only reality is the universal subject
or God.  According o Sghelling, the objective or external world
and the universal subject or God are squally real or ideal ; that is,
are identical. According to Hagel, the only reality iz the relation |
hetwean the universal subject and the universal oliject.  This rela.
tion or idea, this abstract thought, it 15 that is absolute and from
which, by a purely logical and npevcessary process, are unfolded,
with all their differences, the spiritual and the physical universe.
In a word, to use the striking phrase of Schopenhaner, * the
world 1o Hegel is o erystallized syllogism. ™

It must be admitted that m certain aspects this theory is, to suy
the lesst, attractive. Tt makes prominent the great truth that
thought is the préeis of the world. It seems to find a principle
that bringss sll thines into unity, and this philosophy will seek and
ought to seek. 1t falls in with the popular doctrine of evolution.
Indesd, it suggests and supplies the most plavsible form of it
For these and other rensons it 1s not strange that it should have
been revived and revised, and that Neo-Hegelionism as presented
by T, . Groen-and the Caipd brothers should have moony avowed
followsrs even In Amerien, and shoald be axertng a subtle nfu-
gnge aver a still langer mumber who do not formally aceept it,—who,
perhaps, do not even know it by name,

In refutation of this phase of idealism it will be sulficient for
the present to direct attention to twe objections. These, more-
aver, shonld be enongh, inasmuch as cithor one of them is fatal
They are, first, the fact that, a2 Kant puts 1t, ** Withont matier
categories are empty.’’ an_t.n.nmj._um_uu_um_m:. I the
world be only a ** erystallized syllogism,®" there 15 no workd fmrl

segondly, were this not so, logie implies a logician, i

the understapding involve a person ﬂ_haughj._\u}.hmn_n_t.hmku
18 an impossibilite, a4 nopentity,  Hence, to sceount for the
umiverse by the self-evolution of the absolute idea is like positing
an effect that has no easuse. Thus in the last analysis transcen.
dental idealism falls becouse 1t admits the necessity of findmyg an
nﬁgin for the universe, and then finds this ungi n in the absolute
idea, in that which, ﬂ.ecun.hng to Dr. Krauth is '* neither Juiud
nof matter, heaven nor earth, God nor man; thatis, in nothing, "

4. Pevehologieal Tlealism. —This is so ealled because it is baged
on the psyehelogicnl or smpirien] analysis of the act of perception
instead of on the endsavor to dedues the universe from o transcen.
dental or @ priort principle.

1t differs from sl the fortms of the theory just considered in thot
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it inststs on the personality of God and also on that of man. We
are not the thenghts of the universal sabjeet; as with Fichie; nor
are we mere manifestntions of the absolute and unconditioned,
as with Schelling: nor yet are we logical developments of the
absolute idea, as with Hegel : but we are individnal free spirits,
i God s the supreme and most free Spirit comprehanding us
and vet over dgainst us. 5o, too, the theory of the universe is
different. Transcendental idealism, in its extreme form at least,
conceives of the world as o * crystallized syllogism.' Psycho-
logieal nlealism finds the reality of the world 1 that it ennsists of
the ideas of God. Thus, while both systems resolve matter into
mind, the former is abstract and pantheistic, the latter 15 conereta
and personal.

All this will appear more clearly, if we 31:[.111:.‘ the development
of psychologieal idealisin by .Beggglc_v. its originator and claborator.
" He was led to doubt the existence of matter by the same tmin
of thoaght which is expressed in his theory of vision.”! The
conclusion of this theory is, to quote Berkeley's own wards, that
w4 man born blind and afterwards restored o sight, ™ the sun and
stars, the remotest objoots as well ns the opearesy, would all scem
o be in his eve, or rather in his mind.” That is, the knowledze of
distanece, ete, apparently obtained from sight divectly, 15 not so
obtained : it is, on the contrary, inferential nnd so graduoal,  Thus
distanve, thigkness, magpitnde and position are not seen: they are
3 only inforred and imagined, All thay is soen is o eolored sarfpce ;
and this is s#en, not as an external renlity. but meroly asan effoet
in us produced by some ocenlt canses existing ont of us. Truleed,
all the *F sceondary qualitics ' of bedy, as thev are enlled, such
a5 sounds, tastes, sinclls, colors, and the many and varous sensa-
tioms of touch proper, are purdly subjective—mere feolings or
sepsations o the mind, How, then, do we aecount for them?
They imust have o canse,  What 15 that ¢cause?  The realist fnds
it in the waorld of matter. There is a material universe which
carrespoids more or less closely with our perceptions and as their
nbjeet produces them.  We do not, it is true, see this world; but
it eavses nnd determines the ideas of which we are consdions,

Berkeley gives o mdieally different explanation. He remarks
with justice that nothing in the world con be like o sensntion or
iden, exeept another sensation or iden; and in view of this, and in
view also of the fact alluded to, that that of which we are con-
seiots is an iden or phantasm, he ¢omeludes that there is no extor. |
nal reslity. It is therefore, the ideq, and not thas of which we
take it to be byt the idea, that is veal w Borkeley, As be hiwm-
self says, ** he 4 not for changing things into ideas, but mther
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ideas into things.'" e believes in reality as truly as any one; v
but it is & reality of ideas, e ngrees with the matenalist thut
the world is made npof ntoms, but these atoms are our own per-
islinble senaations.

air seositions.. The table that yvou know to be in your study
wonld ceuse to exist when vou left the room and ceased to look al
it, of even when, though in the ropm, yvour attention bécime
engaged by something else. This difficalty Berkeley meets by |
what be calls the * suggestion ™ of virtual by actual sepzations,
This principle of ' suggestion " expresses ' our disposition to
expect the recurrence o sensitions previously colinectod in pereep.
tion, when one or more of them has been again perceived.” Thus
wlicn we see a tree there 15 suggested the sensation of resistunce
us #o conneeterd with what is seen that we expoct to have that
senzation as the consequence of walking against the trea, The
e sensation or real idea is thesuggesting sign of the other. The
vonnection betweon them  illustrates what Derleley means by
visaal langusge.'' Symbolism, he hobls, pervades our whole
sens2 experignes, nl sbove all we oo continually trenslating the
language of each sense iuto the eriginal and fundinental inguage
of touch. Thus every sensation of which we are comscions i
significant of other sensations of which we are not at the tune
wonscions, nnd specially of sensations of touch, T'he connection l[
between these venl and sngppsted senzations is a5 arbitrary as thne
'har.mn words and things. There is no abstract reason why the
suggested sensations should be what they are, why our heliof in
the world should be what it is, any more than there g5 why n
vertain word should stand for & partiealar thaing. The wond and
thing have been nsed together, and that is all that there is in'
thedr commeetion : amd just so, sensations of tauch have been fhund
w0 ollow sensations of sight, and tlas 15 all that therw s in their
vonnection. Thus, our belief in notural law 8 only our beliel in
un sstablizhed cotinection among sensntions : this beliof gives rise
to an expectation of permanence in the relations of succession
bistween actual and expected sensations, and among the clusters
af aetunl and expected sensations culled external things; and this
Jexpeetation explains our conception of the externality and perma-
ngnies of the world, Though, we have only one sensation aba time
with reference to it, that one, experience haz shown us, 1s the
sign of all the others. Becouse we are conscions of it, we expect
i =0 believe in them.
15
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Aldl this, owever, is but negative: It 38 the denial of matenal
st 1 it 1s nothing more. Tt alfirms only that our eonsciousness of
the external world is not dug to its weality. To what, than, 151t
due?  Whenee the renl aml suggested ideas of which it consise?
As Fraser, Berkeley's most sympathetie expositor, to whom we
have been much indebted, asks, ' What is the power which is at
work in all this passive sense symbolism 2"

Here, says Fraser, whose excellent account we shall give, though
with some abiidgment, ' Berkeley's theory of intellectual notions
comas into play. Beadés " idens ' of sense, I hiave a ' notion' of
the percelving active being that 1 call mysell. 1 am consclous.
woo, in my moral experience, of my owm voluntary or maoral
activity: 1 understamd thus what power menns. 1 recopmze
power at lesst to the extent that 1 acknowledge moml responsi-
bility for my own wolitions.  This power, however, the only
power that we know, cinnot solve the problem before ns. We
all find ourselves unable at will to produce the zensatioss or real
ideas, of which we are conscious, or essentially to change the
senge symbolism to which onr suggested expectations refer.  Yet
in this experience of our own limited power we have an intﬁliligi-
Iile explanation of the inability. That which is done, but which
I am morally conscions hias not been done by me, must have been
idome by the only Lind of power of which mtionul cxperience gives
me nny example.  All must be the result of mind or morl power,
When we spesk of any other sort of power than this, we are in-
volving owrselves in meaningless abstraction! Mind is the ouly
powar “that wo kaocw, the onoly power ol which We can conceive,
Mind, therefore, must be, not only the creator of encll one of |1.-‘|.,|‘
but also the canse of the ideas and sensations which mike up!
our worll, " This is what we mean by God., We cantot g
deeper.  Divine or perfect Mind imprints the sensations of which
we are :|1:].‘.1§.11|1I5——'E'IﬁtETII-1il"‘-" holds and snguests the sensations
which we expect.””  Thus, to sum up, according tu_m-m@gm

mﬂhmmnmwﬂ@lmmuw
wf the Wlens suggested op the occasion of shese. and the ofgin
v H L v g1 4 5 iy I H d

Gad "

That thie theory has much to commend it must be allowed.
[ts practical nim is admiralle, Tt would deliver us from skepti-
cisin, It would peint us from mere sensasionalism to the evordast
ing and most real God i Him who gives reality o all that tmly
appears.  Again, and in this respect as in that just noticed unlike
transcendental idealising v establizhes on a Hrm foundation the
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incral froedom of selfconscious asents.  We men sre neither
creatures of the world, and so under the law of physical necessity ;
nor are we inere thoughts of God, and s0 bound by a chain of
apiritunl neccssity @ but we are free autonomous spirits. We
help to realize God's idea of the world; and though lle gives us
the ideas of which it consists, our own personality appears in
our responsibility for our volitions. Once wore, the objoction
commonly resardad as fntal 10 this theory wlmits of o realy ex-
planation on the bagis of it.  This objection is that our experiance
and our actions prove the reality of the external world. Dr
Johnson argued in this way aminst idealiam, when, as BDoawell
tells us, ** ho struck his foot with mighty foree agninst o large stone
till he rebounded from 1, saying, ' I refute it thus'"  Berkeley,
however, did not denv the idea of selidity, or the uniformity of
the occasions on which it is manifested. He did not deny the
reality of the world, bat only its mateality, He belicved that
the ides of walking into the fire would be followed inevitably by
thie idea of buming, daod so he shrank Back (rom having the
lntter unpleasant idea foveed vpon him. Omn his theory, the ides
of Leing burnt was just as real and terrible to him as the faet of

being bumt is to us on ours.  Desdes oll thas idealisn, like

the forner, Moreover, a3 we bave also observed, it iz 1n the

¥

uetive snergizing of the mind as will that we get our first concep- |

tion of power. It is not strange, therefore, that even Hume should
say that, while the arguments of the idealists could not convinee
any one, s0 neither could they themselves be disproved. This
muast be granted. The strength of thi= theory is that it rests on the
most certain verities of copsciousness, the reality of thonght anl
the fact of will.

Tt is not =0, however, with the nesative clement in idealism,

following reasons ut lonst :

» Lt outraess copgcjousness. We are conscious of a universe
of things not only distinet trom, but radically different from our-
selves.  We know matter as really as we know mind, and we know
that matter iz utterly unlike mind. Our actions show this. Ne
one walks deliberately into o stone wall, Every oue chocses the
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bridee, il Lo would crosstie river. It is trus, as we have seen,
that nll this can be explained consistently with ideslism. The
point to be noted, however, is that this explnation is suggested
biv the theory to be maintained and not by our eondeiousness nt
the time. What we arc conseious of i a solid wall in front of
ug or o solid bridge beneath us.  We may come to believe these
to be ideas, bat it 18 as external realities that we are eonselous '
of them, If then they are not suel, eoussiouspess is delusive,
Now eonseiousness is the foundation of knowledze, Thusin out-
mging it by denying its testimony, idealiam must invalidate
itself

Idealism goes further than the psyvehologival theory of percep-
tion on which it is based will warrant. It is true, as Berkeley
olaimad, that' by the senses of taste, smell, bearing, and toueh
propar, we do not kuow direetly anything that is oxtri-orgamis.
All that we know directly in these eases is the aflected organ-
ism itself. I, for vxample, the odor peresived is strange to
us, we cannot tell the object Mrom whieh it etmes, That must
be ascertaineds by experience and inference.  All that we luve
by the sense of smell iz & perception of our nostrils az affected,
Thig, however, is muel more than the idea in the mind, which is
all that Berkeley admits as konown. Thoogh the sensos in ques-
tion do wot give ns knowledge of what is extra-organie, they do
oive us koowledge of what is extra-mental.  The contrast in con-
selousness between the knowing mind and the affected organism
could seareely be sharper thaw itis. 1o knowing eur nostrils as
affected we know in the very same set that our nestrils, though
thue affected, nre not ourselves, They bBalong to the sell but are
not the self.  Thiy are a reality external toit,

Moreaver, two of the senses, sight and the wmuscular sense, g‘i_'ln’u|
us nnmediate knowledge of what is extra.organic as well as extra-
mental, Tt 15 true, as Berkeley held, that we do not see either
distangeor solidity, The knowledge of these 1s inferential. ATl that
we see is 0 colored sarfice. This surfaee, however, as MeCosh says,
“ is felt as affecting us "' ( Cognitive Powers, p.45). Thus the sense of
sight marks an advaoee on smell and the senses like it.  In smell
we know ouly the nostrils as affested.  In siglit we know the sye
as uffectod and alzo by what it is affected, viz,, a colored surfies.
That is, we konow renlity external to the body s well 88 to' the
mind,  Bo, too, it with the musenlar sense, Tas makes Kuown
immedistely an object resisting us and so, of gourse, outside of us,
Nor may we sty with Derkeley thay this resistance st hie due
to spiritual enerey, singe will power is the only kind of fore of
which we are conscions, That is to beg the guestion ut issue.
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The realist claims that we are as truly conscious of matter as exent.-
ing energy as we are of mind s exercising it. Indeed, at this
point the idealist falls into essentially the same vige as the materi-
alist when he maintains that mind must be explained in terms of
matter sines it is only of the latter that he is conscious. That is
the very thing to be proved.

While: thurefore, the true theory of seuse perception does war-
rant the conelusion that there is little resemblance between the
visible and the tangible qualities of material objects, between the
world s immediately perceived amd the world as ic really is, it
iloes not warrant the conelusion that there are no material objects.
(In the contrary, every sense makes known that which is extra-
mental, and two senses that which 15 extra-orgnnie as well; and
tonseiousness gssures vy directly that what is extri-organic is both
the oceasion and the determining cause of our organic affections
and our mental perceptions. Thus though reslity is not as the
senses, prior to experience and interence, reveal it to us, its pre-
sentation i3 the cccasion of their aetion; and the real Jdifferences
i it explain the differences in our knowledge through the senses.
Henee, while the mind Dby its own, usually nneonscious, processes
itself’ brings out the everchanging picture which is always
before us, its processes act on reality and in aceord with it and =0
give usa real picture. That is, the mind does not fushion the
world out ol itself, but & real world cwside of the mind deter-
mines nt least the essential outlines of the picture which the mind
develops within itself.

Were it otherwise, the universe would be throughout o he,
What we call the physical woerld appears to have a reality bevonil
ng and independent of us. If it does not, life is an illugion and
% things are not what they seem.'' Now all our experience goes
to show that hes cannot endure and that 1lluslons cannot continue
permanently. Thus the great diffienlty with idenlism at last is
that it contracicts experience. [t presupposes the durability of
a lie. : i

3. Tdealistic Materialigm—1his is more popular ac presens than
gither of the theories already reviewed. It would avoid the
defects and combine the sxeellences of the two. It claime to
hold to the reality of both mind and matter, and yet to ezeape the
odious breagh that the common wiew sees hetween them. Thus
so fiur from identifying miml with matter or matter with mind,
Prof. Clifford says (*' Body and Mind” in Fortnightly Review,
December, 1874): "' The two things are on utterly diffurent plat.
forms, the physical facts go along by themselves, and the mental
fiicts go along by themselves'' So, too, Prol Tyodall writes
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(Fragments of Setence, ** Scientific Matenalism,” p 121); *“'The
passage from the physics of the brin to the corresponding facts
of dobzeipusness is nothinkable” 'On the other hand, however, |
the chjectionable dualism between mind and matter is supposed to)
be overeome.  They are considered, not as the ultimate realities,
but s different nspects of the one reality,  Thius Strauss Jﬁ:.lnm.s
( Der alte und der newe Glaube, p. 2121 ““1 have al'tmm tnmth'
regarded the so loudly procleimed eontmst between mu.tarm_ll_sm
anil ideahism as o mere quarrel about words.™ At the same time, 1t
would be unjust to represent this theory as simply a {usion of.
idealism and materialism. It is not this. Itis rather an idealistie |
form of materalism.  On the sne hand, the fonstions of mind are
uttnhn!mi to matter. Thog IMoxler zavs {Lay Sermomns, pp- 157,
474) )i What T term legitimate nnmnnhsm 15 neither more nor
lese than o short-hand idealism.’ 8o, too, Martineau writes of
the helders of this view that * they make matter o extremaly
clever that 1t 1s too modest in its discldimer of the attobutes of
mind,””  On the other hand, idealistic thouzh it maoy be, this
theory is still materialism, Strauss, for example, affirms his agree-
ment with Carl Vogt in his denial of sany special spiritual prinei-
ple, and Huxley zavs (On the Physical Basis of Life, p. 156)
' As surely as every future grows out of post and present, so will
the plivsiology of the future extend the realm of matter and law,
dll it is codxtensive with knowledge, with feeling, ‘and with
aetion.'

Tdealistie materialism is supported, in the main, by two nrgn;
wents.  The first is based on the doctrine of the " conservation
and correlntion ol energy,”” This dectrine is that all physical
forces, such as light, heat, chemical affinities, electricity, magnet-
tsin, ete:, nre both copvertible and quantitively equivalent. That
15. ' 0 wiven mmount of beat will produce an amount of light or
of electricity, or of anv other force, which, if it conld be utilized,
would n.prmiuu: =r1_|..1:s-..ll. that ameunt of hear'”” Now if this 'n:s
true ol all |_qi_1'|.,3:|u1] forees, “']J'I.' not of all forces! Wll\‘-' shiould
not mental and physieal forees be convertible and qunntmmlr
eruivident ! Amd if this be =0, must they not be éssentinlly one
and the anme 7 In o word, do not the universality and unity of
I perpuire 18 Lo coneeive of mental operitions 4s mt‘.ﬂ..l'.' modes
of mnunn just as we observe heat and light to be really I.Ll.ﬂﬁﬁ ﬂf
totion ?

The ather rnrgumr,,ut for idealistic materinkism is hﬂﬁﬂd oo th
comparanively new science of plnsw]nglmljm‘chul In its
extreine and so onessided form, thizis, as Lange says, i Pﬂj‘chnl-
agv without o soul = ( Feschichie des MHaterialismus, Vol. i, p. H81)
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1= wethod is such that, in the language of Ribot, ‘' the soul and
its fneulties, the great entity and the little entities, disappear ; and
we liave to do only with internul events—events which, fike sen-
sations and images, are translations (so to speak) of physienl
wvents, or which, like ideas, movements, volitions, nod desireg,
tratlnte themselves into pliysical events!” This doetrine has
Intely been expressed with great clearness and foree by Dir. AMiin-
sterbure, who, acconding to Prof. Andrew Seth, ia ** perhaps the
ablest and most stirting of the younger generation of physiologi-
(| ;nﬁ'l,'ﬂh{:-iflgist.s.1' i He weachesz in the most unequivoeal fashion
tiat congeionsness 18 gimply, us he enlls it, o ﬂﬂélmtf-rm.'hemnng,
n a-unm:-rmmut- r‘rllﬂnmnumn, Gr 1nactive H-LMHIII}MH.H'I.-BHT. of u series
ot mge_hum:.u.l nltmges.. “In all so-called action,' moreover,
‘‘ we only seem to act; a sequence of ideas exhausts the phe-
nomenn of will "' (Seth's Man's Place in the (osmos, p. ).
Thus what seemed to be necessary in view ol the doctrine of the
correlation and conservation of energy is seen to be actual by the
niaw pa'rﬂhulugists Even the will iz rezarded from guch o stand-
point and in such a light that it dﬁuppcm In short, nothing is
left bt ** mechanies] changes."

The question at onee arisas, however, May not the staudpoint of
the new psychology be too one-sided and its methad too exclusive,
and 20 its observations and generalizations be incorrect 7 That
they are this, the following reasong, not to mention others, would
seeil to establish

Az we have remarked alsd in the gase of materialism pure
ani gimple, idealistic materialism is bound logically to result in
l.dg,]h_qm_, If the mental and physical fackz be eoly two different

‘nspects of the snme thing, that thing must be ultimately menta)

tnther than physical ; for a5 we have observed, consciousness of
the sell’ is cleaver and more fapdamental than conscionsness of the
not-self. Thus Huxley, though preferring that all phenomena
shonld be expressed in terms of matter, admita, as has also been
naticed, that his svstem iz ' short-hanid idealism,"

The doctrine of the ! conservation and correlation of en-
srgy, ' so far from supporting, is direetly against idealistic-materi-
alism. In the first place, ** ¢ven in the sphere of physical events
this law is sa yet demonstrably true only toa Hmited extent
(Ladl's Elements of Physioldgical Psyelology, p. 657). How,
then, may it be claimed that it must be applied also to phenomenn
5o different from phveical ones as those of the mind are on this
theary allowed o be? It would seem that its universality in the
domain of matter must be established first, Were this done,
however, the sitoation would not be altersd. Fwen then the



230 THE FRESEYTERIAN AND REFORMED REVIEW.

extengion of the law in question to the mental sphere could be
inferred only on the supposition that the mental and physical
sphores were essentinlly one, The universshity and unity of law
are 4 proof of unity of substance simply because and ounly inso
far as they are a conseruence of unity of substance, But the unity
of mind and matter is precisely the point atissae. Thus the umi-
versality of the law of the ' consgervation and correlation of energy
iz made the basis of the argument for the unity of mind and matter,
whereas it is only on the basis of this unity that we are warranted
in arguing the applieation to both mind and matter of the lnw
under consideration.  Could there be & worse case of putting the
cart botore the borse 7 Yet even this i3 not all.  Were the appli-
cation of this principle to both mind and matter established, noth-
ing would be gained. Indeed, itis just when we do apply it to
mental action that we sce most elearly its inadequacy @5 an
explanation of such netion. TFor example, let it be grantéd that
physieal forecs and thought and leeling are donvertible and (uan.
titively equivalent. This means that physical encrgy passes over
into thought just u= hear does into light. That is, when o change
takes place in the matter of the brain, accompanied by a faot of
sensation or & thought, the phvsical energy used up in the change,
or at least svme of it, disappears from the physieal sphere and
passes inte the mental oz sensation or thought., This, bowever, is
precisely what doss not take place. The phivsical energy is all
accountad for in the physieal changes. Hence, there has been no
withdrawal of any pertion of it, even temporanly; to account
for the consgions phenomenon. Therefore, the latter ¢annot be
exploined by the former. In the wonls even of one so much
inclined to materinlism as DuBoeis-Reymond ( Ueber die Grenzen
des Naturerbennens, p. 28), *~ the mechanical eavse expends jtself
entirely in mechanical operations. Thus the intellectual oetur-
rences which accompany the material occurrences in the brain are
without an adeguate cause as contemplated by our understanding.
Thev stand ontside the law of ecauvsality; and therefore are o=
ineomprehensible as o mobile perpetuum would be *!

Physiological psyehology does but demonstrate the existence
and even the neetssity of the mind thi as woe have sedn, it his
heen deseribed a5 trving o do withont. We eannot explain
vonsciousnegs, ag Minsterburg would do, as ** 4 concomitant phe-
nomenon or inactive accompimment of a series of mechanical
¢hanges.””  In the first place, consciousness transeends the series of
mochanical shanges. While mental sction 1s manifestly and mani-
foldly correluted with brain aetion; it is [ar from beéing a nere
¢ poneomitant phenomenon.” v aots not enly in eonmection with
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brain action : it dets also above and beyvond it and in so far forth
independently of it. Thus so high an authorty as Prof 1. Calder.
wood writes ( The felations of Mind and Bratn, p, 317): ** Mind
transeends all the sensibilities of our organism. The whole mnge
of our thoughts—as we interpret events under the law of cansalivy,
form conceptions of rectitude, and represent to ourselves n scheme
of the universe as a whole—transcends all the functions of the nerve
system, Known facts are in accordance with this duality ; paraly-
sis of i cerebrul hemisphere may leave intelligence unaffected ;
though high intellectunl life invelves good brain development,
high brain development does not necessarily involve a distin-
guished intellectual life; but the more highly educnted a man is,
so much the more does his life transcend what his bodily functions
ean accomplish.” [t eannot be, therefore, that mental action iz
merely a ‘' concomitant phenomenon’' of nervous aetion. It
would scem that those whoe ¢laim it to be only this have studied
nerves so exclusively as to have lost discernment of all elss,
Agnin, mental action determings nervous action.  Instead of
boing an ‘' indetive accompaniment of it it is even regulative of
i,  Ideas, feelings, and acts of will arising in the consciousness
are true causes of nérvous action, FEven the most purely vegeta-
tive of the processes of the buman body are dependent for their
eharacter upon the stntes of the human mind. ** Thus ift abnor.
mul digestion prodices melineholy, it is equally trae that melan-
choly canses bad digestion.” (M the same import iz the entire
elass of phenomena which we call ' voluntary,” ' These show
(to eite Prof. Ladd, whom we have just quoted) ** that the condition
of the bodily orguns is made dependent, through the nervous cle-
inents of the brain, upon the states of the mind.”" That is, mental
action not only, as we have just seen, transcends nervous wetion :
it also influgnees and even directs it, According to so cminent o
physiologioal psvehologist as Prof. Baldwin, ¢ the mind does not

ulter the mechuni=m of the pervous system, and it does not alter =

its epergy ;. but 1t does alter its conditions, inasmuch as conseious
niss itself ix the cssentinl condition of all voluntary activity "
(PrESIYTERIAY AXD REForRMEn Review, Vol i, p..581), Onge
mare, if conselonsoess be reduced to 2 mere 'Y inoetive accom-
paniment of a series of mechanical changes’’ if ** 3 sequence of
ideas exhausts the phenomena of will '—in & werd, if the autom- |

b

atism of the extrame physiological psychologists be established, IV

reality itsell is explained away. As Prof Andrew Seth says
(Man's Place in the Cosmos, p. 123), ** with the elimipation of
real cansality from the course of things, the world is emptied of
real meaning ; it is reduced to a speetacular sequence of happen-
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ings, which have no raison d*éire, seeing that all is absolutely
predetermined from the outset.  There 15 no life or reality in the
show which passes before us; for the nerve of reality is furnizhed
solely by the vonvietion of our own netivity, our own real causal-
ity."" That is, payehology must grant the realivy of the will at
lepst or become simply the study of an illasion.

Nay, more. Unless thers be nu independent self.conscious as
witll ns self-acting principle, we cannot study even such an illusion
a3 we have just seeu that, on this hypothesis, 1 mere " series of
mechanical changes ' becomes. If the mind were simply these
changes, it could not know them, mueh lnss examine them. One
must be outside of the stream nnd independent of it, if he iz to
see it.  Beyond this, be must be self-conscious if] as is the case,
he knows that be knows it.  As Lotze pute it (Microcosmus, |
L3T), ** what n being appenrs to itself to beis not the important
point ; if it ¢an appear anyhow to itself, or other things to it iv
must be capable of anifying nanifold phenomenn in an absolute
indivisibility of it natore.” It is not, therefore, strange that
Prof. Ladd should sum up his Elements of Physiclogical Faychol-
ogy, the most exhanstive treatise on the subject in English, as
follows : * The assumption that the mind i3 a real being, which
¢an be acted upon by the brain, and which can aet on the body
through the brain, is the mﬂ}' one cmnlmtible with all the focts of
expenence ;" or that he should conclude hiz discussion of ** Dual-
iam ' in the Philssophy of Knowledge, his Iatest and most elabo.
rate book, by saying, * The moinent that the ego's conscions life
of cognition is identified with the chemico-pliysical changes in the
cerebral substanee, the whole field of payeho-physics is withdrawn
from the view of the scientific mind.'”  Fven in such & redunifo ad
absurdum of idenlistic materialism must any scientific physiological
psvchology resnlt, The reality of the soul is the gondition of
geiance. :

IV, Having now exmmined the chicl theories opposed to duoal-
ity, it only rewains for us to close with a brief eonnected state-
ment, thouzh it may Involve some repetition, of the vonstderations
which faver and, as we believe, establish it

The supposition that mind amd matter are distinet and inde-
pendent substances is in no wise inconsistent with their proved
interaction.  We do not know what kinds of being can act on each
other.,  Neither do we undorstand how any kind of being can act
on any wther Kind,  Physical acience is quite unable to say, prior
to experience, whether molecnles of iron can act on other mole-
cules of irom under the laws of cohesion ; and even after experience
it ennnot explan the real nuture of the foree which hisds tham
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together. The wholo subjeet of the internetion of heings is o
tnystery. This iss0, na we have just scen, in the case sven al
heinge which, like iron, are admittad to be of the same substance,
The guestion, therefore, is not one with reference to which we may
reason & priori, Our only safe, as it is our only mtional course, s
to confineg ourselves strictly to the facts that may from time to tme
be established.  That 15, from the proved interaction of mind and
wntter we may wob infer anviling as to their being one substance
or different substances. Ii that can be sestled ot all, it can Le
anky by other fets ; amd 80 far as the admitted interaction of mind
aml motter is comeerned, it leaves the guestion open to be sattled
gither way. In n word, the antecedent objection that mind and
matter eannot be different substances because they act on one
angther is an unwarranted d priori assumption. .
Nor muy any objection to the independance of mand and
mattar be based on guch a fact, for example, as that s Blow on the
hearl produces unconsciousness, This; it is true, may indicate the
Lidentity of mind and brain, Put the lntter to sleep and the ovi-
ilenee of the former disappears; hence, thev are one, Such,
however, nead not be the conclusion. There 15 another theory
with which the faots referred to ave compstible, and that iz that
mind and brain are indeperident realities, but conneected and eorte-
Iated for the time, Beosuse many a cavalreman 1s practically put
out of the combit ns soon nshe is unharsed, it does not follow that
man and horse aré one.  The fact i3 not this, but that the man has
hocame 30 neonstomed to fighting on the horse that at first, at
least, he is wnable w fight when dismounted. In a word, the
facts ds Lo ungonsciousness, ete,, beng equally consistent with the
theory that mind and brain are identical, and with the theory that
they are independent thongh temporanly connected and correlatad
—these fugts in themselves prove nothing whatever in regard to
the validity of either theory, as to final oholce between them. In-
dood, theso fucts and w1l others like them leave the question pro-
cisely where it was and as it was before they eame under consider
ation.  If the question 18 to be decided, we must look further.
The fuets which seem to indicate that mind nnd matier are
independent substaness nre both numercus and stoiking,. We do
not here emphasize the recorded cases of persons who on recover.
ingr eomscionznsss have hiad a distinet resollection of mental process
or expenenoe during the swoon.  These may be regarded as wo
oxceptionnl to afford a basis for argument, though it should be
observed that thu} prove at least the possibility of mental action
when the brain iz pamalyzed. This must be s0; for they am
ingtaroes of sucl action upder sueh elroumstances,  Naither do
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we lay stress on the phenomenn of hypnotism, mind-reading, telep-
athy, ete. These mnay be too little understood for us to build &
scientific theory on them, though we may venture the opinion
that much light is likely to eome from this quarter. That thess:
plhienoména are facts to be investigated rather than fancies to be
et aside is established. That they are also faets which concern
directly the question under considerntion is certain, The fiets to
which we would refer are both so common nnd so well undarstood
that no objection can be taken to thém. For example, the ondi-
nary act of sense perception reveals mind ns distinet from matter.
Thus “when we ook up at oight, we become conscious, not of a
carrent passing along the optic nerve in the vieinity of the brain,
nor of the last of the undulations of the ether which was the
immediate canse that set that nerve-current i notion : but what
we are conscious of perceiving is, it may be, the disk of a planet.”
Again, " we listen to a page of Herodotus ; and the ohjects which
W become conscions of are not the nerve currents passing through
the chamber of our brin, nor vet the aérial waves benting
ngainst the tymponum of the ear outside ; these objects do not, as
we listen, enter our field of experience at all. What do enter there
aris the thouglits of an author who died more than two thoosand
vunrs ago, the scones of a vanished eivilization, und the words il
acts of a people whe hive long passed away,"" Now, liow can we
aceount for thisstartling discrepaney between what we should from
n purely materalistic standpoint have expectad the limits of our
oxperience 10 be, und the actual scope of our knowledge? Can
we aceount for it in any way exeept that this is a universe of mind
as well a8 of matter; a uwniverse which mind has planned, which
mind governs, throughout which mind EXpresses itself, and whigl,
therefore, in each of its parts must be full of significance to mind ?
We seo and hear as we o only becanse even such things ss nerve
currents and undulations of ether are real symbols that renl muds
use ond understand, though it be unconsciously to themsslves.
Thus so simple an act s one of sense perseption secis to mply
tuahty,  Todeed, it would pppear almest inexplicable on Ay
hypothesis but this.

We are bound, therefore, to weigh the clvims of duality with
a fleeided prepossession in its favor. 1t scems to explain the facts
to be explained. Moreover, the other hypotheses—matenialism,
idealism in both itz forms, idealistie-matenialism—these we believe
that the considerntions adduced in this paper have shown tobe
untenable.  Dunlity is thus the only hypothesis remaming. By
the law of parsimony, consequently, we are shut up to it. We
shonld examine it, expecting to prove it.  We onght to regand it
0z at least provisionally tme, il we may 20 speaks
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“Phat it is really true is rendered Lighly probable at once by
the fact that duality has been und is the working hypothesis of the
race. Men genernlly nre neither materinlists nor idenlists, but
dualists. They believe practically in the independent reality of
mind and matter and in their mutual internetion. Jevons hoas
shown in his masterly fatroduction to the History ﬂ_.r‘ Er!:'_,rfan (p.
22, ef seq.), that pnmmfre man divided all objects into active and
inngtive ; that all active objects he regarded ns animated by a life
and will Tike his own ; and that l.hls-lltc and will we might just as
well express by the one word spirit.  That is, animism or the
belief in spirits, though neither religious wvor the source of
religion, was 4 universal pramitive belief. It 1s ns prevalent now,
though, of course, nmong civilized peoples it has bheen strippad
ol many of its eruditics. The ordinary American does not to-day
regard the wind as a spirit, but Leis just as sure that he himself
is gne as ever the ::n.rlv savage wag, He cannot be made to think
t.]ln.l he is of the same substance with the food that he eats or the
air that e breathes, or even with the body that ke breathes and
eats to zupport. e may claim to be o materialist or an idealist,
though only o few do; but the convictions with which he scts
aive the lie to hisclaim. The world of sense nppeals to his eon.
seipusness as real even when his theory savs that 1t 15 not; and
though he would make the subjective merely the produet of the
objective, of nothing is he so profoundly and often painfully
wware negof a world of self-consciousness which, while reloted to that
of sense, cannot be explained by it.  In a word, the common sense
ol mankind is strongly and alwavs on the side of dualitv. This
indead, iz the only theory of the universe that it will accept.
Now the common setise of mankind is not all that either philos.
aphy or scienee needs for its true development, but woe is to the
philesophy or science that fails to reckon with it. If common
genze does not guide us as far 05 we need to go, it does indicate
the roads that lead only to delusion or contradiction, It ig, there-
fare, greatly in favor of duality that mankimd seems inenpable of
helieving in any theory excepl it.  This verdiet of common sense
renders it at any tate presumptively truo,

This presumption is much strengthened when we consider its
inherent reasonablensss.  Duality i5 the only theory of reality thut
gives to life and even to existence any true ﬁng‘mhennce To the
idaatist the external worl] is an illusion. Tt is real, but merely
ug w dream ora phantasm. The essential fact as to the idealist’s
t=snried ralation to it 12 that he has Leen so constituted as to talke
it to Le-what 1t is pot, and the grest truth as to the universe is
that ** things sve not what they seem.'’ Nor is it otherwise on
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the materialistic hypothesis, This regards man as only 4 ** con-
stions antomaton.'’  Tndeed, Prof. Huxley so speaks of him.
That is. man is merely a machine. The whole course of his life is
but a mechanieal process. He thinks and plans and wille and
hopes and fears; and he is conseious of himself as thus thinking,
planning, willing, hoping and feanng, asa profound reality: but
this is all illugion. Consciousness iz to the body only what the
whistle is to the locomotive, n mere colluternl and powerless pro-
duet of its working, Thos personality becomes a mockery ; and
life, mstead of being real and earnest, is simply the sizzle of an
engine létting off steam. What wonder that men generlly
sliguld reject these hypotheses that we have been considering anil
should adopt that one which assumes both the world of mind and
the world of matter to be fill of real meaning: Other things
being equal, that is not o ressonable hypothesis which explains
awany what it is fruned to explain, The presumption is: always
that phenomena mean something. Even Mr. Bradley adinits that
where there are appearances there must be reality. To hold nther-
wise we nre forced to impugn the validity of the eaunsal judgment.
Heneeo, the inherent rensonnbleness of such an hypothesis as that
of duality. It does not deny the signifieance of the phenomena
of either class. On the contrary, it brings it out i the case of
both., Itis therefore, apparently true.

The argument is rendéred conclusive by the scientific charae-
ter of the dualistic hypothesis. It is objective rather than subjee-
tive. Itis derived from the things to be explained mther than
from the: theores of the explainer. For example, we believe
mind and matter o he distiney thongh interacting substaness for
the following ressous

They are known by means of (different organs. We lnow
matter by e senses, We konow piod by selfconsciousness.
Moreover, we ¢an know either one only by tho organ sppropnate
o it,  No man cver saw n thought, touched an emotion, or heard
a volition. Nor are we conscious within the thinking mind of
space occupied, or of hardness, or of color.

We know min | ; i

atemmotive powers, And these ies of i

raddically unlike that we can conceive of them only in relation to
their respective substances. We cannot think of judgment, pur-
pose, or affection in conneetion with a stoue, u board, or a vapor.
Just as livtle can we think of  our musings, our ambitions, our
resolutions, as solid, elastic, or porons,



THE WETARPHYSICS 0F CHRISTIAN APOLOGANTIOS, 287

We have never known mimd and matter to be transmuted the
one into the other. The idenlist docs not eonvert matter into mind
a5 beat may be changed into motion. Ile denies the existénce of
psatter, The materialist does not eonvert mind into matter. Ho
aspires to do it, but he has never been observed to do it

Nor is this all. On the realistic lasis established in our last
poper and assamed Lhmughuut this, we mav even reach demon-

L 1] * & +

-5m-.11un i " 3 i itw

much as if a man were to receive 13 true what he saw with ane
oye and were to reject as [alse what be saw with the other. Nor
may it be replied thit the estimony of self-gonsciousness is more
fundamental than that of sense perception. Grant that it is: it
i not more bmmediate ; and this iz what in this case 18 essenuial.
The question s, May we tmst what we know directly 7 1 we
may, we must accept both the knowledge given by self.conscious.

ness I]-I:I.|.1 that '-'I.‘I.-ﬂ]] LH." Hl’..'ll.'.-li.- I'IF.’IFLE]rLI':IE “; L‘].L-h!.l ONC DAY Dot

Even more inconsistent with reality is the materialistic hypothe.
ais both inits pare amd in its idealistic forme.  In either, of conmse,
it 18 open to the gbjection just noticed in the case of idealism., 1F
we may not trust self-conscionsness and deny sunse perception,
cortainly we may not trust semse perception and deny sell-con-
aciousness. But this is not all. Let it be sssumed that the
phenotnena of congciousness have mo real subject in the mind,
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They must, then, be attributed to the lmcu]i'nrl;r constituted and
mutually interncting molecules of the brain.  These supreme
physieal beings, however, so far as they are the objeets of knowl-
edge, are predminently mental crentions.  We do not cognize them
by the senses.  Indeed, as Profl Ladd says, ‘1t isonly because of
cartain irresistible convietions or assumptions of mind that we
believe in their extra-mental realitv.'” How, then, as we must do”
on the materialistic hypothesis, may we make their real being the
acconnt of the mental phenomena and thus deny the resl being of
a subject of the mental phenomenn? Az Prof Ladd adds
(Elements of Physioloyical Psychology, p. 677), “ This is not only
o explain what is wost direet and certein by what is most indirect
aud nneertain ; it even ovolves the wonderfn! parndex, that the
ane being in whose ;3.(:[.!'1‘3 energizing all conceptions of all rea)
being arise, feels justified in denying its own reality in the sup-
pesed favor of certain of i3 most remote and donbtful concap-
tions.'"  Nead more be said to show that the hyvpotlesis which we:
have been considering is necessardly true? 1[0 consistent realist
of gt be o dualist, '
PRINCETHN W. Brexrox GREENE, JR:
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THE PLACE OF THE WESTMINSTER ASSEMBLY
IN MODERN HISTORY.®

TIE work done by the Westminster Assembly of Divines, in

one napeet of i1, §a Y the ablest and vipest product ™' of the
Beformation of the sixteenth gentury.  But, in another yiew', it is
the starting point of that splendid religions and political develop-
ment of the English-speaking peoples, whicly on its religious side.
5 marked by the evangalioal revival and the modem Christian
propaganda ot home and abroad ; and, eoits pelitical side; 1s marked
by the enfranchisement of the peeples of the United Kingdom, the
butlding up of autenomous colonies within the British ampirs,
and the planting of the continental republic of the United States.
OF eourse, every worl done Ly ninn, just becauss it has place in
the arpanie historical movement, has poots in the past and bears
fruit in the futurs. Of the most of these works, wir aro entitlod
by sy that each of them is one of a vast number of equally im-
portant steps whicl men are always taking in the mareh of hu-
manity to its predestined . goal.

But we shall fall into n grve historical grror i we nssign to the
finished work of the Westminster Assembly o function in the
bistory of the English-speaking peoples of any other than the
h‘,ighmt ant most eritical import. The waters of the great Lakes
myve continuously through the St Lawrence basin to the Atluitic
Oean, At no pownt is the movement uninteresting vr without

* Ao niliress delivered ot the celehration, by Prineeton Theologleal Bemivary,

ol e two bundred and Gfeth anniversary of the ndoption of the Westminster
- Btandnrids.
24
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THE METAPHYSICS OF CHRISTIAN
APOLOGETICS,
1H. Pemsexariry
V E have now expounded aud, sz we believe, established’

matter. Our next task, consequently, is ta gonsider in ‘the ﬁ:_lis'u"::
way Pummml'il.r, ur the trth that the sabstinee mhm

’l‘h.. r‘lul.:.tmﬁ, then, does not concern mere individuality, Every
person is and must be un individual ; that i is, is amd must be dis-
tnet from prher persons and things ; hu: every individual is not u’i
person,  Otherwise, beasts, even stones, all things with chaseter
of their own, wouold be persons. Thus the ingquiry as o mere
individaality = nltogether aside from the one before us.  Moreover,
it iz not one as to which there really iz any guestion. The most
motistic philosophy, so far from raising it, finds io it its oceasion.
Pantheizm itsell iz on artenipt, not to destroy the mauy, but to'
enthrnee them it and to explain them hy the Alisolute.  Tustead
of intending to deny individual distinetions, it holds that God
comes to Himself in them and develops Himsslf by menns of
themn. Beyvound this, the point 75 one which the readers of this
series of papers may e assamed o hove sewrled.  In establishing
reality we prove mdmr’tu'llm too: for what is real and so '* has
heing of its own"" must be so individanad, nudl thnt also in an even)
strivter sensg than the pantheistie one,

Nor, ngnin, iz the guestion ns to the fact of self-conseionsness:
In thi= i1 i true, i-' le esstnee of personality. Sclf-constious:
piyad o ity va Houry I3, Smith Un#rmfu:!wn ) E”J':ﬂa-
#), *f arg nearly S nonvmons.'” Tat, the ;
; el gops The wost opposite
|:.]n].-~.n] liies bage themselves on it.  The alsolote school mnkes
self-conseionsness the ultimate category, and the empircist Mill
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can give no simpler deseription of the mind than that itis “n
series of fpelings RyFaTe of ftself "

Nor, once more, s the question whether the self apjears o be
what wa enll on identical unit; tliat 18, 8 uoit whidh, in so0 far a8 it
15 a unit, is the same that it wos and that it will be.  Buch is the
conviction of men generally. They do not regard themselves as
mame bunches of attribotes and freulties. Ouo the eonteary, when
one says, ['did so and so, on, T will [l:} so nnd 8o, he seems, at

lenst to himsalf, to be sinole. 20 o i [ diffe
mmm]mma_auifnmlma qu._lm_ta.mmm.h.m_lh_aam_tm:
B g Rl

gy, Thiey are not the elements which com:
pose 1t; they nre rather the funttions which it éxercises; il itsell
is simple. 5o, too, men believe themselves to he essentinlly the |
identical men that they were and that they will be. So strong is

theories we \nay gspouse, we cannot rid ourselves of it. A prool
of thiz is that we eannot help looking forward to the future,
which would be utterly abeund bat for the behef that the self of
to-day will be the self of to.mormow. Philosophy, moreover,
admits that such is the way in whieh the self appears. 'This is
shown, s we shall zee presently, u the [act that the effort of the
varions sehools which deny personality 18 not o prove thas the
sall' does not seem 1o be an identical unit, but to explain how it
ean seem 0 be one without being ome.  Indeed, as to what we
may call the phnuﬂml-‘-m of the self' thers ig lrr'let'u,uth' 1 more
difference of opinion amoug philesophers than there is BRiGng men
generally., Even Mr. Hlll speaks of the mind as *'a serncs of
feshings which is awnre of itself a5 past and future,””  Probably
all would agree thnt sell-consciousness seoms to be the experience
ol wnity in diversity and the beliel in identity in chanse.

Is: thiiz expuneum of wmity, however, réal or only apparent?
I= this belief in the identity of the selt o true belief or merely
one that we take w0 be true ? 7 1s the self whese unity we seci to
experience and in whose ilentity we believe an actual self, or
simply f phenomenal one’ In a word, is the soul n renlity or
not? Has it beiong of its own or does 16 but appear to have it ?
This 15 the purticular and the profound question thar we aro to
thzenss:

Noinquiry could be more-important. It is 2o in apologeties.
This; as wi hnve seen, is the scence of the proots of Chiristiauity.
I“l‘::l-uf hDWEt‘Er whether P?lo?: or d pw{grwn uuq_n.,s;,.ull!,r n-
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definite conclusion, Hence, one's self, or whatever it sy be that

i+ bronght to this conclusion, must be a wiit,  Otherwise, thewe
would be po onity of impression, A series of mental states could }
never come to a conclusion. At best there could be only a sucees.
sl of similar conelusions. Fi IE il

cligalo i =1 Ihpse !]I]ﬂmliﬂﬂﬁ I]E!!ﬂﬁﬂjtﬂiﬁ_
identity of subject, 11 he who dmws the conclusion be not the
sane with him whe formed the judgments from the ecompanson of
which the conclusion resalts, how can there be any couclusion ?
We believe 1t 1o be valid, and we ean believe it to be valid,
only because we helieve in personal identity. To suppose other
vige w : e T

vidus] that was and that will be,  In zuch n ense be who would
try o tale the survey would have neither past nor fature to sirvey.
To deny personality is, LIJﬁret’ure. o reduce apulug-:hes to an

tls.-,un]u,j i, r & 2

b ] {r . H I
The inquiry as to pﬂmuﬁulitj iz of equal impertance to dogmatic
theology. This, ns generslly understood, is the science of the
Dnme Persen and of human [Iersons in their relations to
Hml I goneey i 4 : :
a0 ing whe fraaly cres 1 and who ' doeth
'menrd].uj: to His will in the ammy of heaven and smong the
inhabitants of the earth " and man is mljmantud a5 o finite
umgu and likeness of Him. —theref Ul .
- s i : 1 i {
uleLuuuLEm_Tts subjects bocome mere illosions.  Their
pgsential charmeterstic 18 just this, that they nre not what they
seem to be,  They are not persons, though every alirmation made
of them presupposes, as that whieli is most fundamental, their

personality.

. ~ - -

WA e ] s yital LY,

This is so hd.aﬂﬂ on ]lEISDII.ﬂ]H' RS 10 be unpnaslhie lcﬂrl:‘..uu'l, y withe
out it. : : ule
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sity, Neither can n beast be moral: for thoagh it con choose, it
ean not do 5o in the light of moral distinctions: it ean decide as
lit pleases, but it cannot decide as it ought. Nor yet would even a
man be mogal, did the power of choice and the diseernment of
the difference between right and wrong exist together npart from
soli-conaeiousness : for such o man, though he eould chotse and
could discern morsl distinetions, could pot determine Admself
in the light of them; he could feel thar those nround him ought
tt do nnd to be so and so, but he could not feel this with reference
to himself. In short only o parson i 20 constituted as o he able

must be that whiah hinds no ]e&s than one 'nhnn denenﬂm&s i)
bind himself by it - f ; :
out o moral law siver, As Proi H. B, Smith LLL-.. snidl (Introduc-
tion to Christian Theology, p. 122). ** The aniversal moml order
st inhers in g conscions mim 2 For this teason, therelore, as
well as for that just moticed, morality cannot but imply person-
ality: Indesd, the conteption of the former without the latter 1=
absurd.

It is not otherwise in the ease of secial progressin general, This
epends on personal distinetions. 1t is even directly in proportion
ty the development of the consciousness of these. 1f this be
doubted, let it be asked, What kind of o society would that be
in which the difference between mine and thine was nol recog-
nized ? Let it be remembered, tou, that since self-conscionsness is
the charneteristic of man, n society made up of men can approach
perfection only as the self-conseiousness, the persomality, of its
members is defined and sppreciated. Tt eould no more be other-
wize than a living body could thrive if the mdividual hife of its
constituent molecules were 1o become impaired.

Nor may it be replied that all this, though logical, need not be
setual. The appalling faet is that the logical of to-day will be the
aetual of to-morrow, Philesophy is the prophecy of history. Clearly
can thi= be seen in the osse under considerntion. The consequences
of the denial of parsonality hpve evidently been whot 1t has been
shown that they should be.  The agnesticism of the hour gan be
traced directly to the positivistie teaching of yesterday., Comte
repudiated the sell Mill tred to do so. Aud now Spencer,
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though diftering as widely from these as they didl from one
another, is gnougl under the influence common to them both m
diseredit the riLLrﬂr intuitions and the higher exercizes of 1.113 solf,
Henee, God i3 deelared to be unknowable and the proef of arove-
intion from Him ooly more impossible than such n revelation
iself, 1t is the same in the sphere of mora's.  Where personality
itas heen dishonored the sense of obligntion has been weakened
untif at last, with the degradation of the rght into the nseful and
even the merely pleasurable, it has been destroved. Heoee, the

;iuf_mpuﬂ.mnuﬂ._uf_]mrsumhig_. The effect of thisis even mm'n

conspicuous in social movements. Nothing is so gignificant in tll.ﬁ
anarchistio and nilnlistic onthreaks whiclh in parts of Earope are
threntaning the very existence of the body politic, as the fuet that
these rev ulut.iumﬂtu are, in almost all enses, the pupils. of teachers
who, at least indirectly, deny personality and so obligation and
responsibility.  Surely more need not be said o show the impor-
tance even of & right theory on thissubject. I any do not appre.
cinte this, it can be, it would seeni, ouly beeause they are blinded
biv their own views. Even ;Jhﬂﬂﬁd].lllﬁl‘a Derkeley wells us, ©¢ fareg
often indabted to their own preconceptions for hc.mg 1gnnm:ut-nf
what evervbody else Enows perfectly well.™

L. Let us, then, examine the various ways in which it s
attempted to explain the admitted phenomena of persomulity on
anotber busis thau the weality of personality,

L. The Associationist Theory..—Locke paved the way for this when
he suggested that the same substance might have 1wo shecessive
consclousnesses, or that the same consciousness might be mppgma&,
by more than one substance. His point was that the fmportant
unity of the sell wasits verifinble or felv unity. M wo seemerl to
ourselves to bie persons, it was of little consequence whether we
really were g0 or not.  Indeed, 8 metaphyvsien]l or abselute nuty
wondd Le of no adeount, so lone gg o eonselopsuess of diversity
might be there, Mume showed Low great the consciousniss afl
4i11. ersity actually was,  Tu the famous Lh'l]ﬂ'.t‘:r on Personal lden-
tity in his Treatise on Himan Narure, he writes as follows ; “E‘tﬂr
setting sside some wetsphyv<oians of this kind, I may venture
to affirm of the rest of mankind that they are m:‘hm o but o bu*nﬂf;
or collection of different perceptions; w hich sngeeed ench ather with
an inconceivable rapitity, and are in a perpetoal flux and move-
ment.  Our eves ennnot turn in their sockets without varying our
perceprions.  Our thought i3 still move vanable than our sizhts
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anil all vur other senses and fucnlties contribute Lo this change;
nor s there any single power of the soul which remains unalter-
ably the same, perhaps for one moment. The mind iy o kind of
theatre, whene several perceptions successively make their appear-
ance ; pass, repass, glidde away and wingle in an infinite variety of
proztures and situntions,  There s properly ne simplicity in it at one
fime, nor fdentity in diferent; whatever natural propension we
may have to imagine that simplicity and identity, The compari-
sou of the theatre must not mislead us. They are the successive
perceptions cnly that constitnte the mind; nor have we
the most distant notion of the place where these scones are
represauted, nor of the material of which it iz composad.”  Thus
Hume takes n position, not only more advaneed than Loecke's, but
rahically different. He does not merely depreciate the importance
o insisting on the identical unity and so the reality of the soul ;
he clesrly amd most emphatically denies its unity, identity, and
‘eonsequent reslity. In a wond, Lie chops up personality into what |
Prof, James culls a ' ¢hain of distinet existences.” This gives
rize to the Associationist Philosophy, The phenomena of permson-
ality remuin; men §till seem to themselves to be identical units
the fact of personality, however, has been repudiated ; & person is
anly “*n chain of distinet existences.” Iow, then, is this appar-
ent eontradiction o be reeonciled ? How are we to account for
our ** natursl propension ' to Y imagine the dmplicity and identity
of the soul "' ?

The explanation of the Associatiouist school may be summfl-I
rized gz follows: Expedence is the source of all knowledge.
The simplest element in experience is sensation. The representa-
tion, copy, or recollection of a sensation is an iden.  'The connect-
my ar eombining of ideas in the mind 18 associntion.  Assoeintion
proceeds uﬂnﬂnhn&_tu four Inws or relations. The first of these is
the law of similarity, That is, **like phenomena tend to be
thought of together.” The second of these is the law of con-
Hgiity, That is, ** phienomens which have either been experi-
vpced or conceived in cloge contigunity to one another tend o le
thaught of tozether.” The third of these is the law of repetition.
That =, ' sssociations produced by contiguity become more par-
tin snd rapid by repetition "' and when the repotition has been
Tresyuent there is produced what is ealled inseparable assoeiation, by
which is meant that, nnless diesolved by some new experience or
pmocess of thought, this particular association is irresistible.  The
lase of these laws is the law of persistence. That is, **when an
wssocintion has acguired this character of iuseparability, not only
tlogs the idea ealled up by esseciation become in our consciousness
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ingeparnble from the idea which suggested it, but the lnets of
|rln-|mms-nn answering 1o these ideas conie ot lnst o seem i!mepm
PRI RIS L itis to these laws of association that our
“ natural propension to imasine * curaamphm’n’ and identity t&ﬂﬁh
in the words of Hume (Treatise on Human Nature, p, 5413,

the very essenve of these relations consists in their pnuuluning.n;
easy trapsition of ideas, it follows that our notions of personal
identity proceed entirely from the smooth and nninterrapted prog-
ress of the thought along a train of connected ideas, according to
the principles above explained’” On this theory, therefore, per-
wouality isw mere illusion. We seem to be persons only because
jwe think so rapidly and vasily that the real broaksin the chain of
thonght are lost sight of. We travel, as it were, so fast that we
camnot distinguish between the oljects passed: and s0 we think
of ourselves. not as the chain ol independent sensations which we
are, tut as one identical sensation, that is, a self.

This theory, however, is, in the first place, inndequate, Tt has
not enabled even its most pronounced advocates to dispense with
|mr=nnﬂlin’ They cannot argue against it withont at lenst seein.
ing to imply it. T'm- example, Hume himself capnet speak of the
mind aga mere serigs of deFﬂthIll. !.mprﬂsnuua«a?m when he iz
trving to prove that this is all that itis.  The best that ke can do
i= to sy that '* the mind s & kind of theame where severn! pers
geptions suceessively make their uppearance.”’  Nordo his qualifs
cations of this'statemont help niatters.  They render them worsa)
* The vompirison of the theatre,” he says, ** must not mislead
us.”  But why make it, if it is so likely to do this? It can be
cnly becanse he feals that he could not be understood without ity
’I'lmunh he is insisting that it is ** the suceessive perceptions only
that constitute the mind," ke knows that the idea of sumaﬂ:sh'—’ﬁ
pereeptions by itsell is inconceivalle; and so, as he is argaing
against a self that conceives them, he 11.1':11|:|1l.|:|.r 1:|afsnmﬂ.ﬂn them
and inm:duru. a theatre where they net.  Nor is this theatre
a mere figure of speech, Tle says that it is, but he does not
think so. Ile concludes by adding that * we have nor the
most istant notion where it 3= or of what it is composed.’”
But why write thus of the theatre of the mind, if it be oaly
a fgure intended to help thought?  Indead, were it but this;
to speak thus would Le absurd. That which s stmewlere
and which iz composed of something must isell be o real’’
thing. Tn like manner, Bain, when ke would asansainate the anlif.
mlruu'tui.ua it 1o assist, as it were, in its own assassination. Thus,

“t the sense of differenee,” he tells ns, '*is the most mﬂimemlq
property of our infellectual being.”' But why use the phrase,
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' intellectunl being,"' when that 15 precisely what he i argmng
ngainst ! Ts it not beeause he is aware thut he could not be under-
stood were he to speak otherwise ? becanse he finds even himzelf
urmhle toospedl otherwize ! 3o, oo, the coneessions of Mr. Joln
S. Mill, the nblest as well as Lhe fiirest of modern Assoeintionizts
may he regarded, in the words ol Prol, James, as **the Ll.!‘.'l.].ﬂlt.l‘n"l.-
bankruptey of the Associationist deseription of the ponselousness
of sell”"  Thus (Exam. of Haemilton, fourth ml P 263), ** We
are forged to apprehend every 1'-:111. of the series " {the "' series ni
ﬁtnhngs nware of itself” which is his account of the mind) g
Tinked with the other paris by something in common which is not
the feelings themselves, any more than the succession of the feel-
ings is the feelings themselves; and as that which is the same in
the first-as mn the second, in the second as in the thisd, in the
third s in the fourth, and so on, must be the same in the first
and in the fiftieth, this common element isa permanent element.”
Could there be a more signal exhibition of the inadequacy of the
theary that we are cobzidering ? Even ita most zealous advoeate

it ean not restrain from practically repudisting it.

Thias exhibition should amount, to demonstration when we look
at the reazons for this inndequncy, "These may be reduced to two.
One 15 that the sssociation of ideas presupposes the self that it
12 assumed to secount for, This may easily be shown, The laws
of mssovintion are lows of memary. As Herbart Spencer has said
.{_Pﬂ"ﬂﬂ}ﬁﬂ of Psychology, 1, p. 251), **Associnbility and reviva.
bility go topether.” Now remembrance is inconceiva ble without a

| eontinuone subject, an identical unit, to remember.  Suppose that

I remember that yesterday T was reading Mill's Logie. Then, to
eite the ndmirable analysiz of Prof, Momene (Persanality, p. 41),
* the remembrance involves an idea of myselt reading that partie-
alar book. DBut this is not all; for I can frame anidea of myselt
teading the Book to-morrow ; and the Istter idea would not have
the same certainty, In remembering that | read it yestendoy, T
am aware that my ided 1epresents 4 real faet, and that the same I,
who nm now apprebending the "idea' of that fact, yesterday
apprehended the * impression' and, by reason of having appre-
fhended both, am competent to judge as to their agreement,””  That
i8, ouly a permanent =elf or identical unit can emember. Nor
is this 4 stmined conelusion. T4 i3 an irresigtible one,  Mr. J. S,
Mill grants it, fatal thongh it is to his theory. ** The supposition
of mental permnnenm." he tells us, 't would admit of the same
explanntion as the permanence of the external world, and mind
might be regarded as s mere series of feelings, with a baclkground
af pessibility of feeling, were it not for memory and expectation.

|
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They ore m themselves present feelings, but they involve a belef
in more than their own existence. They cannot be adeguately
expressed without saying that T mysalf had or shall have them,™
30 far, then, from the lnws of associntion exploining personal iden-
tity, their operation is impeossible without it.

There is, however, another reason for the wenknessof the theory
under review. Mere sensation, the very beginmug of knowledg
equally with the laws of association, presuppeses the self or soul.
This, too, is readily shown. TIn the first place, conseiousness 15 4
condition of sensation.  Doubtless, it is on the oceazion of u sensa-
tion that consciousness comes into exercise: there must be a feel
ing, il there is to be the Knowledze of o feeling, This, howeven
dosa not mean that the feeling prodoess the knowledge | it menns
rather that the sensation is possible because of the enpacity for
knowing it. A stons canuot feel a sensation just for the reason
that it is not eonscious; and if it i3 to hove o sensation, it must
first be made conscious. Indeed, as Calderwood savs (Handbool: off
Moral Philssophy, p. 100), *‘ There is po scpsation without con.
splonsnesa ™ In t.lm sucond pluca conselonsness ﬂf gensdtion in
the case of men i v y
Jﬂsmm_h:._mmmnmmna. Te L;uur.e again from the page of
Calderwood just mentioned, ** Our consciousness iz kmwledga of
sell and knowledge of a pnnwuhn.r fpeling. It is smell conscious.
ness and geliconsciousness; in every case n double knpwledge,
It cannot be less for there is knowledee of olbjeet, in contrast with
subject,””  Tume may thiok that he has anmibilated the solf by the
assertion (Hum. Nat, B, Ptoiv, See ), *' 1 never eon eatch
myself at any time without a perception,” He forgats however,
that, as Prof, Momerie justly remarks (Personality, p.45), " if' a
min eotehes himself with ooe, there must be asell w eatcl” In

b o ry
uificd o= 30 the tepns weve senanyipons,  The attempt bias often
been made, but it has always failed, T feel 33 not the same as,
and eannot be made the same as, T know that Tleel. 1 feel ns
we have seei, Llftjnen:ln oo 1 know that T feel. The former, thn
sensation, 13 4 concomitant of the latter, the selfconscionsness, and
iz impessible without it This. however, so far from li'laut;f}‘iug
them, does but emphasize the reality of the latter. What 15 the
necessary cofiition of the discernment of universally admitted
existence must itself ba real. That von connot see without an eve:

proves; il youn i]IJ se8, ﬂm!. Foril Jtm 8 AN cye: Iu_ﬂm_l‘_mﬁ;l_r_p]m:,

If, in thie lest unnl\‘sls you are consclous of n single definite sell.
it is beeanse voi are able to wather up, and do gather up, into one
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defitite representagion the several characteristies of your intelli-
gence as these are necessurily brought to unity in your life.  From
tie necessity of the case, however, only an identical unit, p person,
oun do this: Indeed as Lotze has said ( Microcosmus, Tr. 4, 157),
*If n being ean appear anyhow to itself, it must be enpable of
unifying manifold plienomena in an absolute indivisibiliey of its
nature.”  Mere scosation is, thercfore, in the case of men, an
“evidenee of personality ; for in their case it depends on that the
txercizo of which involves personality. 1t is not that the sell or
person is aomething under and independent of the sensations and
foclings; it is, as MeCosh has said (Defense of Fundamental
Trueth, p. 92); that ** personality is the self of which we are con-
siious in every sensation or feeling. It does not point to some
anknown essence. It simply designates an cssontial, an abiding
clament of the sensation or fealing.’"  The lattar wonld be impos-
sible were it not the sensation or feeling of a real self-conscious
Lging or person. .
2. The Stream Theory—The most promivent advocate of this
i5; pechiaps, 'rof. James, of Harvard Univemsity., 1le agrees with
the Associationists in that he denies personal identity and s0 per-
sonality. He iloes not, it s true, elaiin that the non-existence of
the soul has been established.  All that he insistz has been proved
iz its ' superfluity for scientific purposes.’” The phenomena of
pesonality can be explained, at lenst az well, without it; and,
thorefore, it is n violation of the law of parsimony to posit it
Ou the other land, he differs radieally from the Associationists in
that he holds strenuously to the unity of the phenocimena of per-
sonality. The fundamental greor of Mume, he says (Psyehology,!
i, p 992), wis that he saw in consciousness ** nothing but diversity,
diversity absteact and sbsolute)  In opposition to him and his
subool, 'rof. James postulates ** the present passing thought as a
payehic integer, with its knowledge of so much that has gone
‘hefore.'" What this ** present passing Tthoaght ' 1s and how with
it belief in personal identity should be explained, we will now try
to show.
* The present passing or judging thought ' is ** that section of
eomsciousness or pulse of thonght which is the veliele of the
judgment of identity.,”" We would say that it 1= the self judging
that itdtself is an identicnl sclf. This present judging thought
‘or self is an integer or unit. That is, it 18 a single und wndivided
state of consvicusness.  Its objeat may be most complex @ it may
have an indefinite number of utterly disconnected objects ; it itself,
however, s n thouglt is one; its objects, many and diverse
though they may be, *' are thought from the outset in a unity, in
31
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a single pulse of subjectivity, a single psychosis, feeling or state aof
mind.'" The Associntiomist psychology supposes that whenever
an object of thought contains many elements, the thought itself
must be made up of just as many ideas, ane idea for each element.
and all fused together in “appearance, but really separnte. This
psvehology, on the contrary, tolerates only one idea at o time,
though that one may be most complex. It refuses to likén the
\eourse of consciousness to ' a chiain "' compoged of separate links
which seem to be one merely beciuse the passage from one to/
another of them is so quick and sssy. It insists on ** o stream
of thought or of conssiousness which really is one, and that section
of the stream which at any gwﬂn moment is consclous of this
strenm  of thought and grasps its umt}' is what it calls the
‘* passing or present judging thought."'

This ** thought ™ sccounts for our belief in our personal identity
in the lollewing way. Consziousness of self is; in the last analysis,
a consciousness of warmth and intimacy. * We feel the whaole
cubic mass of our body all the while. amd it gives us an uneeas-
ing sense of personal existence. Equally do we feel the * inner
nuclens of the spiritual self)’ ecither in the shupe of von faint
physiological adjustiments, or in that of the pure activity of our
thought taking place as such.'' One or the other or both of these
things Ht!part to the present sell its chamcter of warmth anl
intimacy, In & word, sell’ means the peeuliar feeling of warmth
and intimaey which aris::s in the manner just deseribed.

This peeulinr feeling, however, does not belong only to the pres-
ent self. Tt belonged equally to the self at any and at every
moment of the past. There was then, there has been continu.
gusly, warmth and intimaey like those now expenenced, and for
the same ressons. ‘*A unifurm feeling of warmth of bodily exist-
ence (or an squally wjform feeling of pure psyehic energy), per
viides all the past selves and the present selll” That iz, they
are all similar and continuons.  Tence personal Identity, *' Re-
semblance among the parts of a continnmn of ﬁ:c'hutr& {espe-
cially baodily feelings) experienced along with feelings 'n;{iu]y
different in all other regards thus constitutes the meal and
verifiable ' personal identity ' which we feel" {sdo James'
Psyehology, Vol i, p. 836,  We believe in one identieal self
‘becnuse in the '‘stream '" of consciousness we recognize n
stream of similar selves. We conelude that these are pne because
thev are all warm and because there s no break in their succession,
Yes, you say: but in arder to this conclusion shere. must bea self
outside of the strenm of conscigusness. Otherwise, the eontinuum
of resembling selves within it conld not be recognized, and sﬁﬂl
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less gould it be felt as belonging to and, in this sense at least, as

_Idemi::al with the predent selll This need Profl Jamesz admits and

provides for. ‘The medium required he finds in ' the real, present,
piilooking, remembering ' udging thought,' or identifving ' secfion’
of the stream" which we have slready described. This is what
' gollects—' owns* some of the past facts which it surveys, and
disowns the rest—and so makes a unity that is scmalized and
anchored and does not merely float in the blue air of possibility.”’

At this point, however, » difficulty appeass. The particular
*judeing thought'' or * identifying section ! of the strenm passes
with the stream. Though there isalways an identifving section,
this iz pever the same ; just os there iz always water st the point |
where the power of the river is applied tw the mill but it-is never
the same water. We seem, then, to heve only a succession of
judgments of identity. At éach instant of consciousness the pres-
ent sell’ identifies itself with all the past selves in the strepm of
consciousness ; but as there is a new present sell with each pulse |
of conscionsness, how can there be any real identity? Here is
the explanation, says Prof. James. Eeeh *° judging thought,"
ench ! identifying section," in the stream of conselousness, appro-
priates or adopts as its:own all the stream of identifying seetions
or judging thoughts that went before 1. Such is personal iden-
tity. Though the self or ** present judging thought ™' 1z never
identical with those that went belore it, 1t seems to be so because it
takes up as belonging to it all the past selvesor judging thoughts.
Thus thers is o identical personality demanded. This may be a
mere illasion : it would be accounted for by ' the trick which
the nascent thought has of inmmediately taking up and adopting "
A its own, and =045 one with iy, * the expinpe thouzht,'" In-
deed, personnl identity as n peychologic fact enn be * fully
destribed without supposing any other agent than a succession of
perishing thoughtz, endowed with the function of appropriation
and rejection, and of which some can know and appropriate or
rejeet objjects already known, spproprinted or rejected by the rest
L Paycholoyy, Vol i, p. 842),

To this deeidedly inflaentinl theory we would offer the following
pnel, a8 it seems 1o us, fatel objections :

Fimst, the account given of the self is most untrue and most
unworthy. It is most antrne; for itis not the fiet ** that 1 zod
we ere ot bottomn only names of emphasis '’ (Payehalogy, Vol 3, p.
541). Uonsciousness of self, doubtless, 1s characterized by o scnse
of peculiar warmth and intimacy. To resolve the self, however,
of which we are conzclaus into mere warmth and intimaey ; that
18, to differentinte the thought of self from the thought of other
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things only as being more smphatie—this is as ireational ag to sy
that the vision of the sun ditfers from the vision of the moon
merely in being dazzling.  In both cases, ond in both equally, the
result of consciousness is put in the place of the objeet of con
seinysness s and so the affect 15 mistaken for the cause. Nor 18
thiz all. The theory of the self under consideration is as unworthy
as it s untrue.  Iustead of expluining, it would exploin away what |
Prof. James, as every serious man, regards as the myatery, nay,
the profound reality, of his ]mi:lg. It would degmde that swwhich
15 ultimate i man sz owell az his distinetive ehnrneteristic into &
|mere feeling of warmth, n mere matter of emphasis. Iis final
efuation is man—animal written in italies. Verly, the Associ.
tiomist Home did better than this, Even when he tried lurdest to
¥ pssassinate the self, hie did not thus insult it.

Secondly, ‘¢ resemblances wnong the parts of a continunm of
fuelings (especially bodily feelings) experienced along with things
widely ditterent in all other regards "' iz not an adequate dmri]}-
tion of ** the real and verifinble personal identity which we feel,’
This identity does expressitself in what we may eall a continuous
feeling, but 1t i3 not the whole truth to' say that this fecling is
continuous bedause its objects; thie different selves, resemble ench
otter in having, all el them, the warmth of bodily existence or
of pure paychic energy, and thus possess ** a generic unity or arc
all of the samie kind,”  On the conuary, the fact is quite other-
wise, That of whicl we are conscious is not generic unity, but
identical unity ; not a stream of like selves, but one permusnent

r\scltismun self.  You do not feel that your present consciousness is
of the same sort with that of vesterday ; what vou do feel is that,
however differcur its objects may be now from what they were
yesterday, it is the very same congeiousness with that of vesterday.
This may not be so. The fucts may be just as Profl James has
indicated. Tt may be that the identity which we seem to pur-
selves to perceive when we compare the self of to.day with the
self of yestenluy is not real, and is the result of mistaking for
identity a nere eontinuous resemblance,  Still, the point to be
noted is that it appenrs to be real nnd 80 lias to be reckoned with
as such. If it 1s to be shown to be an illusion, it is as an tlusion
of identity that we must turn the Bght on it.  Otherwige, thoush
we may dissipate some mist, it will not be the mist which envelops
that at which we are looking: Thus, not only does Prof. James,
as we have seen, misrepresent and degrade the self of which we
are couscious; he misconceives utterly its apparent identity.
Even, therefors, if his explanation of this would work, it would
be worthless, The problem that he would solve would not be the
problem to be solved.




FE METAPHFRICS OF CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS 155

Tlindly, iz explanation will not work, and this for two ressons.
Une is, that it is o mere process. It is an ** onlooking, o remam-
bering, a judging aud idestifying," It isa ' pulse of thouzhi”
It 1= '' the present mental sinte)” No subject of the state, no
thinker of the thought, no agent who looks on, remembers, judges
and identifies, is posited. Indeed, this iz just what may not be
posited. With anything so metaphysical us a sabject, o thinker,
an agent, the true psychologist, Prof, James holds, will hnve noth-
ing to do. Nay, more; the superfluity of a thinking, acting soul
antl so the sufficiency of the * present passing thought ' is pre-
gisely what Prof. James ¢laims that his psyehological analvsis has
established. He does not simply relegate the question of [reTSon-
ality to metaphysics. He pronounces it an unnecessary question.
Perbaps there may be a soul, but we need not mguire. * The
passing thought '’ seems to be the thinker, and isall the thinker
that is demanded (Psyeholoyy, Vol. 1, po 342). This, however, is
precisely what we must protest ngainst. A process withont an
agent, even the ** present passing thought "' without & thinker, is
A pure abstraction, It dops not exist ; and it eannot Le conceived
us existing, still less ng openiting. To separate thinking from a
thinker 15 as impossible in fuct and na impossible of conception as
a fact as it is, even with instantaneons photography, to r-.pmsunl
the motion of a horse without the horse. Moreover, if it could
be done, it would not help matters.  Deep in the mindand inerad-
ieable wonld still be the convietion that the representation was an
unreal one,  An effect may sometimes be studied by itself; but
the more that this iz done, the more is the effect felt to demand a
canse. Andin like manner, if & thinking process could be con-
sideredd 45 merely a thinking process; this way of viewing it would
come to bo regarded, at least practically, as contrary to fact. The
neteszity of 4 subjeet or eause of the process would be appre-
ciated, even though not admittad. That it is felt by Prof. James
seems evident. Otherwise, why does he write the * present judg-
ing Thought "' with a capital T'Y (Psyehology, Vol. i, p, 838). 1s
it oot because ' the present mental state,"' which he wonld have
it represent, even he cannot help thinking of as the state of a selfl
ar person, indead, as itself a2 self or person? The other resson
why his c'iplnm:tmn eollapses is that, in addition to being o mere
|process, it is a purely imaginary one. Though its value as an
explunation is affirmed to lie in its exact portrayal of what is
observed to happen, it really pertmays only what Pref. Jafes and
his disciples suppose must have happened. [t isnot ‘' n patent
fact of consciousness '’ (Psychology, Vol. 1, p. 339), that the title
of a collective self is passed from one thought to another in some
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way analogous w0 that of “ bequest.™ * This trick which the

moscent  thought has of immediately taking up the expiring
thought and sdopting 1t " 152 trick the performance of which no
psychalogist has ever witnessed.  The best that ean be seid of it
with ouy show of reason is that it or something equivalent to it

sooms to be presupposed in the phenomena of personality. This,

however, is to relegate it at onee to the domain of metaphysies;
and this is the destruction of a theory whose great elabm is that,
in the respect under consideration at Imtat, it does not need mets.
physics.  Dut this is not all. Not only is Prof. James' explana-
tion of personality thoroughly metaphvsical; it is imaginary

metaphyeivs, It is not demnnded or even suggested by the fuets

to be explained. Tt is necessitated only by its inventor's theery
of '* the superfluity of the soul” It is introduced enly toexplain

that for which the soul would necount. The truth, however is
that the most immediate and direet of all our knowledyge appeas

to be knowledge of sell’ as n self-conseious identical unit or person.
What, then, could be farther-fatehed than the “Stream " theory of
personnl identity 7 Its explanation of this is as imaginary as it
is impractienble, and most imaginary of all would svem to be the
netd of it ' :

oF ha self by the sacrifice of its true mdlﬂr'iuﬂhly That Wwe may
understand this, let us trace the development of whit is called the
transeendental gelf or cgo. We begin, of course, with Kant. In

oppesition to the Associationists, he distinguishes sharply between
‘the transcendental ego and the empirieal ego. By the latter he

means * the matter of the internal semge in its form of tGmet’
That is ** 1t is the snecession of mental states—the thoughts: feel:
ings and aetions—upon which mau may look back as constituting
the record of his experience, his life.”" As Kant hinssell SIVE,
it is the olject treated Ly empirical psychologs.'  In the lam-
guage of recent }157:,11019&1.' "the empirieal Sell s a0 complex
presentition o consciousness ;" it is ** continuously, but at no ong.
moment complotely, presented ™ (Ward, artiele ' Psyehology "

pinth el Encyelopedia Britannica). In a wonl, the empirical

 self is the self of which every one is dircetly and inﬂiﬁr_iunllj".ﬂéﬂ;a

seious. By the transcendental Ego, on the contmary, Kant woubd
imlieage that the '*identieal Self’' what we eall the person, is
W dadueed or proved solaly with reference to expenience, as & neces:|
sarv condition of knowledge!' That s it is demanded by tha
facts nndl is to be believed in beenuse of the facts; that the smpin-
enl sl is known; that it is senal; and that o series, if it isto
Le known as such, Luplies, ag appenred in ouwr discussion of the
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Aszociationist theury, o consciousness present to each of 1bs mem-
bers, and seli-ideuticnl thronghout their ehange. While, however,
the tranicendental ego is thus necessury to experience, out of
referance to experience it Las ng meaning ; and, consequently, ne
nasertions ¢an be mude concerning it. That theve is o sonl we know ;
Tor it 15 onlv on the basis of such o amty that we can account for
the phenomens of seif-conssionsness : but what the sonl is, or how
it is, wa cannot koow ; for we cannot transcend self.copsciousness.

{ In brief, the trmnscendental ego is what unifies the empirieal con-
sciousness, This is all that can be said regarding . To cite
agnin Prof, Seth, to whose Hegeliandsm and Personality we have
been muvh indebted, the transcendental egocan no more be con-
weived apart from the empirieal ego than * one end of a stick
could be supposed to éxist apart from the other end.”  The tran-
seendental ego i the necessary and fosepnrable, but utterly indefi-
nite eondition of self.consciousness. Thus Kant's view of the self
differs from Prof, James' theory as well as from that of the Assatia.
tionists, [f as we have seen, it distingnishes sharply between
she transcendental ego and the empirieal ego, it also regards them
necessary the one to the other.

Next came Fichte. Kaut's work had been mainly critical ; his
wiis precminently constructive. Il is a construction to explain
the duality of sanse and reason which Kant," as we have just
absarved, ' had left standing as an ultimate fact.”  So far as per-
somality is coneerned, the problem for Fichte was to reduce toa
single prineiple the empirical ego and the transcendental ego, the
salf of zense and the sell of reason. This he did by making the
tormer the product of the latter. The self of which one is con
scions is the ereation, the thought, of the salf that really is. Thusin
the moest profound meaning every one thinks and so makes him-
=all. O codre, 1t 18 unt the sell of which be 15 conséions, the
conereta pemsondlity of the Individual, that does this; it i3 the
trangeendental ego, the pure conscipusness, the net ** which lies at
the bosis of all consciousness and alone makes conscliousness possi-
Ble™ ( Werke, 3, #1). 5o far Fichte, while he advanees greatly o
Kant, doss not depart radieally from him. He has given to Kant's;
traneendental ego a ereative function, but he has not changed its
essentinl noture. This, however, Lhe procesds to do. Tle con.
eeives ol the wanscendental egoas the absolute Ego,  He idenufies
the single nctive selfeonzeions prineiple which any and every

4 individual self presupposes as its canse with the central creative
thought of the universe, the uwniversal or divine self-consviousness,
* Ipstend of being, ns with Kant, the function of hwnan thought
which generates the fomn, and the form omnly, of a phovomenal
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world, the tanseendental ego has become for Fichte the alsolute
Creator of an absolute workl,  Thos the individual self, person-
ality as known to us is with him one of the divine Person's
thonghits,

Schelling took another step in advance. Indeed, Fichte hinseif
tid i the latter part of his career. In the Destiny of MHax,
speaking of the sbsolute Ego nz identity of subject amd object, he
defines it as * that which is neither subject nor objeer, ot -ﬂ:iﬁ;l
ground of both, and that out of which hoth come into being ;'
and immediately afterwards he refers to *' the incomprehensible
One *" which * separates itsell into these twu" (Werke, ii, 225).
Soon after this he drops the term absolute Ego, and adopts the
more roneral desizoation of Y the Absolute.”  In like manner,
Schelling defines the Absolute ns the indifference point of subject
nnd objeet—** pure identity in which nothing is distinguishable.*
Thus the personality of the ahsolute ego, as well as the reality of
the empirical ego, i denied. ATl that is left to us is an unknown
and unknowable mewphysical ground or source of the whele
world,  This ground isnothing when separated from the individual
eonsciousness whosge unity it is; and that is nothing, for ivis only
its manifestation. '

Schelling's successor Hegel returns to Fichte's earlier position.
Hegel cunnot be satisfied with a philosophy whose Absolute is
deseribed as ' total indiffercnce™ or '* pure identity in which
nothing isdistinguishable,” ! Such an Absolute,'" he says;, "i&
no better than the night in which all cows are black." The
“Ctrath " ar ultimate reality of the oniverse cannot, he holds, be
n pure 'Coriginal 7 oor * immediate’’ identity; it maost be an
ilentity that mediates or restores Itaelf—in other words, an iden:-
tity which is realized throngh difference. Ience, Hegel makes
“ everything in philasophy depend on the insight that the Absolute
is to be apprehended not as substance, but as sobject.” He finds
the type of the * identity," which is the ground and source of all
things in the selfconscious life. In a word, e reéimphasizes the
central principle of ilealism. In deivg o, however, he chinges
its form, He brings it into more vital conneetion with the notion
of ilevelopment ; and, in particular, he conneets the development
of the sabjeet with the facts of nnture and history. He does nog
as it were, stuft’ all the faets of the unniverse into the subject s
into a ready-made form. On the contrary, he views the develop-
ment of the worll as the process of the development or ** beeoi-
ing " of Spirit, e would draw all the facts of nature and history
within this process and exhibit them as stages or elements in the
self.development of Spirit or the absolute Idea.  This idea, more-
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over, is nol Fichte's pheolute Bgo. Hegel's ' Absolute ™ is '+ Self-
conztions Spirit only as [Te retarns to himself from his objoctifica-
tion in nature and attains to self-eonsciousness in the conscionsmess of
man  Ina word, the human self-eonsciousness is not the thought
or creation of the Absolute; the Absolute and it are '* identical
quantities.”” To sum up, then, the Transcendental theory of the)
self differs from the Stream theory and the Associationist theory in
that it helds and guarantees both the unity and the identity of the
zelf. The theory malkes the self in every ease the coming to self-
sonseiousness and go the manifestution in Its troe nature of the
‘"Abgolute Idea.”" It differs from the two theories just named in
| that it fails to secure the individuality of the empirieal self. This
iz am identical unit just because its individuality is given up, it
and the Absolute Tdea being regarded as ** identioal (uantitics,”
This explanation of the self, which, though more or less inodified,
iz still held in its essentials by the not uninfluential Neo-Hegealian
sehool, is exposed to the following and, as it would seem, insuper-
able objections
It will pot work.  Graoting that it does give a just account of
the necessary unity and identity of the self, 1t breaks down when 1t
encounters its individuality. The reality of this it denies, As
we have seen, 1t identifies the human and the divine sell-conseious-
mess.  Beonuse the selfsconzciousness of men reveals o similurity of
type, the Hegelian infers unity of substance. This, however, is as
much a nen-seguitur as though one were to argue that all cak
trece were one because they were all alike, Nay, itis a muech
more glaring non-seguitur ; lor the distinguishing characteristic of
every self-conscionsness is conscionsnoss of itself as an individual,
In the words of Prof. Seth ( Hegelionism and Personality, p. 216),
“ ghough selfhood involves a duality in unity, and is deseribable
as abject-object, it is none the less tros that ench self is & unifque
existence, which is perfectly impervious, if I may so speak, to
other selves—impervious in a fashion of which the impenetrability
of matter is o faint analogue, The Self, aceordingly, resists inva.
sion: in its charscter of self it refuses to admit another sell’ with-
in itself, and thus be made, as it were, 2 mere retainer of some-
thing else, The uonity of things (which i3 not denied) cannot be
properly expressed by making it depend upen o unity of the Self
inall thinkers; for the very charcteristic of a self iz this exclu-
siveneds."!  Moreover, this fuct is one with which o IHeselian
eapecially is bound to reckon, becanse with Hegel self-consgions-
ness is the wlthnate eategory, IHow, then, may he deny that
exclusiveness, that individuality, which, 88 we bave ssen, is the
szzenee of selfconsclonsness ! Surely, no theory ean work which

—
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thus repudiates the innermost content -of that for which it nssumes
to noeount, It is not, therefore, too much to say that ** the radienl
error of IMegelianism is the unification of ¢onsciousness in a single:
Sell’” Mhongh it gave a valid explangtion of self-wonseiousness:
in other respects, its brenkdown in this would be fatal ; ‘for this is
fundimental. '

Tta explination, howaver, iz invalid throughont. Even if it
might explain away the individuality of the self, it would have to
be set aside on other grounds, chief p.mor:g them the fullnmug :

fi i

God. This it does by maki : :
gonseiousness aad the Absolute ** identicol guantities™  * God or
tho Absolute is represented in the systemas the last term of
development into which we haven perfect insight ; we ourselves,
indead, ns sbsolute philosophers, are equally the last—term of the
development. Thus in the philosophy of law, of history, of
wstheties, and in the history of philosophy itsell, the Abgolute is
attained, being simply man’s record and ultimate sehievement
along these lines.  Specially is this so i the ** plii!nﬁuphy of
religion, " where we should naturally expect to meetit least, The
sellrexistence of God seems to d:snppear* e is begotten, and has
His only veality in the consciousiess of the ﬁrarshlplug GO -
munity,  * God is not a Spint bevond the stars,” says Hegel;
Wie iz E;1ir]t in oll spirts:” but this means, ift not certainly to
the “* Master "' himself, ot least to many of his disciples, that
anything like a sepnrate personality or seli-conscionsness in the
divine Deing is renoonced.  Tn g word, we are put in the place of
God,  Can any such explanation of tho buman self be vakid?' Tt
contraeliots that whish issearcoly less fundnmentul in our conssious-
ness than the sense of individuality, and that iz the feeling of
dependence on the Supernatural,  As Bacon has well gaid, ** Man
looks up o God as naturally as the dog docs to his master A
this he could never do, were there no Ged save ** his own great
self”

Again, the Transcendental theory deprives man as well as God
of teal existence.  After putting the lormerin the plage of the
Intter, it proeeeds to destroy him also,  This it does by dividing.
and so, of cowrse, killing him, Ihis one conerete self is split intol
two. OF these that one of which ench of us 13 conselons is the
man @ end the other, that whicl, aceording to Kant, unifies the
formoer, and, acconline to Fiehte, thinks it, aod, sccording to
Salielling, is the ground ol it, nnd, aceording to Hegel, nttaing to
atlf-conseionaness, nnd so truly manifests itsell] in i1, 1= the Abse-
lute or God,  This division, however, does not more truly, as We
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lave seeu, undeify Gl by practcally identifving Him with the
human self conseiousness thau it debumanizes man.  Man is not
the empirical self ; or rother, the latter is only holf the man, only
the objestive side of his consciousness. [tz a half wo, that can-
oot exist, that caunot even be poneeived, nlone. 1t these are

merely to be states of consciouspess, there must be o subpmetive
gall’ to whivh they cun be the states of consciousness, Nor does it
help matters that the place of this subjective self is taken hy

what may be called the divine Self—a self identical in all men, a

self, as we hove seen, identical with man. As Prof, Seth has
wall snid, ** The individual sepms thus to become o more than an

obiject of the divine Self, a series of phenomenn threaded together
aml reviewed by it—an office which it performs in preciscly the

same manper for any nuwmber of such sg-ealled individuals.”

Surely this is to destroy man with o vengean®e. Such a represen.

tation wipes out his self-lood and independence with a complete-

ness which few svstems of Pantheism cnn rival.  Man is made the |
mere object of an undeified God, Nothing in himsell, he can be
pomesived to exist only in virtue of what camnot itsell be regarded

ns sell.conscions save in him and as far as he.  As Prof, Seth well

puts it ( Hegelianizm and FPersonality, p, 100), '* human persons

are, as 1t were, the foci in which the impersonal life of thought
momentarily concentrates itself, in order to take stock of its own

gontents. These focl appear only to disappeat in the perpetual

process of this realization.”

Thus; as must now be evident, the Tmpscendental theory hypos-
tatizes 1 pure absiraction. ** The impersonal life of thought,”
which is admitted to constitute the subjective side of' human con-
sciousness, 1s, of course, such. Apart from a person, without o
thinker, thought eannot exist, it canuot really be conceived as
actually existing ; it is like an effect withoot o cause, it is an
effect withont o ecouse. DBut the empirieal soll, the phenomenal
dspect of consciousness, is by itself equally an abstraction, Stares
ol eonsciousness presuppose and necessanly involve a subjict
of those states.  As well thiok of qualities as existing sive as |
the qualities of some substanes. Nor will it help matters o the
least to take ** the impersonal life of thought ™ us the Hegelian
does, a= the ground of the individual self-conscousness. The
combinstion of two abetrmetions will not make one conerete reality
any more than zero plos 2ero will make unity, Hence, Prof.
Seth iz oorrect when lie says of the Transcendental theory (Hegeli-
aniam and Personality, p, 249} ** It takes the notion of knowledgze
as-equivalent to a real knower; and, the form of knowledge being
ane, it Jeaps to the conglusion that what we lhave belore us 'is the



St THE PRESETTERIAN AXND REFORMED REVIEW,

Ome Bubject who snstains the world, and iz the real Knower iu all
finite intellizences. It seems o hard thing to say, but to do this is
neither more nor less than to hypostatize an abstraction.’”” Now
to o this is, in plain English, to make something of nothing:

Bt this is not the worst, Having so deceived itself ns wo sup-
pose that it Lias suceeeded in working up mere abstractions into a
veal agent, the Tronscendemal theory goes on to aseribe to Ts
nhsolute Nothing, an absolutely impossible achievement. Thisis
the ereation as it were of reality. Thongh the Absolate is but
in idea, though it is merely alstract thonght, the logical unfolding
of its categories is regarded as giving the whole actunl world of
winture and spirit. As %Im;muhmmr puts it, “ the universe to Hegel
15 & orystallized sylogism,”  This, however, cannot be,  ** There
15 1o evolution possibile of a fact from a Qquﬂﬂptimi” Logic can
develop the meaning of nature, but it cannot originate iv, *' It
cannot make the real, it can only deseribe what it finds.”  In-
deed, it itself presupposes pature or reality ; and without it, iv s,
a5 we have already observed, az powerless as it is empty. What
ahsurdity, then, can be greater than that of positing 8 mere non-
entity like the ** absolute Iden "' us the creator of such realities as
the physical realm and ¢ven the human soul 7 No theory of the
self can be tenable which brings us to a result so irmational as
thizs. Even were the theory consistent with itself] as we huve seen
that it iz not, no other eonclusion would be justifiable, .

1L We pass, therefore, to the proof of Personnlity, or the vine
dication of what we helieve to be the true doctrine of the .wH
This differs from the thcnrj.r just considered in holding to the real
individuality of the self; it regards the self as a distinct entity.
It differs from the Stream theory in holling to the identity of this
entity : it tukes it to be essentially the same that it wasand that it
will be. It differs from the Associationist theory in holding to the
nnity as well asin holding to the identity of the self; it affinos
that the self's conselousness is 4 single state, however complex may
be its objects, and that it must be the constiousness of a ﬂnglu
being. It concentrates nttention neither on the empireal ego nor
on the transcendental ego. It separates them in thought no more
than it does in fact. As Dr. MoCosh plits it (Defense of F'tmdu
mental Truth, pp. 92, 94), ** Personality is the seif of which we are
conscious In every II].EET.LLI act, Persoun! identity is the sameness

{of the conscious self as perceived at different tines. The phmses
do not point to some unknown essence, apart from or behind the
known thing:  They simply designate an essential, abiding element
of the thing known. . . . . We do not refer mental states to the
Self, we know it in a partienlar state.  We do not figure Self as
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remaining the same, we judge or decide the conscivus Sell of

to-day to be the sune ns the conseious Self of vesterday remem-

bared by us, It dves mot reveal itself through feclings, we know

it as feeling, the one being as immediate as the other.”  In short,

the distinet identionl ynit that zelf-sonseiousness sepms to revenl to

ench one isrenl. The empirien] self is personality itself in exercise. |
The truth of this position iz established by the following consid-

grptions nmong othors ;

1, The burden of propt rests on these who would deny person-
ality. ‘The duetrine of Persanality as it has been expounded meets
the necessities of the case: It ls admitted that, if it were true, 1t
cwonld explain the phenomena of self-consciousness which most
demamd explanation, That is, it each one of us be a real person,
it is easy to see why ench one is conscious of himself ns an iden-
ticnl unit. Teis just a3 easy os to understand why, if o real tree
bic before vou, you behold o tree. In both eases and in bhoth
equally, the knowledge is, aceording to the hypothesis, ** the reflex
of reality.'” You perceive the tree becanse there is o tree to ba
perceived, and you are eonscious of the phenomens of personality
because that of which vou are eonsciouns is a person. Thug this
gxplanation, if veue, would be satisfactory.  Moreover, it is the
only one that is s0, We have earefully examined the other theo-
ries of the sonl, and we have found them to be inadequnte as well
s inconsistent with themselves and unjust to the phevomena for
which they would seconnt.  Surely. then, it devolves on the adve-
cates of these theories o show why the doctrine of Personality is
not the true one.  When an hiypothesis scoms to explain the faets )
in question aml when there is no other hypotliesis at hand that is
olther vulid or sullicient, the presumption is always in favor of the
fapmer. The law of parsimony so requires.

2. The objections to personality have only to be examined to
be seen to be at least cmpty, Take, for example, the eriticiam
which Prof. James says lias never bean ** made so banutifully " as
by Lotze (Lotze’s Metaplysics, p. 431); nnmely, that the commen
doctring of personality involves the ' utterly inconceivable posi-
tion that we must look for the what of a thing in something else
than in what the thing is and does,” This, lowever, is not the
view that wg have expounded and would defend. It is nothing,
amore nor less than Eont's fnmons theory of ** the thing in ftsell,™
the mntenable agnosticiam of which was sufficiently exposed in the
Airst paper of this series.  What we have all along 1nsisted on is
that we know the thing 1self ** in what it 15 and does " and that
wa enntiot know it otherwizse. Wao do not believe that there is a
salf mnd that it is an identical unit merely beeanss the phenomena
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ni self-conseiousness seem to imply thiz, but chiefly beenuse in
the phenomena of self-consciousness it 15 precisely this sell that
we behold, We do not know mental states and exercises as snch:
if we o sometimes reason about them I themselves. it 15 only as
the resnlt of a process of abstraction. What énch one of us does
know is a person in mental states and exercises.  These do not
simply presuppose personglity; thev express it There is no per-
somality apart from them, Wede not elaim that an identical unit
must underlie them ; we do elaim that they are the thoughis and
exercises of an identical noit. Tt and they are ns truly one ns are
life and its mecessary activities. The ohjection, thersfore, is
empty. There is nothing in it but misconception. i
Tuke, aguin, the objection that the doctrine of personality is con-
tradicted by many of the more striking mental phenomens. Thus
itis elaimed that shounght-wransference, mesmerie influences, and
spint-control are fatal to Tational belief'in the absolute unity ur
strict insulation of the zelf. They indieate that at lenst zome per-
sunal conscionsnasses are not elosed individuals. It should be re-
mewmbered, however, that observations of these phenomena have
searcely vet been sufficiently numerous, even if sufficiently nttested,
to be the basiz for trnstworthy induction, 1t may well be questioned,
ton, whether these tases would, in any event. prove mors than the
mfluenee of souls on each other, But this i5 not &iaput.e:'l It is
not pretended thas personnhty 13 “lmpenwus" m any 3\11:1’1
sense as this, Here also, therafore, the objection has nothing in it
save misconeeption. So, too, it is often asserted that the uneop.
seiousness of sleep, swoons, ote., is inconsistent with personal
identity, The self, it i3 said, cannot continne the same: for thare
is no conselousness at all of sell when one iz asleep or iz in a fing
This objection, however, confounds two things that are radically
ditferent, the identity of the sell and the consciousness of that
e ideptity, It infers that there cannot be the former without this
':__'> latter, shereas it should inquire whether there is notevidenee that
the former continues even when the latter is suspended. .rl_:_iir
other cour=e 32 as absund as if one were to conclnde that & tree
peazed to esist when he censed wo look at it, Now the avidence
just referred to is net only at hand, but is entirely satisfactory.
Indeed, it is precizely in the ease of steep and of swoons that the
Iudtnm}r of the self appenrs most clearlv. Why = ¢ that on
awakening from sleep or on coming out of a swoon one feals him-
self to be the very same self’ that went to <leep or that fell inte a
swoon ? Tt isbecause, and it eould be only becsuse, he 1= the very
samne person.  You must be the same, conzidereil as the oljecs of
conzciousness, or vou eould not resognize vourzell as such @ just s
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you would not and eould not judge in the morning chat the furu-
tie in your room was the same if it had been changed during the
night: amd yon must continue the samne, considered now a8 the
subject of consciousness, or you could not regard yoursell ns
snch; for only a subject that has romained identieal with itself
ean compare itself with itself and so come to the judgment of
wentity. Thus the interruption of the conscionsness of personal
ilentity by sleep or by o swoon is the demonstration of its reality,
If wedid not eontinue the same, we.conld not return o conscious-
ness as the same,

Once more, tike the objection raised by Prof James (Payeliology,
i, . 347), that *f the soul is an outhirth of that sort of philogo-
phizing whose zreat maxim, according to Dr. Hodgson, iz : * What-
aver you are lolally ignorant of, assert 1o be the explanation of*
everything else,' "' In what sense, howaver, are we ignoant of
the soul? We cannot, it i= true, resplve it into simpler clewments.
We cannot define it in terms of matter.  But this s only what we
should expect, if personality be uoltimate, if' the soul be, as we
have ull along cliimed, a purﬂ manifestation of mind, The
difhculty i not that we do not know pursunn]iu' We do kuow it
s thinking, as feeling, as willing ; ns conscious of itself'; as con-
scions of itself ns an identical unit. We know it mclt. 35 We
shall see presently, more direetly and surely than we know any-
thing alse. The so-ealled difficulty, however, is that we know
personality as that which must be irresolvable and indefinalile,
becanse there 18 nothing simpler inmo which to resolve it or hy
which to defing it. But what is this, if not the demonstration of
the fitness of pcmcm'llit'.' to be the explunation of mental phe-
pomena at least? Thuos the objection in question, by m!]mg
attention to the ultimate character of personality, confirms in uu
small measure the position of this paper. An explanation tw be
adequate must be h:, means of what iz ultimate.

8. This position 15 positively affirmed by the great body of
rmputable philosophers and also by mankind in general, Tt was
held, at any rote in its essence, by Plato and Aristotle. ' It
meeived its complotely formal claboration inthe Middle Ages,'" It
was believed by Descartes, Locke, Leibmitz, Wolf, Berkeley.
" Kant adhered to it while denying its fruitfulness ns a premise
for«educing consaquences verifinbie here below."! By no one in
ancicnt or moderp times has it been more clearly and foreibly
expounded than by MeCosh, and by no one has it been so happily
stated as by ham, It is now deiended by the entire dualistic or spir-
itualistie or common-sengs school.  Bevond this, ' we meer" says
Lotze (Metaphysies, p. 238), ' with the wond soul in the luinguages
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ol all giviliged peoples; and thiz proves that the Imagination of
man mist have had reasons of weight for its supposition, that there.
is an existence of some special nature underlying the phenomena
of the inmer life as their subject or cause.” Even those who
would deny personality cannot speak without implying it. Of
course, this universal consent does not of itself demonstrate it
Frrors have been believed by the whole world, and false theories
have been advocated by the greatest philosopliers. Sill, as
Tlingworth has said, ** whatever we may think of the * argument
from universal consent,” taken by itsell, it must distinetly be
allowed weight when it corroborates and is corroborated by philos.
ophical analysis.""  Now it is thus with Personality, That it has
received assent for so long and so widely, as well as from minds 20
acute and so profound, is a strong argument for it beeanse there are
the best of reasons why it should be thus nssented to. In the first
| place, the other theories; as we have seen, are uot tenable. In
the second place, thiz theory is practically unavoidable. As we
observed at the owtses, its deninl would involve impossible results,
[Tt would mean, that all the soeinl distinetions on which social
' progress depends were unreal ; that the whole moral sphere was,
as the llindu pantheist holds that it is, an illusion ; that theology
was robbed of its subjects and religion, consequently, of ils life;
and that reasoning itsell was absurd just in proportion as it was
logical, These positions, bowever, we vannot aceept. We may
try to do so and we may even believe that we do so, but our
actions will belie us. We cannot practically deny personality
any wore than we can practieally deny reality or duslity, Justas
we are eonstramed, whatever may be our theories, to live as if' we
were in o real world and as if the distinetion between mind and
matter were real ; so, whatever may be our views, we cannot help
acting ns if wo stood in relation to persons. To do otherwise is
impossible ; for it would be to go ngainst the ultimate self-evident
reality of things. As well might the open eye pretend not toseel
when in the lght. The necessity of vision under such circum-
stances evinces as selfievident the fact of vision, Now it is pre-
cisely at this point that the force of the * argument from universal
cousent ' is felt. Tt proves that the necessity of our belief i
parsonality is not due to a mere idiosynerasy, but is a veal necessivy,
Otherwise, why should the great body of philosophers, though
differing mneh in other respects among themselves, formally hold
this belief? and espeeially, why should men the world over,
irespective of their theoretical views, always act as thougl they
were real persons and be unable to act as though they were not
A belief which iz thus universally necessary must be a really
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necessary belief; and, as wo saw in the first paper of this series,
renal necessity in the gase of a belie! can be explained only on the
ground that it is self-evident. Whes we see n precipice immedi-
ately belore ns, we cannot, if in onr senses, Lelp stopping, just
‘because it is self-evident that it is before ns. Thaus, as tlie case
is; the wruth of persomality could searcely receive stronger confirs
mntion than it does from this * argoment from general consent,'’
It testifies to the real necessity of tha beliel in personality nnd so
implios the selfevidenss of its truth,

4. Thas zelfevidence of the truth of peracnality may be clenrly
mn'r_ﬁi‘em_@d. Inideed, it is clearly munifested to all who will see it.
Every ong knows what we enll self, When we feel pain, we are
conations of onrselves as feeling it.  We fuel that it is our pain,
When we perceive the approach of danger, we are conscious of its
relation to ns.  We perseive it as danger to ourselves. When we
redsot we are conseions of ourselves ns reasoning. It is our argu-
ment. In g word, sslf is something froin which no man san really
escape.  Let him but think, and he cannot help becoming cou-
scious of the self that thinks, This is not disputed. Even Mr.
Milly the allest ehampion of the Assoviationist theory, defines the
nind as * o series of feslings aware of itsslf

Now this conscionsness of sell 12 consciousness of a parson. |
The very essence of the consciousness is individaality, unity, iden-
tity.  We funl that we are not the poain thal wo feel. There isn
shirp distinetion batween it nnid us, We leel that we are not the
tree that we perceive, There Is o shurp distinetion etween it and
us.  We feel that we are not the thought that we think, There
5 # sharp distinetion between it and us. Mors than this, we are
wonseious of self as digtingnished from its organs or instruments.
Iﬂouaﬂiuwm refiizes to 1dentify it with the nerve-calls and brain
lenrremts by means of which it may be proved to espross ftsell,
Though we learn that the material of these is constantly changing
80 that we do not have the same nerves or eells or brain ecarrents
(phat we did hove or shall have, we koow, too, aod it is the ope
thing that we cannot bring ouwrselves prctically to deny, that
Jour salf is the same self that was amd thot will be; that thoagh
everything is changing about ourselves nnd in ourselves, our iden-
ity remains: and that, consoquently, the zelf of whieh ultimately
we are consclons is an individuality distinet from all else, even
Broan tlie cells or vesicles of its own brain, that is tosay, is a spint.
If v some this may seem to be enlarging o the testimony of
aelleonseiousness, the nuswer is that it i3 uot enlarging on iv; iis
only formulating and wnfolding it.  Every one is practically con.
£cions, we had almost said s specially conscious, of the distine-
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tion hetween himseli’ and hiz own bedy. But this is not all an
which selfconsciousness iusists. We are cnnmg%ﬂmﬂﬂk}}"
with reference to spirit as well ns with reference_to iatter, -Per.
Laps it is of personality in this respest that we have the most
tively conseiousness.  We feel that we are pecnlintly distinet from
all otlrer men, from nll other spirita;  We never lose our personal
ilentity, however lorge maov become our cirele of acyuaintances:
We sometimes wish that we could, In the ease of thesa who
love aue another profoundly the consclousness of personality with
its implied individuality and identivy is frequently painful. Per-
sotls may be so intensely one in heart as to chafe that they ennboy
also be ane in essence, Indeed, it i when the consciousness of
self is strougest beciuse most p-nm.ﬁll that the sense of p-ﬂl'ﬂﬁh
ality is: keenest. E':mcmil} ig this so in relation to God, 1t is
usrnllr when we strive the hardest to lose unr;.ahc; M
our owe personality stands out the most gle-u‘i'r _

And how, even onlinanly, it does stand ont! As Prof. Ladl
says ( Phitosophy of Knowledge, p. 100). ** An immediateness of
Enowledge which surpasses that with which T know mysell as
here and now existent, cannot be gained by any sharpening or
n]mrm}w of the mental facultles. Nor can any truer nnd surér
envisngement of teality be made even an object of 1mugmmim1,
Indeed, all that I conceive of as * intoitive,” as doing away with
all bartiers between knowing :rl.l'h]m.t. and reality known, i mﬂ_
ceived of after the type of my experience with mysell. How can’
angels, or even God, know nnﬂhmg more ITIﬂ.I.Ih!Mh]j’ and trans-
|1-uum]v Aven, object to subject, in the unity of the a’cubram ﬂf]
eognition than is iy here-and-now existence to my hereand-now.
exiswent-sell 7'’ How, then. may the reality of persomlity be
tenied ? To do so i3 to contradict precisely that testimony of
conscionsnass which, as Prof. Ladd elsewhere remarks in sub-
stance, 1s clearest and strongest.  In o word, not to aceept person-
nlity ng -l”-'“-‘k the distinet identienl entity that it seems to us to h&
i our eonstioEneas of 2ol 15 Lo g6t III.EII.]II of all rﬂﬂiitmﬁ the m.nﬂ
self-evidant.

5. But even this is not all. Tt 18 to set aside that reality shich,
as it were, gives form to all other realities, which, indeed, gﬂ'ﬂ
us the very iden of reality, Az Profl Ladd savs in LJ.l:. q1mtnum
made above from Lim, ** all that T can conceive of as ' intuitive
_ . i3 coneeived of after the type of wmy experience w:ﬂ;
mysell.”  As Illingworth has wriiten {f‘y:raunaﬂty Human a
Divine, p. 52), ** There can be no question whatever that our
whole iden of substance, as the permanent substratum which
underlies nnd conneets a varety of attributes into that unizy
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which we vall o *thing," is derved exclusively from our wwi
N&pﬂﬂeﬂcﬂ of o permanent sell, undedying (or understanding) all
‘our affeetions and manli'eat.n,tmns *andd, as I would add, revealing
its “n'ﬂ'j'-ﬂﬂf o HJ.HIIJ.. In like manmer, it is from our own eon-
seiousness of sell' g willing and so energizing thut we derive our
‘idea of power, And our belief in God—is it not rooted in anl
determined by our sense of personal a!e;mndmm on o being who,
(though infinite, must still be o person?  Surely, thew, if we mre
.mh&;ﬁ we are bound to okl te personality as well s to duality.
Pﬁmmﬁt«y is ot only the most ‘sellevident of all realities; itis
also, in tho profound sense just considered, the reality of renlity.

PRINCETON. W, BRENTOX (FREENE, JE.
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DR. ABRAHAM KUYPER.*
L.

T goes without saying thot the following pages do not contain
everything that might well be asid about Dr. Kuvper. What

* [ We depart from oor ordinary costom of publishing only fresh articles written
expressly for the HEVIEW, fo onder to give o readéts o thanslation of this, oo
dgnbt semewhil inndequate, secorut of Dir. Kuyper's Tife up to 1888 by Jhr, ALy,
Witsius H. de Savornio Lohman, Do Dutel #f forms one of the i=aoes of o series
of heoklets pubiished by H. 1, Tieenk Willink at Hanrlem, under the editor-
ship of Dr, E, Ir Pijtel, and designed to describe the NWannen can Beteelbenis in Onze
Dagen ; and 10 appeared a5 long o as 15289, This early date, of coorse, detiracts
seriomsly from the gompleteness of the sketeh @ for fo far from D, Kuyper having
been |dle during the last lecade, this §a precisely the period of bis grestest
activity amil of hisgmates! schievements in Chinreh sl Btate—inclwliog his breach
with fhe State Church snd his sngeessinl leniling of o targe bodv of ** Doleerenden’
(pa Bis followers were suggestively called ] out of its bondpges amil fimally into wiiod
with the * Choiatian Reformed Chureles, "' so forming the srong existing body of
free charehes known as'the * Gereformeerdse Kerken " Mr. Witglus Lohman las,
however, given o fnir sicoont of T, Koyper'stenchings doring the sarlier vears of
his public notivity, nnd the faets thar the sivess of the shetoh s Infd rather on Dr,
Kuyper's political prozrum than oo his theological work and that b is written dis-
tinetly for o Duich andience, we are persnaded, constitute an apparcot tather than
read drowhnck o {ts nsefolness, For Dy, Kuyperisabont fo make himsalf known to
the Amerleas public io bis work as a theologln—not osly in the courseof ** Stone
Lovtumoe " oo Calrdniem which be will deliver before the Theslogionl Semionry st
Prineeton this automn; botin the translation of & portion of his Encyefopardia af
Saered Thealegy jnst mow sppearing from the preas of Charles Seriboer’s Sons :
and there may he some danger thol we shonld not realize that he Tlias long beén as
sigoificont o fgnee in the political life of present-day Holland as in its theologicnl
thought. This essay may be taken, therefore, o supplying In some aocta prelim-
inaty preparation for the knowledge of the map which we shall derive from Dis

il
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THE METAPHYSICS OF CHRISTIAN
APOLOGETICS.

IV. MorpaniTy.

E have now ddisenssed the first three of the fundamental
truths of Chrstian apologeties.  We have, a8 we think,
established Reality, or the trath that what we term substance 1s
not mere appearance, but has being of its own; Duality, or the
truth that substance is of two kinds, essentially different nnd
mutailly exelusive, mind wul matter; and Personality, or the
fruth thur mind, in one of i= formsz ar lesst, exists as -zelf-con-
seions entitics that we call persons. Thus far, then, we have
confingd ourselves to the sphere of the actual. The ¢uestions
that we have nsked have been: s there Reality 7 OF how many
sorts ig it 7  What are the charneteristios of these ?  In every case
aur ingudry has been as to what 5, and only a8 to what is. In
taking up the fourth of the fundamental traths of Chrstian apolo-
setics, howover, we enter o radieally difterent sphere.  In simply
menum:mg Morality, we pass at once from the actual to the ideal.
Tlhe l]_l.ll."h'tll}l'l immedintely eoncorns, not whot is, hut what sughe
to be.  Duty, not fact, engages our attention.

But what 18 meant by duty, which the word ought iz felt by all
to express ! This needs to be elearly determined 3 for, a8 has just
been implied, morality i= rooted in the idea of onghtness and
drows througl the practical reconition of the particular daties iu
which vughtness unfolds itself. No defiuition, however, may le
nl;u'mp:ml Like all words desiguating knowledge given directly
i intiition, ought eannot be analyvtienlly defined.  As in the cose
of being or reality, there is uut.hmg Hlll:llﬂr..-l‘ into which to resolve
it and by which to explain it. Yet while this is so, it does unot
follow thatit cannot be discerped.  On the contrary, it is kuown |
intunitively, and it iz thus known as certainly as reality 15, In short,
the idea of oughtness, ns that of zeality, is so simple that, if no
definition is possible; so none is required. Moreover, though the
idea of onghiness eannot be defined, it ean be deseribed. We
ennnot classify it by referring it to any genus, but we can point out
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the features characterisiie of all the species, so to speak, which
it fself embraces. These fearures ave three. First, onghuness
necessarily calls attention to am idenl. It points, not to ﬂa%gﬁm
but to +r.].mt. is 1~n,:.fsnlu=d as o standud for the uu:ml When 1
sav, You are honest, I affim honesty to be a trait of vour char-
acter, When I snv, You ought to be honest, I affiom honesty to
be an essential of the standard for vour chamcter. 1 refer, not to
what you are, but to that which sustains sneh a relation to what
vom are as 10 be to vou an obligatory ideal : and it is the fact of
thiz relationship, and so the cbjectivity, aswell as the binding
foree, of the particalar ideal to which it relates you, that my use
of the word ought fndicates, "ihnou-.lh (& p=s lm@uﬂﬁe

ageney. Y oumay say, Thou uuuhr.ust uul:gu};}‘:rﬁmmn An
1-1t:nT1:. possible uulr for a =c1i -determining being.  Thus one who
haz been m:,amunnﬁ.! 1z not blameworthy, oven thuugh L Joes
what in his pase before e was mesmerized would have been a
grievons sin,  The reason is not that he has not vieluted what
wag his troe ideal, but that it is an ideal for him no longer. Just
so suon 45 his will pnssed uoder the control of the mesmerizer he
became ineapable of having an ideal, Thoun oughtest might ba
gaid to him nomore thon to a'stone. With the logs of self-deters
uination he left a1 once the sphere of momlity. Free-ngeney,
Liowevear, 13 not so much a further ¢haractonizstic of the moral as it
i5 the other side of it. If, on the one hand, ought, as we have
seen, by expressing the relation between ourselves and our ideal,

affirms ita existence and binding force for each ope of us; on the
other hand, by bringing us thus into relation to an ideal, it de-
clares our power of self-determination, It would not, therefore, be
ineorrect to sav that morality in its objective reference points to
an obligntory ideal, and that in its subjective reference it empha-
sizes froc-ngeney ; or, a3 Pres. Patton has put it ($he Pres. Bev,
Vol vii, No. xxv, p. Ld4), ~in the iden of ougltnese there is
involved, not only un obligntory Lieal, but a Free-Azent."
Thirdly, morality always supposes personnlity. Only to o seif-

conscious being, # person, may Thou onghtest be said. This is 50
leeause the oblizatory ideal imphied in Thou oughtest becomes
inenningloss except in the caze of one who, in ddditon to being
v navure abile to recognize it as an ideal amd particularly as ity
ieal binding oo biweself, can also compare himself with it and
then trv to bring himself up to i, and so make it the practical
ideal that he has already felt it to be.  For this reason i beast's
life must be non-moral, Though he determines himszelf, he ean
ido so only as he pleases; he cannot do so a3 he onght, An
obligatory ideal is impossible for him, inasmuch as he is not self.
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conselous,  Singe he cannot compare himself with it, it coald hove
no foree, and =0 has o existence, in his case. Soach, then, are
the three essential fentures of what we may call the sphere of
oughtness as distinguished from that of actnality. Whenever they
nre combingd we may and must say, Thon oughtest, Let even
one of them, however, be absent, and pught cinnot be used with-
out nonsense, Of these three features the thind, Personality, has
Lieen discussed, and its teath vindicated, as we believe, in the
paper immediately preceding this in this series, In onler to the
establishment of the basis of morality two questions, therefors,
gatory ideal and the ingquiry as to free-amency. These, then, muost
now cloim onr attention.

I. Their supreme importance appears, first of all, in their reln:
tion to apologetics.  They form the very foundation of that one of
the arguments for God which most philosophers have regnrded as
the strongest. and which Kant proncunced the enly wvalid one.
Could it be shown that there iz no ideal obligatory on us: that
ought meant originally no more than what is best for us, and that
ought not meant only dread of punishmnent; in o word, thot Bain's
or Spenter's acconnt of the genesis of these ideas is true—oeould
this be established, the Moral Argument for God, at least in itz |
common form, would fall. The idea of ouglitness, on which it is
built, the categorigal imperative on which it rests, would not be
entitled to much respect, and certainly could not be the ground for
our belief in a Aaghteous Law-giver and Governor of the universe,
if we were obliged to admit that in reality they were only the last
counsel of a * take care of number one' policy. Hence, the
necessity of wvindieating the intuitional character of oughtness.
Deay the moral lnw which it emphasizes, and men will at once
begin to ask, Why should we, nay, how ean we, believe in a
Moral Ruler of the world? Do away with daty, and vou will
seem to do away with God,

The importanee of the questions under considerition is seen
quité ns clearly in dogmatics. Not only does this everywheie
proceed on the great fncts of an objective obligatory ideal for meu
and of their free-agency, but it i= in its velation o morality thit
it finds its explanation. Thus the historic events of which its
doctrines are the interpretation were all in onler to holiness, to
the complete realization of that which ought to be. For example,
Christ came from heaven to earth, " not to destroy, but to fulfill
the law,”" our obligatory ideal. He died that we might beeome
 holy and withont blemish before Him in love.” We are jus.
tificd on the ground of His sacrificial bloed thatwe may be sancti-
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fiedd by the inworking of His Spirit. The redemption which is in
Christ iz, therefore, fundamentally and throughout moml, the
doing whaet, in view of our sin, onght o be done by God, if He
wotld express His love for us by enabling us to bacome what, in
view of our relation to Him, we ought to be. According to what,
wu believe to be the Word of God, it could d not_be uthcm’lsu“‘ﬁ'm
is invariably represented oz essentially moral, as ulwn}s amil in all
rospecta all that He ought to be, as thus the absolute ideal. Tu-
dermine maorality, mmﬁl:quﬂml}f, by denying what we have scen to
i ite basal facts, and Christian theology is left without ite reasen
orenil, nay, its very snbstance is evaporated, It ig nothing, if it
be not the theology of morality, nud it is preEminently the moral
theology. It 12 rooted in oughtoess, it grows only in the atmos-
phere of oughtness, its frait is the perfection of oughtness. The
lave of Christ 15 essentially righteous.

Again, the importance of the inquiries that we are prosecuting ap-
penrs in o their relation to human destiny.  The immortality of the
zonl gonld seareely huve been imagined save from the moral stand-
potut 3 and certainly its defense will be most feeble if condueted on
any other than the moral basis, Tt is only when we regard ourselves
az self-determining beings, 30 created that we may realize the divine
ideal for us—it is not until then that the opportunitics of the life
that now is, for owr moral development, for our reward, for our pun-
1ishment, become so selb-evidently insufficient that it is fult that rea
son itsell demands the life everlasting.  Inoa word; let o man deny
that he is self-determining, and that he is under law to determing
himself nceording to law, anid he ean hardly help admitting thot
he is to die as the dog dies. Kwen thus is our hope for the future
a mord] ong. It can flod little nourishment outside the moral
aphare,

This sureests the bnmense importance of the questions under
disenssion even to the most practical interests of the present; hife.
Our attitnde toward this depends very largely on our hEHef'\ﬁt_:ﬁ
respect to the future, Hence, the Epicurean maxim, * Let us ent
and dnnk, for to-morrow we die,”"  Nothing so certainly robs life
kere of its value as the thonght that there will beno Iife heraftor.
And so it is that the foundations of morality, inasmueh as they are
niso the natural foundations of the hope of immortality, are the
nocessary bases of individual and social prosperity aud bhappiness.
This is so, indeed, directly, as well as because of the reiation of
morality to our views econcerning the future. What, for examyle,
would be the effect on us, did we really believe, that we had lost
the power of zelf-determination ; that we were mers crestnres of
cireumstanee 3 that we were swept along irresistibly by the forces

bl
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up the stream of onr descent? ALl stimulus to effort woull at
once bie destroved. Tuable even to influence our development,
why should we strive to be other than we are?  Why should we
endeavor to realize our ideal, to make the most of ourselves, to
bring in the kingdom of God ? There could be noideal abligatory
on s mo law for us, o goal for our attainment. Life would be
absolutely devoid of interest. It would mean no more for us than
it dots for the stone.  Nor would it be materially different, though
the power of self.-determination were preserved. It 1s the obliga-
tory ideal that gives to this power its worth and, to a high degree,
its value. Suppese that we had no other hasis of cholce than our
present liles and dislikes. Suppese that we had no conception of
a law above us and a corresponding ideal within us demanding
our obedience and devotion. Suppose that we had never heard
and could not hear the solemn but majestic bmperative, Thou
oughtest.  How would our self-determination differ essentially from
that of the hog turning himself from his rooting to the garbage
that he craves? How would our life be nobler than that of the
beast that perishes? Hew would human progress be possible !
How would vivilizntion be evenconceivable ? They are, therefors,
0o questions of merely theoretien] interest that come before us
when we undertake the vindiestion of the bases of morality. Ou
the contmry, they are infuines on the answer to which depend the
validity of much of Chiistian apologetics, the existence of Chrs-
tian dogmatics, the natural hope of immortality, even the present
well-being of may and the very continunnce of human society,
Nor here in the moral sphere any more than elsawhers may it
be urged that practice is independent of belief and that, conse-
guently, it iz of o great importance what views are beld on the
questions that we gre considering. Indeed, it is in the moral
sphers as nowhers else that mistakes in thinking issne in disease,
death, and corraption. This is theexplanation of the pessimism of
Indin. Life haslost all value to its millions because it lias lost all
dignity, and its glory hos thus departed because of the pantheism
in which for centunes the Mindus have been trained, They have
ceased to regard themselves sell-detenmiming.  So, teo, the sensn-
tipnal plilosophy issued in sensualism.  Fvenhad human freedom
not been denied, men could not long have continuéd to strive
towarl a supersenzible ideal when they were taught that the senses
were the only inleta of knowledze. Let us therefore tnke up at
onge these two questions with reference to which it is of such
suprame practical moment that the truth should be exactly ascer-
tained and resolusely held.

¢ II. The first of these relates w the objective Obligatory ldeal,
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That we may confine the discnssion within the narrow limits
p-u'nl.im.'{l we will tonzider
. The Status Questionis.—Our inquiry, then, is not concerned

wnh the genesis of the seuse of oughtness, When and how this
selze emerges, when and how the child first becomes conscious of
the difference between T want and T oueht, when and how he Hses
from the intuition of this distinction in individual cases to the con-
ception of the general law which they revenl—this it would be
interesting nnd useful to determine; buy it is aside from our pur-
pose. It is & psvchologienl rather than a metaphysical study.
Noris the question us to the ufficient cause of the sense of ought-
ne=s, anil of the law and ideal which it implies. We koow that
these point to God as their suthor. Conscience is not His voice,
but it calls attention to His “ law svwritten om the heart.” This;
hiswever, though 4 truth which is second to none in importance, 18
not 50 Mundomental ag that swhich iz before us, It 18 theclogieal
rither than metaphyvsical. Nor, again, dogs the inquiry refer to
the ground of the obligatory ideal. What is that which makes it
what it 1s?  What is the ultimate test of right? Why ought we
to do this? Why onght we pot to do that? This ground of
duty, this test of right, we find in the divine nature as expressed
in the divine will for us. We ought to do what God has com-
manded, and, in our sphers and megsure, to be what He is; anl
we onght thus to be holy because Heis holy. Yet these truths,
profound though they are, mny not claim vindication at our hands.
They belong to ethics, not to metaphysics. Nor, once more, does
the question relate to the end or purpose of the obligatory ideal,
Cleﬁ.rh' itz design is that we may become like the God who has
given it to ws and whose nature ig its groumd. But this truth,
while of the highest practical worth, we may not develop, Itis
religions; it is not metaphysical. In opposition to all these
inquiries, psychelogical, theologieal, ethical, and religious, the one
to which we must now address ourselves is metaphysienl. I
underlies and conditions all the questions just named. It is simply
this, [s there an objective obligatery fdeal? There seemns to be
Conscience calls attention to it.  Consciousness testifies to nothing
more clearly thun to its imperative, Is tlis testimony, however,
trustworthy ¥ Ts there really o Iaw above uz and a corresponding
ideal within us that we ought to obey it spite of cousequences; or
can this idea of duty be so explained that whet is unique in it, its
oughtness and the implied objective law and ideal, will be ex-
plained away ?

2. There are those who claim that it ean be, They may be
divided, speaking generally, into the following three schools, the
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first twao of which, nt least at present, usually to a greater or less
gxtent, combine their meihods
«  The Awsociationists, —These would got rid of an obligatory ideal
iy rmv_it_]gm'm;n of duty into the wlen of happiness; and they,
would identify the former idea with the latter by means of the
principle of association, This class of morlists, though fore.
shadowed by Hobbes, hiad its real Beginning, at any rate in modemn
times, with John Locke. le opeaed the way forit in lns wall-
known denial of what he conceived to be the doctrine of innate
idens. Thiz he applied to ethics as wall az o peycholozy.
“* Moral prineiples,’’ says he (i, 8), *' are even further removed
than intellectual ones from any title to be innate Tlis successor
Hartley rejected the intellectunl side of his philosophy and
l'lamlnpad a materialistic psychelogy. Indeed; he affirma (3, 360)
that ** all our most complex ideas arise from sensation, and reflec-
tion 13 not & distinet source, as Mr. Locke makes it.”"  According
to Hartley, therefore, *¢ there exists no morality founded on the
eternal reasons und relntions of things, but all notions of nght
and wrong nrocesd from association alone, from elusters of idsas
which are only modified sensations—all offection as well as all
reasoning being the mere result of association " (i, 488), That is,
believing with Locke that happiness was the prineiple of morals,
whatever expericnee showed to be conducive 1o pleasurable feel-
ings he regarded as obligatory, and he explnined how the jdea of
duty eame to appear original and independent on the ground that
the ides whick forms the link of nssociation may be forgotten
though the association itself continues, Thus the iden of honesty
iz associated with the ulen of pleasure by heing the best, the most
pleasure-producing poliey. This fact, however, may be lost sight
of but the associution remain; and then honesty will be prac-
ticad, and will seem to be considerad obligatory, for itself ; becanse
it is a duty, and not becanze it is expedient. Ttis as in the case
of the miser and his money. To others and to himself be appenrs
tor love it for 1tself, Yet really he began to love it for the con-
veniences which it supplied. The chain of associntion holds,
though the link of utlity is no longer pereeived. By Hartley,
then, the obligatory ideal is resolved into such conduet as we Fave
found nssociated with pleasurable sensations. This empirical and
arbitrary view of oblization was buttressed by Hume. TIn his
[r:elebratud doctrine of causation he denied all connection between
canae and effect except & merely customary one. A virtuous act
he regarded as such, not becnuse it waz fitted to aronse n feeling
of satigfuetion in us, but simply becauss experience showed that
the latter generally followed the former. Thus to Hume's mind
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honesty was right only for the reason that it usually tarned ont to
be best. It was neither right in itsell norin itself adapted, so fur
15 wa cold say; to promote p rosperity. It was found to do 2a:
henee it became a duty. Should dishenesty appear 1o have the
same resuly it would be equally a duty. This travesty of duty
Pualey tried to spintaalize by substituiing for individual sensntions
of plnusurf: or feelings of approbation the everlnsting happivess of
heaven. Hé defined virtue as * the doing good to maukind, in
obedience to the will of God, for the sake of everlusting happi-
ness,"" In the final analysis, therefore, he made the oughtness of
stute or netion to depend on its assoeiarion with, or rather i1s teén
dency toward, the individual’s eternal glory ; and ageording to him,
the anly essential difference between the saint and the sinper was that |
the former was wise and the latter foolish. Paler's contemporary
Bentham developed this school of meorals along guite different
lings™ On the one hand, he went back and affirned the Epicarean
doetrine that pleasure wos the chief good.  On the other hand, be
went forward and made the true principle of momls to by, tot
aven the everlssting happiness of the individual, but what he
called "' the greatest good of the greawest number.'" A further

aml szarcely consistent step was taken by Joln Stuart Mill
‘“ Dgparting from the original idea of his %lmm
pleasnre is the only good, and that pleasures ditfer from one an-
other only in intensity, he interpolated into the geners]l idea of
fuantity of happiness the diseriminaring idea of quality.”’ Regond
tor the hichest h&pplllﬂb& rather than for the orentest amount of
pleasure ke made the spnm! of maral action. He even allowed as
o psy vhological fact that virtne may become **a good in irself,
without lul.rhmg to any énd beyvond it," and that the miod iz not
inaright state unless it love virtue *fas o thing desirmble in
wself.”  Yer that, though speaking thus, he continued an associa-
tionist appears in this, that he sought to aceount for the phe-
nomena referred to by his famons principie of the chemistry of
the sssocianon of idens. *F The only eolor for repreésenting our
moral judgments 43 the result of a peculiar part of our natore, is
that our feelings of worl approbation and disspprobation ure
really peculiar feelings. But 1= it not notorions that peuliar feel-
ings. unlike any others we have experience of are created by
nssociation every day ?" (Ddz. pp. 189, 140), That is, while
admitting that the icea of duty is now distinet from the iden of
happiness, he, too, clains that it was identieal withit. Whever
resiilted in the highest happiness was daty.  This was the explan-
ation of mn__ilmm;.,,-g, The doing of dutv bins come to be regarded
ng o purt Uf happiness and sohns in irself aun end and L}]lls to be
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dape for its own sake, only because of itz invarable association
with the highest happiness. In this mannper is it attempted to
explain away our oblisatory ideal. The categorical impeérative
seems to refer to an objective and absolute law, but it is mersly
for the reason that we iistake for this the desire for the happiness
which results from obedience to it. In reality, might i culy the
highest expodiency ; the sense of duty is only the senze of pro-
dence ; the moral law iz ouly the rule of wisdom. What ought T
o do ¥ is only the polite way of asking, What will pay ? There
is no objective obligatory ideal. The idea of oughtness originates
in our feelings of pleasure and pain,

To this widely prevalent theory the following objections, if appre.
cintod, would seem to be fatal. The distinetion between high anid
Tow '['IiE‘-'_E-_Sl_lIES which Mr. Mill introduces and which makes him the
most attractive and plansible of associationists 1s suicidal to him and
to higschiool. To sed thisit is necessary simply to remember that the
azentin] difference in the quality of high and low plensnres isnot a
matter w be ascertained by any experience, but, as Dackie says
{ Four Plases of Morals, p. 343), epongs divectly out of the intellec-
tual and emotional nature of nan, asserting its own innate superi-
ity precisely as light asserts itself over darkness, and order over
contusion.'"  That iz, the reason why there are high and low pleas-
wres is that there are beings zoch that we may speak of them as
in themselves high or low. Thus intellectual pleasures are not
pleasures at all 1o a pig, becanse a pig is incapable of them, and a
bad man can see nothine desirable in virtne by itself becaunse he
isincapable of such delight, Itis thefaot that a pig is a pig,
which makes us say that his pleasures are and must be low. It is
the fact that annn is o man which makes us sy that his pleasares,
if appropriate to him, are high and that &l his pleasures should
be so. It 15 the fact that o good man 15 good which makes us say
that his pla:;.:unﬂ aru the ]ﬁghv.—:t of all. To regand, thensfore,
with Mr. Mill, the highest happiness as the sole principle of morals
15 1o contradice yoursell, Notasa principle or otherwise enn the
highesi happiness be éven conceived by itself. Tt necessnnly pre-
supposes another and independent frinciple by conformity with
whiel it i5 seen to be the highest, That there is innate in man
an ideal—thiz it is that renders his pleasure higher than that of
the creatures below him and enables us to discriminate between
the kappiness of different men as higher and lower.

Moreover, this distinetion must be introdueed. By introducing
{1t Mr. M1l contradieted his theory, hut by net introducing it his
| predecessors contradicterl common sense. The distinetion as to

the quality of pleasures is so real, so palpable, that to ignore it
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nrgues imbeeility or willful perversity or both.  Tt-is absurd to say
thiat the only difference between the happiness of the London roué
anil the happiness of My, Gladstone was that the latter had more
of it. Tt is equally absurd, 5 Blackie writes, to resard ** o Joseph
Mazzini eonsecrating his whole lfe with the most intensze enthn-
sinsm to the ideal of o posaible Ttalinn repulilic as being as much
an Epleurean as David Hume sneering at all enthusiasm, and
plensing his soul with the delicate Aatteries of fair dames in a
Parisian saloon.  This is to confound all things, and to reduce the
whole affair to a fence of words rather than to n battle of princ-
ple.”” 1In short, thiz gualitative distinction must be recognized,
and that it eannot be recognized without invalidating the theory
that we are considering is certainly fatal to the theory.

Were thiz not so, however, its refutation woald be easy on other
gronnds. Ttsiustrument is the association of idens, and this eannot do
whiat is required.” For example, what is denunded on this theory is
¢ that the sensation of pleasnme shall be changad into the idea of ought.

ness. This is what the associationist nlnunz has talken place. We
come to regard as obligatory what we ut first looked on a5 desir-
able only. Now can the mere association of idens effect this
wonderful transformatlon of « feeling into an idea so radieally
different from it ?  We claim that it cannot.  Give us mere sensa-
tions of plensure, and no reproduction of them, even through nsso-
| giation, will make of them more than ideas of pleasnre. Things
are not altered by uniting them, and no more are ideas and feelings
by associating them, An apple and an omnge will be only an
apple and an ormnge when looked at together, and the idea of
honesty and the iden of pleasure will be only the idea of honesty
and the idea of pleasure when thoughe of together. The laws of
agsociation ean explain why thev come to be thought of together,
but that is all. Nor does Mr. Mill help matters when he represents
the association of ideas us * a process of a siiular kind to chemical
aperations "' (Logie, Do vt . 1v, $8). The compirison is not justi-
fled by the faets.  See what is implied in the production of & new
body hy chemical composition. Theré is one element, oxygen,
for example, with its properties, and another elenient, hydrogen,
with its properties, a mutnal action in which thers is potenual
energy expended, and o new prodnet with its properties; and it
is this mutunal netion, which we nsme chemieal affinity and swhose
laws we try to determine, that canses the new element. In the
agaocintion of idess, however, it is quite different. We have two
idens, the idea, we will say, of honesty, anl the idea of pros-
perity ; and because these two idens are found to follow one
ahother, we are told that there rvesultz the thind and dissimilar
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idea of the obligation to houesty. Dut this is a nenesequitur.
[ileas nre uot elements with properties.  Above ull, the mutual
netion of thie combined elements, invelving 1he oporation of cliéc.
tricity, or of some oné of the correlated forees of the universe, is
not obaervable in the case of the nsspcintion of ideas,  That is,
what makes the new product when chemical elements are properly
eon bined appears to be absent even when ideas are rightly associ-
ated. At the very point thatis sssential, therefore, the comparizon
breaks down, It lellows, consequently, that the instrument of
this theory is not what it is eragleed up to be  Indeed, it is quoite
ineffective. It can explain how it is that idens rise together in)
thouelit : but it connot give the new ides which it must urigium.uj
if the theory izta hold. It can tell us why it is easy for us to
think of certain things as obligatory, but it cannet tell us how the
it gughtness pame to be in onr minds,

Waore oven this not so, however, the sitnation would be prace.
cally the same. Letnssociation do all that 15 asked of it, sull the
agsociationists conld not save themaelves, The cornerstone of their
svstem is that *° pleasure is the chief good”" and thatall oar desires
miy b veduced to the desire for happingss. Bt is thiszo ! Dous
not the claim that it s rest oo a false psychology 7 Whit is the
mennivg of the conflict which every one cxpedences snd which
more than pll else distinguishes huwman life from other lifo, the
conflict between duty and plessure, betwoen what we feel that we
oueht to do s whit we would like to do? Thiseonflictis cither
real or unrial, If it be real, it Doplies two distinet awd, in the
case at issue, antagonistic prineiples.  If it be unreal, then human
Tife is but a fares, That in it which gives to it its dignity and
meaning is n delusion,

Finally, the comerstone of the theory under review rests on
a foundation that is no foundation Mhis is sensationalism.
As we noticed at the outset, associntionists would find the origin

|of moral distinetions, a3 of all distinetions, in the feelings

This; however, is to put the cart before the horse. " A feeling
presupposes some reality present to cdonsciousncss or Contem-
templated in thought.” Thussugar is not saccharine becanse it is
agrecuble to the tagte; it is agreeable to the taste beéecause it is
sicehuringe.  In like manner, moral [eelings presappose  the
knowledge and so the independent existence of moral distinctions,
Thus virtue i3 not vight because it gives satishaction; it gives
satisfaction because it is right. In short, the sense of oughiness
s0 far from being capable of resolution into some other fecling,
itself, as a feeling, presupposes the knowledge of an objective
obligatory idenl. That is, the associntionist would explain away
the iden of duty by what itself invelves it.
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The Speial Evplutionists.—Acconding to this school, man be-
comes social by dey elopment, and as he does so he becomes moral.
Fvalution, notassociation, ns in the theory just disenssed, plays the
vhiel part, sympathy takes the place of selfishnesz, and, above sll,
it is our ancestral experience, aud not merely our experience as:
wddividunls, that is considered.  The sense of oughtness iz not due
to the assoeintion of eertain kinds of conduet with the gratifien-
tion of our own selfish feelings : iv is rather the resolt of ages of
socinl evolution under the influence munly of sympathy with
others, The process of thiz evelution iz varionslv zet forth, It
may be atndied in sach writers as Darwin, Wallace, Spenser, and
Fislee, The exposition of the last-named 13 so concise, so lueid,
and so representative, that an epitome of it s all thay we shall
atiem .

On this theory, then, a2 on that just noticed, there iz no objee-
uve obligatory idenl. The moral sense, which seems to us to
waply it, i# not inherent inman. Tt does not pertain to him as
man, In his firss estate he lived for his own pleasure unI}': he
had oo moral sense. On the contrary, this 1s *f the last and
oblest product of evolution which we tan ever kuow ™ (Outlines
of Cosmie Philosophy, Vol, ii, p. 824). It is a mistake 1o regard it
as an ultimnte fact. * ineapable of being analyzed into simpler
emotional elements ;" becavse, * though wleimate for each indi-
vidual " at the present time, it is ** derivative and , . . . has been
buile up out of slowly orgamized experiences of pleasures and
pains ' (#dd, p. 327), These experiences are its ** emotional
antecedents,” ** ns exhibited in ancestral tvpes of psychical hife "
(thid., p. 227), So far this theory is like that just examined ; both
get the idea of duty from feelings of pleasure and prin. At this
point, however, the difference between the two methods appenrs.
That now undep review sceounts for the orgnnization of the above-
mentioned feelings into the idea of doty by the emergence and
iwrowth of sociality, With it ardses the germ of the moral
sense,  Hefore man beeame o soeial being his feelings were whally
selfish or epoistic. Az soon sz he s a socisl being, however, his
feelings become ego-altruissic, That is, while he still lives for his
own bappiness, he seeks it now in the manner m which the
family, the tribe, the nation, in a word, sociewy, regards him, The
somplete development of ' the germ of o moral sense " whiel the
savage thus acruires as the result of his entmnee on social life has
bieen aceomplislied by ** the enormous expansion of sympathy due
to the continued integration of communities.”” That is to say, the
multiplication  and IPE'.['fFC’UnE of the relationships of sOeLy
werease and diversify our sympathy ; and this, though, as ' the
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power of ideally reproducing in ourselves the paims of avother,”
it is o kind of self-pleasing, innsmuch as what it impels us to do 13
to remove thint which it is painful for us tosee—this sympnthy
gradually lases this chameter, because it ceases to be ** the power
of reproducing n one's self the pain of another,” and becomes
the power of ' representing feelings detached from the incidents
of particular cases,” from which power there comes the " insting-
tive nbhorrenes of detions which the oreanieally rogistered experi-
ence of maniind has nssecinted with pain or evil," a power that,
“ns the sympathetic feclings are extended over wider and wider
arens,” becomes stronger and stronger, until 4t last it penerates
“an abstract moral sense, so free from the element of personality
that to grosser minds it is unintelligible " (%id,, pp. 853, 556),
The final stage in this process is the development of what are callesd
the self megarding virtaes, This is reached when *‘ethical concep-
tions begin to be reflected back upon the conduct of the individual
where itconcems chiefly or only himself."! Hence, for sxample
the conviction that it is wisked to nexlect one’s own health or cal-
ture. Thus moral growth and perfection are the resnlt of the
sympathy which social relations sthnulate.

The question, however, arses at this point, IHow did wan
become o social being and thes acquire * the germ of the moml
senge’?  Granted that its development haz beeu expluined, we
still need to aovount for its origin, There is yet to be bridged the
tremendous chnsm hetween man when, sccording to Mr, Fiske,
he was only a gregarious creature moved merely by feelings of
pleasure and pnin, and man when he had become a social being
unicler the control of ideas of nght and wrong, though as yet hut
in perm, How will oven the social evolutionist make this pas-
sage ! Y By the threefold bndge of sympathy, remorse, nmil
mythology." Sympathy, as has been implied, is *' the power of
reproducing in one's seli the pleasures and pains of another per-
son.’”  This power is ** manifested in o rudimentary form by all
grogarions animals of a moderate intelligence,”” and it will be
atrengthentd and further developed when o number of i
viduals are brought into closer and more endunng relntionships,”
U Given this rudimentary capueity of sympathy, we can see how
family integration must alter and complicate the emational incen-
tives to action ' (abid,, p. 8463 This sympathy avill affect
vonduet within the family or clan ;" and it will affect it them
beeause " a curb ' 15 puy upou the exercise of “ brutelike preda-
tory instineis ' by 6 nascent public opinion, which lauds netions
bensficial 1o the clan and frowns upon actions detrimental to it,"*
and which is the product of *‘a sense of collective pleasure or
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pain,'’  Thus ' the mere animal incentives comprised in personal
pleasnpes and pains ' must be often overruled, ' The 1;,._1_-,'2{ of
the dividus] must begin to vield tothe good of the ccmmnimtv ol
(bid., pp. 945, H43).  This process is greatly sided by remorse.
It is enused by the contrast between past and wiskar besniiss
selfish impressions aud the ever-enduring social instinets, “* The
ineentives to actions beneficial to the community are alwivs stead-
ily in operation,” while ** the purely selfish jfmpolses™ nre
“ accompanied by pleasures that are brief in domtion and leave
behind memoriez of comparatively shight vividness.” * Copse.
guently, when one of the latter hag been gratified, the fact that
the impression which remans is weak conpared with that which
woulid have remained if one of the former had been obeved, ocea-
siops dissatisfaction with conduer " (iid, p. 8458), Thus, ngain,
disinterested action 1= promoted. At the poimt at which some
enriosity is felt concermng the causes of phmmmenn mﬂhu‘lug"_w
emerges in the form of feu-..lusm, and furnishes incentives of o

mysterions and supernntural character. * The objeet of worhip
that it presents is reckoned the tutelary deity of the tribe, and is
supposed to punish actions condemned by the community "' (£8id,,
p. D). Thus is man developed ont of a state of rregarivusness
into a state of sociality; and thus, consequently, he acyuires
" the germ of a moral sense.’” Iuvolved in sociality, it i3 really
the product of the sympathy, the vemorse, and the mythology to
which sociality itself is due,

At this point nnother question suggests iself. How dpes it
happen that man is the only animal thay becames social? He is
noé the only gregarions animal by any menns. He is not the only
sympathetic gregarious animal. Here, however, is the reason.
The vital difference in development just referred to is the resaly of
the fact that when we reach man the maximum of dependence of
children on their parents is reached, and so through the long eon-
tinuance of this relationship of dependence the family becomes
permanently organized. Then out of it arises the tribe; out of it,
the nation 5 and out of it, societs ; and with it, in the men com.
posing it, ** the germ of the morsl sense”” Thus would the social
evolutiomsts explain away our obligntory ideal. 1t is neither
independent nor inherent in us.  Our moral semse is nothing but
“ the experience of utility organized and consolidatad through all
post generations,”’ and we have now the idea of duty only because
our ehildhoad is so Tong and so dependent.

That this theory will not accomplish its end would seem to be
sufficiently evinced by the following smong miny considerntions :
It cannot account for the development of * the germ of o moral
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genze.'’ * The enormons expansion of sympathy,'' to whatever
'ﬂ:h_m“,' :.?E'{iklﬂ, is 'l“_m:]url"nle,_ The axpi nsiom of aniden does .ﬂl.‘rt
alter its essentin] significance. TIf sympathy be egoistic at the
start, even infinite expansion will only make it an infiuite display
of egoism. In a word, multiplieation or expansion effects
change of quantity simply. It is, however, a change of quality
which is demanded. The development of the mornl sense does
not, neeording to the hypothesis, consist in the inerease of the
egoistic or even of the ego-sltruistic feelings. The former of these
are altogether non-moral and the latter largely so. The essence
of the development in question is the conversion of egoism iuto
altroism, of regard for oune’s own pleasure into devotion to duty
inthe ahstrnet, of hedonizm ioto morality.  Inshort, *the develop-
ment of the germ of a moral sense” 15 the substitution for oue
t]:ij.ng of its eontrary, if not its contradietory ; and there must he
mnore than expansion to do that. Nor is the nrgument affected by
any nmount of *' genernlization and detachment from the inci-
dents of particular cases. TII' svmpathy wers at first, as we have
seen that Mr. Fiske admits it to bave been, individnalistic and self.
regariding, it will be individualistic and sslf-regardine, however
general and abstract 1t may beeome.  To quote Mr. Kidd ( Religion
and Morality, p. 97), ** the ouly diffarence between ! the pain
ogeasioned by the sight of another’s suffering " and ' the generl-
ized and dewnched idea of that suftering,” is that, in the one cise,
we nre moved by i painful sight and, m the other, by a painful
imagination ; s these, so far as their aim is concerned, are one
and the same. They are distinctly personal in their bearing, and
it is impossible to extract from either of them a mornl sense tha) is
‘ free from the element of personality.’ The truth iz thar the
element of personality is the only thing that they ean vield, They
begin with that which 13 personal, and they must end with iv; for
nothine intervenes that can affect 1. That is, the quality of
feeling i= not changed by consulering it apart from its occasion,
Now it is precisely a change of quality which the exigencies of
this theory demand, Ience, its inndequacy., Bot this is uot all,
Were it adequate; it would be faal 1o dtzell. I it could, through
thie expanston and genernlization of stmpathy, teansform individial-
istic sroism into absteact altroism, and so leave utterly behind all,
self-regarding feelings, how shonld we over get the self-regapding’]
virtues 7  These are impessible without self-regarding feelings,
This aodial evolwiion breaks down in its fivst effurt. It eannpot
actount even for the development of the moral sense.
'Jlg'n.in,,t.]:lmlg]: it eoald do this it could not explum the genesis of
the moral sense. The chasin between gregariousness and socinlity,
44
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and, therefore, Between the hedonism and the mornfity which
these respectively imply, eannot be bridged by svmpathy, remorse,
amd mythology, either singly or combined, Mythology eannot do
it 3 for this, necording to the hypothesis, assnmes that the gods
" punish netions condemued by the cominunity,” which itsell
[resapposes the sociality that it is introdoced to explain.  He.
morse cannot do it: for this springs out of the contmst of past
and weaker because selfish impressions with the ever-ewlaring
soeinl Instinets, 8 contrast that hr.'mgs retm bution . and not even in
the present highly developed state of society do we find that ** the
incentivesto actions heneficial to the ecommunity are always steadily
in opemtion’! and that ** the purely setish impulses™ are ** aceom-
panied by pleasures thot are brief in duration and leave behind
memoriez of comparatively slight vividness' On the contrary,
we oligerve that men are naturnlly selfish and that opdingrily indul-
genee in selfish pleasures only stimulates the desire for t.hem .
Darwin, whom Mr. Fiske fallum, bas avidently studied other
species of aoimals more necarately than he has his oW1 As Miss
Cabbe well remarks (Darwiniem @ Morals, p. 28), '* he las ever
looked the vnst elass of intelligeneez which lie between bhaboons|
and philosophers.” Indeed, his necount of remorse does more
than presappose sociality 3 it is without basis on any known condi-
tion of human natnre.  Nor ean sympathy bridge the chasm that
mist be crossed, if ugrﬁmn be transformed even
into ego-altruistic feelings, That it does not do this of itsalf is
admitted ; for we are told that *' this power is manifested in &
mdimentary form by all gregarious animals of a moderate intelli-
gence,'"  That sympathy is s ineffective even when developed
and travsformed should be ny evident; for the fimt fnotor in its
npward movement is * a nasgant public opinion,”  This, however,
wns baseld on, and was organized by, ** the sense of collective
pleasgnre or pain:’ it louded ** aetions beneficial to the clan, and
frowned on aetions detrimental to 360" in n word, it was ** Tondos:
mentally hedonistic, individunl, and self regarding :*' it was simply
the aeeresate of the selfish desires of the commumity. YWhat
,ﬂf_q_tm.,_.,,,,,]d._'[ it have on svmpathy, bub to make it even more
hedonistie, individua), and sel-regarding than this theory insists
chat it was at first? Yet wofe this not so, there wonlid atill T
{0 be reckoned with the objection that we have already noticed,
Ihues not even a naseent public opinjon itself imply a-.:n:mhw thint
is, the very thing to be acconnted for? It wonld seem, then, that
it the chasm sopamting gregariousness from sociality, hedomism
from the germ of morality, has besn crossed, it has been, as Mr
Kild well says, *' on the wings of imagination, and sat by the
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solid bridge of faet and proof.’””  The bridge on which we suppose
ourselves to have gone over, is made of materials which, even
wers they sufficiently strong. are to be found either nowhere or
anly on the farther brink. That is, to get sociality and its implied
germ of the moral sense, socinl evolution must have sociality and
‘“the germ of the mornl sense,’’ "With its hedonistic starting-'
poing it ean explain socinlity and the germ of the moral sense only
biv soctality and the germ of the morsl sense,

Let all thav has been said, however, go for naught.  Grant, if 'vou
will, that social evolation ¢an aceount bath for the development and
for the genesis of the germ of the moral sense, the theory will still
callnpse when we raise the question, Why is it that of all gregari-
ous and svinpathetic animals man i3 the ouly one to become socinl
and moral ? s long and dependent childhood camnot explain this.
Childhood in the cise of most animals is at first & relationship of
dependence, nnd the mere lengihening of the term of relationship
does not alter the nature of the relationship. For example, the
relationship of moster to servant is essentially the same after forty
vears that it was after wn venrs. Tt is as truly as ever a relation-
ship of superiority amd aumihority. 1o like manner, if, ns s
claimed on this theory, the relationship of childbood was, in the
case of man as in that of other animals, 0 gregarious relationship,
it would be gregarious and only gregarious no matter how pro-
longed the childhood might he made. Nor may it be replied that
1t is sympathy which transforms man from a gregarious to & social
animal; and thay oor extemded childbood gives 1o this a unigue
opportunity for operation. This is true, but of what avail would
bie this opportunity ¥ The faet i3 not that sympathy trnsforins
man from 0 grégarions noimal fnto o socin]l one, The faet is
accarding to Mr. Fiske, that what we mayv eall gregarious svipa-
thy iaiself ransformed into social sympathy, Time however, as
wi Lave just seen, conld effect this, only if socality were merely
a higher and purer form of sresnriousness. But it iz redally, and
an this theory nvowedly, something as radieally ditferent from it
a3 pltraism 12 from egoizm.  Yet this is not all.  This change
the duration of ehiklbood of whieh so mueh is made not only
could not render man a social being ; it is itself beenuse he 150
socinl being. As Mr. Kidd savs (Morality and Beligion, 1. 331,
Men do not become socinl because brought inte certain unious, f
hut they form these unions because they are secial,  Sovipl evolo
tion confounds cause with effest: and becanse ivdoes this it
cannor neeount for the existence of movalivy, or for the presence
and operation of # moral idenl and o moral sense.” In short, the
futal defect of thiswhole schewme s that if it is_to work at nll, it
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must start with what it is devized to explain away. It must
Liegin with o social and meral being, if it would jusiify its develop-
ment of soelality and morality, Tt must ndmit what implies on
oljeetive abligntory ideal, if it is not to contradier its account of
the evolution of theiden of might and wrong.

The Transeendentnlists. —Thiz school iz a0 dedded alvance an
that of social evolution. Asthe latter aims, by menns of soeinl
evolution, to supply what iz lacking in the associationist theory
taken by itself; viz,, the venson why the asgociation of ideas lins
a zovinl and thus moral issoe: sothe transcendental philosophy
tres to avold the rocks which, as wo have seen. ohstruet the
eonrse of socinl evolution, by reganding this as dislestic rather
than s biologieal or psvehologienl. Ti is elearly recosmized that
any scheme of evolution which depends wholly on the forces of
griuré must encoanter serioug difficulties. Higher oplers of being
cinnot be explained, it i= felt, siinply by reference to lower onders,
T do 2o invelves, to zo no further, the fmdnmental fallacy that
vou cin et ont of a thing what is not in it: that, for example, as
Wi h:l'ﬂ: uimnﬂy qhwn'uﬂ. Eﬂ(‘.i:ﬂi:}' can be m'q.}l.v_r.:u.] l'rqm g‘;l:gnﬁa

BXISEENCE 080 mmufusmuu'l nf the one ."5.11:10]11:13 I:'ramg tlu: Uni-

versal Intellizence ;7 and it eonceives of the nheront power of
thiz Absolute Tdea ns the sole agency at work in all transforma-
tions.  Dhalectic evolution, therefore, is not an evolving of one
thing out of another and ditferent thing; it 1= the progressive
upfolding of the real meaning of tlie universal thing or mther
idea. T a wonl, it 15 not 30 mueh a schemo for the constretion
af the world as it is a scheme for the interpretation of the world.
It is not its first aim to show the development of matter nto
mimd ¢ 1t tries rather to set forth the succesasive steps in the self.
pevelation of the Absolute Tden ; and the logical prodess wherehy
this is being aceomplished, whereby matter and then mind are
seneratod, 1s itselll both the Alsolute and the world, the Tdea nnd
reality. That is; whatever is moal is mtional, and whatever is
rationa] 1s veal @ and the mbonsl and real iz neither mom per less
than this process itself of dinlectic evolution. Thus the dinlectic
evolutionist woull wlentify God and the world 10 o universal
svllogisie ; be would explein what iz by what should be; hLe
wonld read faots in the light of logie alone: As we remarked
when, in the second paper of this serips, we were tcing the devel-
gpment of the realism of Kant into the tmpseendental idealism of
Hegel, dialectie evolation cotesives of the Absolate Tden, and Iz
so nanfed becanse it so coneeives of the Absolute Tdea, “ a5 con-
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taining in itself the principle of difference, as having immanent in
itself o ¢ dislestic,’ or power of movement, which must develop the
entire wealth of the actuality exhibited by the worlds of mind and
of matter.'' In = word, not ouly is reason the prius of all things,
but in their sssence all things are reasonable @ events correspond
with lowie: to be understood, what is must be read as illaminated
by its rational conclusion.  This is the truth of being.

It 1= also the principle of morality, This, ag in the theory Inst
considered, has its root in feeling or desire.  Desire, however, has o
deeper meaning. Heal, it must, like all else, have the potency, if nol
the appearince, of the mtional. Henee, the Hegelian theorem iz,
" Iuman desire 15 the personal in the evolution of existence,” This
Calderwood (Handbosk of Moval Philozophy, p. 141), interprets
thug, ** The intelligent sgent desires, not s thing outside himself, but
sulf-satisfaction, that is, enlargement of being—' self-realization '
in a richer experience—so reaching the end of his existence.’
That is, human desire, absund though iteelf may]olten seem, is, in
its essemee, n demand for the fuliiliment of the self or subject of
the desire. It is asthe premises mn the svliogism, which necessitate
their conclusion because they invelve it and which 1ovolve it
because thev necessitate it. In like manner must human desirs
be wnderstood. It i3 4 demand for the rational; and this, of
course, will be tlhe realization of its unijue snd supreme since self-
conseious subject.

The passage from mere ammal degive to this conscicusness of
self-realization as an objective obligatory ideal is described by T.
H. Green, in lis Proleyomiena o Ethies (Bk. i1, chap. i), somewhat
as follows: We have ' wants, "' and we Lave *° impulses for the
gatisfaction of those wants.'" The mtional system to whicl: man
belongs is distinguished from the ammal system by ' the transi- |
tion from mere want to conselousness of a wanted objeet.”  This
implies ‘*'the presenee of the wnnk to a subjeet which distin.
guishes 1tself from it, and is constant throughout successive stages
of the want.” In the direction of the activity of this subject
under these conditions a reflective process may be discerned,
At the same time as the reflecting subject traverses the series of
wants, which it distinguishes from itsell, while it presents their
filling s its object, there arises the idea of u satisfaction on the
whole—in idea never realizable, but forever striving to renlize
itself in the attninment of 1 greater command over means to the
satisfaction of particular wanta'" Now Uit is this conseiousness
which yields, in the mest'elementary form, the conception of some-
thing thot showld be, as distinet from that which 15" Thus the din.
lectic evolutionist would explain away the objective obligatory
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ilenl, of which, as be himself admits. we seem to be consvious, Ly
resolving it into the demand wvolved in Lecause mtional for the
desire of a person, the demand that he should be a person with all
that this inplies. In a wond, he would show that the ides of
inty is really the desire for seli-renlization.

This view. attractive and lofty though It is, is open at least to
the following and, nsit seems to us, sapermble objections:  Our
linits forbid more than the barest mention of thewm.

Az we saw iu the precading paper of this series, the transcenden-
tal selieme now under consideration iz hopelessly emburmzsed by
' the host of difficulties starting in our path when all that is som-
monly attributed to man is referred to the direct agenev of the
Alisolute One”  Though an imposing, it is an wtterly unworkable
theary of the universe. Notwithstanding that it sets out to \!'E].IIFIJ.IJ.
all faets, it eontinually butts nzainst faets, and these the mast sig-
nifieant, which contradiet it. Iy eould not fail to do this. A prieri
speenlation eannot constiuet even the frame of reality. As Webor
remarks in his admirable eriticism of Hegel (History of Philosophy,
p. 484), " Thoupht is o mode of the creative activity of things @ it
is not their principle. It follows that the Fnowledge of things does:
not come from pure thought, but from thought upported and gov-
wrmed by experience,"

This appears most clearly when we consider the fundainental
prnciple of dialectie evolution. Tt is not trne that whatever is
renl is rationnl, and that whatever is muional is real. It would he
harl o show that all thatis mtional iz real, bat it would be hardar
1o show that all that is renl i3 mtonnl. Are there not irmtionl
desires? Do we pot olbserve latge masses of men, not omly
degraded, but degrading themselves?  1s not oppression frequent
Is not tyranny common ! Do we not meet evil everywhere ?
May we say that these things are not real? Yer on the other
lignd, mav we pretend that they ave rational. and that they woald
be felt to Lie so did we comprehend them ?  Donbiless, they are
found in a mtional system nnd will be overmled to o rtional end,
but thev are not themselves rational : and to claim that they nre
{0 to ke it illugiu.‘ll to it the other and less evident distine.
tions in being, and to do this {s practically to aunihilate it

The falsity of this hmdamental principle of dinlectie evoluton
is secn alsp very conspicnously in the assumed development of the
cthiicnl conseiousness. 1t 1= not the fact that the issne of human
desive 1s nlways the desire for salf-realization, ., It iz tme thay if
the renl wens 111&.111435#!\ rationnl. this wonld be se,  Itis true that
desire iz alwuws for an end that kas svme relation o the salf.  As,
however, Mr Kidd has shown conelusively ( Morality and Heligion,
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p- 403, desive may be for sell-gratifieation ns well aa for self realizn-
tion ; and while sell- m‘ﬂ:mtmu consists in the satisfaction of solf
M.llcthHTInthlg the desivo, sell-gratification consists in the sitisfoe-
tion of desire to which the self has been suljecteld. Tlav is,
huwman desive may be gither rational or frrational, self-realizing or
solf-enzloving, in its issue mul cannot, therefore, be neccssarily
rationn] in its essonce.

Even though self-realization wers the real meamug of all human
l]HEIT'u _inloctic evolution could net justify itsell. Thoe iden of self-
rﬁllhmtmn i not equnvalent to the idea of duty. As Calderwoud
puts it { Hendbook of Moral Philosophy, p. 148), ' The idea of self.
realization, being concerned with our life as a whole, is t'r[uwﬂ]um
to ' oty Euud an the whole" including all forms of self-interest and
all forms of suitalle Eﬁ":i:t. Henee, it caunot be identified with
the * should be' " (we wonld listter say, ought to 11-}, t of athics.
Duty is a distinet imperative of conduct; our ‘ Good ™ on the
whole is.an indefinite and yarable conception.”’ .

Were this not so, 18 would still be un unanswerable question, how
the idea of duty, the sense of oughtness, wonld ever be the result of
dialeetic evolution,  As Calderwood asks, ** How is a being whose
lifg is the manifestation of the Universal Intelligence a fit subject for
the injunction to obev maml law "7 Such a being must e under
the law of necessity : he cannot be under the law of morality. e
does not frealy determine himsell’ acconding to his own nature ; he
ig absalutely determined by the universal natore in which his, ns
all permonality, is swallowed up, 1o say ought to such a being i=
as unmeaning 08 it would be to say onght to o stone. The latter
is not more in bomlage to physical necessity than the former is to
spiritual necessity ; and, as we have already oleerved, duty implics
o free-nzent, nay, is inconceivable as duty without one,

Ihjt. this is not all.  Even if self-realization were the equivalent
Gi dut:r and even il the oughtoess whieh is the unique charseter.
istic of duty conld be the result of dialectic evolution, a more seri.
ouns difficulty would confront us.  We should net be able to assign
ita proper place to the obligatory ident, the “sthical law, "Phis iz
an mmperative of the life, an imperative of the reason.” On
that aceount it is cesential to the life in which renson reigns. Tt
is the essoutinl bosis of the wetivity of the perfoct life. Conse-
quently, the holier o man becomes the more does he live under the
influence of the iden of duty, The ore spontuneous his perform-
ance of it, the stronger is its power over him. Ience, Gad is
oughitness persﬂuihud He is the Absolute Ought, because He is
a0 holy that it 1s 1mpgmlb1u for Him to do or to be wrong, Tlas
place, however, cannot he given to the athienl law, the obligatory
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ideal, under an evolution theory dominated, as dislectic evolution
is, by the notion of movement, and not by that of law., Under
such 4 theory ** the end of conflict or movement is transmuted
into the end of life itzelf.” Duty being equivalent to self-realiza-
tion, when self shall have been renlized, duty will be no more.
As Pres. Patton has put it in a enticism of the germ of this view
as it appents in Kant (Pres, Hev., No. xxv, p. 143), ** the climax
of morality would be the abolition of morlity.” Thus this
theory fnils to interpret ethien]l law. Tt varrows it o the process
ol the mvolation which 15 introduced to explain it. If conditions
its reality on difieulty in fulfilling ir.  In o word, the last achieve-
ment of that which is mtended to account for the objective abliga-
tory ideal iz its annihilation. When perfection of personality shall
have been attained, the law of our perfection will bind us np
longer,

Thas ends in absurdity the attempt to do away with an objective
abligntory ideal by identifring it with the subjective rational
demand for self-realization. Really itis an attempt 1o identify
things which are essentially ineﬂ.pnhle of identifiention. The ideal
or ethical is always ratiooal, but 1t is also other than and higher
than the rational.  Though what ought to be is ever the logical,
very often the logieal is far from beipz what ooght to be. In
short, ag & priori speculation cannot give us the actual world, so
neither ean it give us the ideal one, The sylogism iz useful in the
interpretation of both facts and duties, but it esrmot genernte or
describe either. f:ﬂ-

5. There remains, then, the position taken at the beginuing of
T.il.l.-s paper, In opposition to the Associntionists and the Soeinl
Evolutionists, who would explain away the ides of obligation, and
in opposition to the Dialectic Evolutionists, who nssail the objec-
tivity of the rule of obligaton, we hold to an objective ohhigatory
idoal. There is objective truth to which mtional beings are under
abligation to conform their chinmeters and actions. Thuv s, just
is there is o real world which exists independontly of us, though
we bolong toit: so there is an ideal world which we are bound to
renlize, which would bind us even if we became unconscious of
the obligation, and in vealizing which we shall develop the best
itnplied in owrselves. Thus thiz position 15 the bazis and the
explanation of the lJuseslhllm' of those that have been refuted. Tt

awgounts for all that is true in them. Selfirealization 18 a duty
and ! the greatest good of the greatest number '’ ought to ba an
entl becwuse we and the world am in vital relation to a standand
wlhieh iz without aml aboyve and, in this sense, objective fo botll us
and the worldl. The truth of sueh on ideal i= proved by the
following covsidermtions :
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@. A presumption this way is ot lesst suggested by the relntion-
ship just indicated beswean the position whicl we would vindieate
and thosewhich we have, as we befieve, overthrown, These latter
cannat be wholly false. They would searcely have been embraced
by so many, thev would not hive persisted so long, had there been
uo truth in them. That, therefore, they imply and, as we have
seen above, depond on the view that we are defending wounlid seem
to make forit,  Even error mnst rest on or be mixed with truth,
May 1t not be that what we wounld establish is the truth necessanly
involved in the theories that we linve been controverting ! That
it seems to be LETU'L“IIJ' sugiests a prosumption to thas effect.

b. This pmsmnpmm is distinetly raised by the fact that the
burden of proof i3 all on those wha would deny an objective
obligatory ideal. The doctrine of such an ideal as this doctrine
lhas just been expounded meets the requirements of the ease.  Mr.
Mill admits that the ides of duty is now distinet from the idea of|
happiness and that ** the mind is not in & dght state unless it love
yirtue as n thing desirmble m itselt '’ (Dis,, p. 53). The great aim
of the theory of social evolution is to explain how it is that,
though ' our moral sense is nothing but the experience of utility
organized and consolidated throngh all past generations” it vet
discerns moral principles whicli appenr to be and which, so far as
the individual i3 coneerned, are 4 prisri (Letter of Mr. "?pumar Lo
Mr. Mill in Bain's Mental and Moral Science, 1563, p. 733), Even
stronger is the utterance of dinlectic evolution. For exanmple, to
quote Mr. ¥. H. Biadley, n distinguislied representative of the
Hegelian school. * What is olear ut first sight is that to take
virtue as a mere means to an ulterior end, 18 in dire antagonism to
the voice of the moral consciousness . . . . to do good for its own
sake iz virtue" (Ethieal Studies, pp, 80, 59) Thus all allow an
objective obligntory fdeal to be that to wlhich constiousness testi-
fies. This, however, is an adwissicn that the theory which we are
vinilieating wonld be adequate. 1t would explam the plienomena
to be explnined. That iz, if there be an objective obligatory
nleal, it is sasy to see why cach one of us is conscious of 1. Iuis
Juat as enay a3 to understand why, if a real man is bafore vou, you
behold a man.  In both cases, and in both equally, the knowledge
i3, socording to the hypothesis, **the reflex of reality You
pereeive a man becanse there is o man w be perceived, nmd you
are conseious of an objective oblizatory ideal beeause there is an
ideal obligntory oo man and becanse thizideal, in the sense alrendy
stated, is objective to lim. Hence, this explanation, if e,
wounld be zatisfactory, Momover, it 15 the only pue that iz so.
We have carcfully esamined the other theories of oughtness, nud
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we have found them to be inndequate as well as ingonsistent with
themselves and yujust to the phenomens for which they would
agcount.  Surely, then, it still devolves on the ndvocates of these
theories to show why the dootrine of nu ohjective abligatory idenl
is not the true one.  When an hypothesis seems to explain the
phenomenn 1o quéstion and when there is no other hypothesis at
haud that is-either valid orsufficient, the presumption is alwaxs
in {avor of the former. The law of parstiony so demands.

¢. This presumption s even strenethened when we examine the
objections that have been urged against it These objections,
thongh varionsly presented, can probably be reduced o two.  The
first iz that of Schopeuhaver. He claims (Die beiden Grund-
probleme der Ethil, Lﬂip&iﬂ 1560, that the idea of :hltj should be
Ehm.matc'ﬂ from moral science ; that it 1z a =uperficial and merely
p;rliular prineiple ; that it is ot logieally conesivable ; and that
the reason for all this is that it wvolvesthe existence of an impos-
sible free-will. Such arzomentation, however, may be consistent
for those who, like Schopenhauer, make unconseions will the prin-|
gipla of all things ; but it would be most illogical for others. We
hnve not yet inguired whether a free-will 15 possible or impassible :
but we do know that when we consider o pood nction as good we
feel that we ought to perform it, and that when we consider a bad
aution s bad we feal that we onght to abstain from it.  This con-
sciousness i# genernlly admitted.  As we have ohserved, it is often
admitted most noreservedly by those who wounld explain away it=
oughtness,  If now this ought, or the objective obligatery ileal
that it siguifies, necessurily implies the existence of o free-will,
then this necessity is an argument for free-will: ' but," as Janet
well snvs (Theory of Morals, p. 140y ' we cannot reason con-
verselv, and reject a ploinly evident trath for the sake of aveiding
4 consequence which i3 metaphvsically disagreeable.””  We might
do so no more than we might deny that we were men on the
gromnd that thay would imply that we must die.

The sgcoud and more serions objection i3 thae thers is ng mwornl
unity of the human race, This objection itzelf nssumes two
forms. It claims, in the st place, that saviges are destitute of
aven the gern of morality, This ¢lnm, however, iz based on
ignornnee of foets. or on their misinterpretation. As Janeét has
5hm'~n br an exhanstive review of the facts (Theory of Marals. Bk.
iif, ehop. ivh there is no people without the sense of right and)
wrong. This sense is ohen feebly developed and thers 1s u.ﬂ-].lﬂ.“j'
mueh diversity of opinton as to what i3 sight and as to what is
wrang ¢ but the maore searching investigation may be, the more
elearly does it reveal the nniversalisy of the appreciation of this




—

PHE WETAPHTSICS 0F CIIRESTIAN APOLOGETILS. #3533

distingtion and of its objective chameter. That all men naturally
believe in daty 1z as much a faot of science as that they believe
i the goperpaturnd,  The other form of the objeetion nnder eon-
sideration 18 based on the just alluded w diversity of moral judg:]
ments mmong men and even wmong civilized men. This diversity
must be admitted. It does not, however, involve the denial of an
objective or even of a selfevident oljective obligatory ideal.
Perplexing though the diversity of judgment on moml questions
often i, the axtant and fordn of nrreement is o marvel whan we
remember the constant activity of o selforegarding spirit, and the
consequent rvaley of interests.  As we have seen, all adinit the
distinetion between right and wrong, Contrabictory positions ire
never taken when the moral law iz fonnally expressed. All asree
that trutlifulness, justice, and benevolence are right.  Moral dis-
tinetions are not transposed so 4s 10 place virtues in the category
of the morully wrong, Iudewd, a5 Calderwood remarks in his
admimble treatment of this subject { Handbook of Moral Philosophy,
p- 78}, '* Diversity of opinion on moml subjects is mueh more
vongarned with what iz wrong than with what i= right.”” For
axample, men excuse deceit without sondemning jntegrity. They
may condone vice in themselves, but they denonnce it in others.
How are we to aceoant for this agreement in the moral judgments
of the race? Can we account for it so rationally as by assuning
an objective obligatory ideal that is selfevident to all who study
it? When men zes to a larrs deores alile, we say thiat they all
se¢ the same thing. We explain the diversity of vision on the
grouml of difference of standpoint or of attention or of fheuly :
we never infer from this diversity, uniess it be greater than the
ngreement, o difference of object.  Were there not, however, this
significant agreement it the moral judgnients of e, the objestion
under eonsideration would still help rather than weaken the posi
tion of this paper. The varicus standards of right aod wrong by
their very multiplicity wouald seem to imply one troe and objective
ong. The more fulse weizhts and nensures there nre, the more
sare you muy be that there is & gennine and anthoritative set.

Thus the objections to an objective obligatory ideal are so
empty tliat thoy can avail nothing against it.  Indeod, thut whicls
appears-at firat to be the most formidable of them even strength:
ena the presumption in favor of it

o, This presumpticn is made proof by the clearness and distine.
tiveneszs of pur sense of oughtness our iles of duty.  That which
il g_i\rﬁa uz iz abaolutely iﬁiuq‘ln.h]u of Identifleation, at lenst in con-
seiousness, with anyvthing else. [t comes before the mind as
ﬁuiqué. This appears i our experience as individuals, Take,
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for example, the ease of ill-desert. Ome regret= being sick, but
he does not blame bimself for it.  Yet sickness is equally opposed
to one's own happiness, to the greatest good of society, nnd to
self-renlization. 1L however, one becomes sick throngh intemper.
anee or even through imprudence; then he dioes blame hinself.
Why?  Iis sickness 1s no more prejudicinl i tself to his own
Lappiness, or to the welfare of tho comuunity, or o self-realization,
than in the former instance.  Thrug, but he ought not 1o hinve bean
intemperate or even improdent.  This is all the explanation that
cpn be given, it is all that needs to be given. The coustionsniss
of brokew loe is whot ninkes the difterence between the two cases,
and this consciousness is so clear and distinet that one haz but to
Lave it to récognize its uniqueness. This uniquencss appears s
clearly and perhaps more impressively in history. On its pages
the moral, that which implies oughtuess, that which presupposes
an objective obligatory ideal, stands out in striking and often
awful individuality and originality. In the words of one of the
deepest thinkers of the Amertcan pulpit of the present hnlf-sentury,
Hev, Thateher Thaver, DD, ** Natueal affections are very lovely,
dmel nre even the friends of moral; Lut they are not moml, sinee
men are frequently very vicious vet very nifectiosate, No pmonnt
or yariety of intellect constitutes a righteous man. The Tealian
Renaissance was as brillinnt with genius as the skv with northern
lights, but it was Llood-red with esime.  Logie camnuet reason out
right Imagination cannot fancy goodness. Very sud to say, Lond
Bacon was n swindler. The utmost skill in painting or sculpture
not unfrequently goes with depraved lives. Sacred music sings
movingly about goodness, but sacred musie cannot sing goodness
itself.””  No, ougbtness is absolutely sumple nnd umique: It is
known by intoition and by iotuition only, and we have ne intui-
ton clearcr ns we luve none-so Impressive,  We may not, there-
fore, deny the objeetivity of the ablignvory ideal thar throngh
moral intnition we bebhold.,  Thiz would le as ireational ns; in the
opening paper of this series, we saw would be the denial of the
reabity of what we truly percvive, Genuine intuitions are equally
and entirely trustworthy,

¢, This proof that we are claboraging is much strengthened by
the persistence of the idea of duty. Persistence of belief is as
we saw nlso 1o the first nuuber of this series, the final test of that
self-evidence and necessity which cliaracienze a gennins mtuition,
andd whielh we have clearly obhserved in the case of our eonvietion
as 1o an ohjestive obligntory idenl. It is; moreover, in this
instanes n pecnliarty decisive test.  This is so becnuse evervthing
is nzninst its falllnent, Naturally man is not friendly to the iden
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of duty, He woukl give much to be emancipatod from it Yot
he oot silence its imperative,  He cannot be educated vo do se,
He mny live for his own pleasire, but even Epicurus could not
always moke lim feel that this is vight. Tle may hold that the
greatest good of the greatest nunber iz the sole principle of
virtue, but the most nstote atilitovion eould tot moke him really
helieve that he would be Justified in treating even one child
unjustly, thongh it were supposed to be fur the gowl of the whale
gotnmumty. He may tale the realization of sell as the acme and
sum of duty; but even Hegel, though he might convinee; eould
not persuade him that the most serions thing is not proeizely this
that the zelf to be realized is very far from being what ought to
be' realized. Thus the authorty of duiy sill exists as uniigue,
even when it uniqueness has been demed and rejected,  We
cannot lielp seeing its standanl. We cannot bring ourselves
practigally 1o think it a delusion. Now this shonld not be so.
As Janet savs (Theory of Morals, . 145), “ the idea of duty should
disappenr Iike that of phlogiston.”” Can we explan why 1t does
not, save on the theory that it rests on a genuine mnition ?

J- That thiz intuition i such, and especially that the idenl which
it beholds is objective, is confirmed by axperience both individual
and universal, Tlis shows that the spintual nod physieal worlds
have been constituted and are being administered with relerence
to a stnndard.  That is, as Butler puts it and proves in his ineomn-
parable Analogy, ** we are under o moral government;" and even
the drrationa] wniverse has o moral purpese.  We have the
avidenee of the former statement in the fact that virtue tends to
hnppiness. ** T cannot selve the problem of evil:'' said res
Woolsey, ** but T do find that the holier life 1 lend the bappier 1
min.'"'  The evidence of the latter statement is the fner thay if
men are to develop and vven the phiysical world to improve, there
must be what we eall righteousness, General mimorahty means,
sooner or lnter, geveral min,  Now what do these tremendous fucts
inligate, if not, that we nre undér law ; that this is objective rathier
thnn subjective : that it is above us sz well as within us? These
facts are just what we should expect, il theve were above ug and
binding ws o law with a system of rewards and punishments
attached, They are precisely what conld not be, it oughtuess and
expediency were the same or if sell-realization were tie equivalent
of duty. Why iz it that there are certain flred pringiples of
expediency ! Why is it that we feel that trme self-reaiization
must follow certain definite lines ? Why is it that in both history
sud individual experience there is ovident o distinet power that
makes for o distinet and femntable something which we eall righta-
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auane=a?  All thiz wonld be impas:ible, it conll not even be con-
ceived, bot for a standard above expediency, ubjea.l.nu to self, and
sronaded i the nature of thines, pulv becnmse E\Ffl‘nﬁ:u!-].l.‘;g Lhc.u'
trie parpose.  When the eseanialle mmable tends thos to realize
the mmmutable there is implied an immutable standand, and this, of
course; must be above and thus objective to the mutable, Could
we have strouger confirmation of onr proof than that both hiztory
anid iodividual experience thus evince an ohjective obligatony
ide] ?

g. We rench demonstration in the relation of sueh an idesl to
personalite.  This nz we saw 1o the last paper of ourzeries, 15 °* the
realite which gives form to nll other realitics, which, indeed, gives
s the véry idea of reality.””  Now mormlity in an hupurmut FElse
performs the sume office for personnlite. That is as * all that 1
can eoncgive of a3 intitive is coneeived of afwer the type of my
L\pcneum with myself,"" my expericnce as o person; so that
which is deepest in my experience as o person, that which is most
real. so 1o speak, in mvself, 12 the fealing of responsibility 1o lnw.
the cunscionsuess of an objective obligatory ideal. This it is
which imparts to personality its dignity. its true meaning, its
richest content, nud =0, we may sav,even itz realite.  What would
personality or human life be worth but for its moral purpose nnd
ideal 7 Tt would be higher, more complex. move wonderful, than
other life; Lot would it be esseutially difterent ¥ A pig might
reazon, he might imagine, he might even think of himszelf ss
reasoning and imagining: but he would be sill onlya learned and
reflective pig, were it not that to be consciona of yourssll is to bé
conseions of vourself as ouder lnw. An objective obligatory
iileal, therefure, is demonstrited when personality s admiveed
This ideal iimpartz to persounlity its reality.  Henee, our conscions-
ness of 11 most be true.

ITL #ree Ageney.—To this, the other base of morality, a few
words—and they will have w be exceadingly few—must be siven
before we elose-this paper.

The Status Questionis,—Our ingury does nor concern the
independence of the will This moy oot be couceived as asgpn-
rate entity, essentinlly distinet from the other faculties of the mind,
and related to them only in so far a3 it directs aud energizcs theu.
Suelt a view. though popular, i= ridienlly false peveholozically,
Personality is one nnd jodivisible.  Its various facaliies, mtellec-
tunl, morl, ete, are not so moey different powers; they nre <o
many fouctions or modes of the snme power. 4 A man crinnot b
independent of himself or any of his faculties of all the rest”
Noris the question as o wlhat 12 called indifforence of the will.
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By this phrase is meant, that the will or faculty of choice and
resclution, at the moment of Jdecision, is self-poised nmong conllict
mz motives:; thut it deetiles ope way or another, pot Lecouse of
the greater influence of one motive, but because it itsclf is indiffer
ent-or undetermined; that it is nhle to act in accordanes with the
weker ngainst the strouger motive, or even without any motive at
all. This position, theugh taken by Couzin, Tappan, Hazind, and
many thinkers of ropote, 15 open o swo fatal objeetions:  In vir-
tually Liolding, as it does that the will's cholee is undetérmined
fand so oneansad, it denies the intuitive and =0 neeessary judgment
that every effect must have 4 canse. Tt also contradicts observa-
tiom, W find shat the law of ehvsality reigns among the
wishes of the heart and the purposes of the mind, as it reigns in
avery other department of the sonl'" For example, in proportion
as 0 mind is thorourhly honorable do we see that it chooses what
is honorable and that thus churcter expresses itself in the will
atil 30 determines it. The admimstmtion of somety mav almost
be said to be fowmded on this fner. Nor qg:ﬁn is the inquiry as 1w
the self-datermination of the will. 'This is the view of many who
do not deny the miluence of motives, who even strongly amy hiasize
it Thus Prof. Samuel Harns (7'he Philosoplieal Buasis of T heism,
5 71}, while insisting that our nutural amd rotional sensibilities
incite and impel the will to aet, maintains that thev do not deter.
mine it; i the last analysis, the will, however strongly influenced,
determines itself, Thus Prof. James Seth, while making much of
onr feelings az constituting motives and expressing charnctar, dis
tinguishes between the character and the self or will ; cluims that,
U while the Self s what in i1ts charicter it appears o be, L \'nl 15
always more than nny such empirical manifestation of it;" nod
llufdﬁ_ that it is in ** this more,'' and so in the self mther than in
the charaeter, that we have ‘' the secret of the morul life" (A
Stwdy of Ethical Principles, p. 850), Thus Julivs Miller (e
Christian Deetrine of Sing i, p. 47, affirms that ** freedein is
power to become-~to form one's own charsoter—ount of sell.”  This
position, however, is open to the snme objections as theso already
noticed, It implies, if it does nor tench, that the will 1s n separate
fenlty, and that assuch it is outside of the domain of canse and
effect.  Really, though many, as 'ref. Seth, (or example, strom-
ously deny this, it involves Kant's error of 0 transeendental o=
distinguished from an empingal self.

Nor, ou the other hand, is the question as to the power of the
will or self over the character.  That thie power is hoth real and
ereat, we Freply wilmte. The choics of evil, nnd still more, the
n.sqluluull to o evil, de make one evil. That 15, the zelf as will can
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and does confirm the character orself as already determined. Whas
we do not allow is that the charavteris the product rather than the
axpression of the self ; and that, if the lntter be, a8 we olaim, the

truth, the self can change it asammnt nature, Nof, once more,

iz the inguiry whether the self can review its feolings, judge
between them ns to which constitute right motives and which
wrong ones, and then chogse the right even though the wrong mar
seem 1o be much the stronger. Were it not thus, nian would be
incapable of deciding as he ought, and a0 could not be n maral
being. What we doiusist on is that, when he does decide in this way,
thore will be o sufficient reason for his decizsion, nod thot safficient
renson will be in the dnelingtion of Lis chamcter or self. 1 he
chooses to do his daty, it will be because be 1z a man in whom
renson and conscience are really more influentinl than feeling and

sense, mnch maore powerful though the latter moy seem befors de-
cision to be. It is the event which shows which army i= actually
thee stromger.  This does not appear in the number or in the equip-
ment of in the noise of the resinents,

In short, the only question for usis this, Is selldetermingtion of
the persan a fact? This involves two inquiries: Are we the
sfficient ¢puses of our own gholees and acts - that is, ngents rather
than instraments?  And is the final canse or sufficient réuson of
our choices and pets in ourselves: that is, are we determined by
ourselves rather than by what iz exterpal to ourselves? In a
word, are we free.ngents 7

2. That this is the only ingwry before uws jn this connection is
clearly evinced by two constderations

First, free-agency, as we have interpreted it, Is all that is
required for responzibility, and so for the moral life, in nﬂilmun 1a
knowledge of an objective obligatory ideal. A moment's reﬂe_r:_:
tion and an appeal to common sense should make this plain. A
eriminal would not be judged guilty of murder in the first degres,
if he did not himself commit it; or if, though actually committing
it himself, it was only as the compelled and yonwilling instmment
of some one glzse. Neither would yon regard him guilty, if he
was determined to the murder by n foree ontside of himself: by
the will, for example, of some wicked hypnoust.  In thiscase the
quastion would be whether he wns so hypuotized ag really to coade
1o be self-determining. I be was, thouel he would be responsible
for allowing himsel to come under the influnnce of the hiypaotist,
e would not e held responzible for what be did after he had been
hvpnotized. If, however, the eriminal was hiniself the agent in the
commizsion of the murder, and 1l Le did it with his own constions
congent ; that is, if he himself was both the eficient and the final
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canse of the decizsion to commit the murder, we do not seek further;
the law says, and the conscience of mankind agrees, that he 1s
under ebligation to saffer punishment.  Thus if he was constitated
ter knew better, Troc-agenoy as we have explainoed it1s the only addi.
tiemal condition of moral responsibility.

The other consideration is that liberty of indifference, and even
the view of Miiller, Seth, and Harris, in proportion as it approsches
the former, are inconsistent with moral life.  This, though it is, s
we have emphasized, more than mtionnl, is still essentinlly rational.
‘Phe content of its chamoteristic demand is the highest form of the
lighest reason, A pnoral being must, therefore, be at least a rational
being. Otherwise, oughtness woull mean 1o more to him than it
does to a dog.  But o beiug who can decide against the stronger
motive and even without any motive is not a rationsl being, On
the gentrary, he is an irrational heing ; for to decide without any
motive is o decide without any reason.  Nor does it avail to suy,
with writers like Prof. James Seth, that the self is alwnys more than
the character in which it appears to manifest itself, and that * the
speret of the moral life is in this mere!' If this means that the
socret of the moral life is in that which determines itself without
reason, it simply menns that there iz no moral life Lecnuse what
1= called the moral life is in its-essence irvational.  If, however, ol
that it paeans is that * the more " i which resides P the searet of the
moral life "' is inserutable t6 us so that we cannot diseern the
motives or reagons influensial in it we hove no pbjection to uifer,
We do not alaim o uniderstand sl the motives or W appreciate in
advance of the event the force of all the reasons in acconlance
with which we always and certainly determing ourselves. W lhat
wiz do claim is that we never conseiously decide without & mative
or reason - and that i we could do so, we should not be meml
beings. That a man may deomide aceording to mere irrational
'm_:j'.lulse ns the beast does we do not question ; but swch o choiee
is not, in the ease of the beast; any more than in that of the man,
irrationnl in the sense of being without o resson.  In both enses,
the choice 15 according to the nature of the chooser. The man
who males such a choice has become like o beast in dizpesition.
The viwl difference between them is in the way of making the
choice, The beast does it spontanecusly ; the mon dees it intlli-
gontly a8 well a§ spontancounsly,  Buot this, of course, implies a
suffiment reazon for the choies. T we must have this, cven n
mere spontancous choice, much more must we have it in choice
which is both gpontancous and intelligent.

8, The theories opposed to this doctrive of free-agency or sell-
determination of the person may be reduced v the following three :

E
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Fatalism.—Thiz is the belief that events personul as well
as physical, are determined and gonnected by a blind foree in such
noway that, whatever vou may do, o certain thing must Lappen,
Sueh » view is; of course, the flat denial of both the slements of
free-agency.  Oneesnnot be the efficient cause of his own choless
and deeistons ; for the very point of the hyvpothesiz is that the
blind foree of fate is stronger than any special causes. Neither
cnn oog liave 1o himself the zaflicient reason for his volitions :
for there is no sufficient reason for anything except the blind force
of fate; and this i= not a reason, since another point of the
hvpothesis i that fate is blind. This theory, however, to go no
further, is contradicted by the fact that the world in which we live
antl of which we [orm a part is 2 cosraos; that s world which
evinges reason both in its constitution and in its development.
Otherwise, scignce would be impossible. Indeed, the fact of
salence 18 the sbsolute refutation of fatalism,

Matertalism —This admits the first element of free-ngancy. It
allows that a person, or what it conceives to bie one; is tlie efficient
cause of his own chojoes, resolutions, and sctions. It denies, how-
aver, the second element of fee-agency. We do not determive
ourselves acconding to our own nature, but we #re r;lemrmmarl!
altogether Ly the chain of cssentially physieal causes in whieh anl -
of which each of us is one. Thus, as really as on the hypothesis |
of fatalism, we are under the lnw of nectssity ; mechanical rather
shan blind, it i true, but just a8 real and external & necessity,
Thiz is the view of wniters like Bain, Maudsley, and Minsterberg.
The general pesition of this school is set forth in the following
quotation from a recent publication, Evolutionary Ethies and Ani-
mial Psychology, by E. P. Evans: " If we could trace all the com-
plex ineitements and impulges which lead the assassin 1o lift his
arm and strike the fatal blow, we should, deubtless, find the nee-
essity of the action ns absolute and inevitable as the movement by
which the riﬁ(“l-i‘-it"Ll.Ed frog raises its leg to serateh on irmitative
drop of nitrie acid from its side.” Thue the homan will ‘would
be reduced to mechanismn pure and simple.  But the olijections to
this yview are insuporble.  Can that be a part of the mechanism!
of nature which disgovers, explains, and smploys that mechan.
iam? PBecause the human person is in these and other ways above
nature, while he may be affected, he eannot be determined, by it
Again, the mechanism of the physical world is known enly to
consciousness, Now that we deternnine ourselves is an admitted
fast of consclousness, and one of the clearest of them. How;
then, may we aa._f.-' with Bain that the sonsciousness of freedom is
only o delugion ! 1f we invalidate consclousness in the one case,
we invalidate it in the other.
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Pantheism.—This saves the second element of free-agency, hint
demies the fiest. It allows self-determination: but, whether
materialistic and geometrie, like the pantheism of Spinoza; or
spiritualistic and ideal, like the pautheism of Herel—it is fatal to
the view that you and | are the efficient conses of our choices,
resolutions, and actions. Et.n'{‘.tly speaking, on either of these
theories, oron those that approach them, as Malebranche's theory
of '' goeastonal causes;’’ Edwands' doctine of continuous creation,
antl Emmong’ * exercise scheme,"’ there 1s no efficiency save in the
Absolute : this is the cause of all. Sueh a position, however, in
any of its forms, is exposed to the fatal objection, to refer 1o hut
one of many, that it also contmdicts a fundamental faet of cou-!
suiousness. [T we an eonseious of anything, we are conscious, not
that our velitions are made {or us but that they are created by
us, Indeed, it is from ourselves as exerting power and originating
notion in willing that we get our idea of power and guch a con-
ception as we have of creation.

4. It only remains, then, for us to vindicate free.agency : or the
theory that we are, not the instrumental, but the efficient causes,
of our own acts; resolutions, and even chpices ; and thatin all this
we are tnally determined, not by noything outside of ourselves,
but by our own nature. We really choose, we choose as we
rendly please to choose, and we please to chooseas we ourselves
really ure, This is the position to be established, and its establish-
ment would seem to be complete on the following ameng other
grounds :

a. Az has been already remarked, it s involved in the obligatory
iden] whose objeetive reality, as proved in the former part of this
paper, we may and should now take for granted.  Such an ideal is
passible only for a frecagent; nnd so the fact of such nn ideal
carries with it the truth of free-agency, and wonld do so, even
were there no other considerations to be urged o its support.

§. There are, however, many such. Forexumple, a presumption
in favaor of free.agency 15 mised by the fact that the burden of
proof now falls on those who would deny it.  The hypothesis that
man is a free-agent would meet all the necessities of the case, if it
were true. As we have seen, it would justify onr consciousness of
pesponsibility. It would explain also our comsciousness of free
self.determination. This consciousness i precisely what we should
expect that we ghould lLave, if we were self-determining beings.
The hypothesis that we aresach is, therefore, the one demanded by
thie facts, Moreover, it is the only one thut doss fit the Eacts.
The other theories all, ns we must now have inferred, leave at least
the conseiousness of freedom unexplained. The nearsst that thoy
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come to an explanation is when they say with Spinozn that we
have fargotten or do not know the causes of our declsions and on
this aveonnt judge them to be free.  This, however, is to explain
what is distinetly positive in consciousness by a mere negation,
amil 20 1z no explanation. That we hove forgotten: the eause of
sonething does not show why we know ourselves to be the canse.
Surely, then, it devolves on the holders of these theories to dis-
prove froe-agency, ond this raises o decided presumption in its
fovor. The law of parsimony so requires.

¢, This presumption is strengthened by the verv Jifficalties by
whicly, at fiest sight, the theory of free.ageney seens 1o be embare
rassedd.  Thare 15 what we may call the pmﬂ.n.ul difficulty, This
urises from “moral statistics’’ Thess Hppenr 1o prove thit hu'rmu.l
actions are not the products of free-will, but of a matural law,
For example, tables have been prepared whicl seem to show that
“in any given pumber of men from year to year a eartain definite
and constant percentage of erimes, aud cven of erimes of & particn-
Inr kind, may be reckoned on.” Such statisties, however, really
point townrd the position that we would establish. At ooy rate,
they nre clearly inconsistent with the hypothiesis that human actions
ntethe products of natural law only, Ther are not constant enpugh
for that. They vary perceptibly while natural lnws are invoerinble, | |
Mareover, these approXimawely eonstant nambers can be obtained
anly by taking in n wide range. If among ten millions of men
there is :I:ITI.I!I'UL].].‘!," une offender in three thousand, it is not the cnse
that in every actual group of three thousand there iz one offender,
Yet if it were a law of natural neecessity that operated, its appliea-
bility as low would tell in regard to all parts.  “ The law of the
gombination of 0. with € in sorbonie aeid proves as trie in resnrd
to a wramme of carbonie aeid as in regand to a Kilogramme."
Yot, oo the other baud these “moral statisties!! are too
nearly constant for us to zuppose that they express no law.
What, the, i3 indiented, i not'n low other than natueal 3 o spire
itual foree which, though above natural Inw, iz under law to itsslf;
a person wha, though within Hmits determining external nature,
is always.and altosether determined by lis own nature?  More
gerious than this s the metaphvsienl J!I!I"Hl_u]i}' The pn:m'er af
will and the universal reign of cousation are contracietory.
Nence, logically, to admit the power of the will menns to deny
the umversal reizn of eansntion and thus to surrender metaphyeieal
completencss in our scheme of theuniverse. Yot even Kant, who
fult this difficalty as keenly mwd stated 1t as sharply s it has aver
been felt and stated, wonld nut sueeumb to it. e insiEted, as do
Lotze and the Neo-Kantinns, on »recognizing this theoretieally




FITE METAPHYSIES OF CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS. ik

indemonstrable freedom s ' o postulate of the practictl reason,” "
We would venture to show with MeCosh (The Divine (Fovariment.
p. 230) "o more excellent way." The contradiction to swhich
Kant referred does not lie in the principles of reason, but only in
eertain false & priors representations of them. That is, the power
of the will and the universsl reign of enusation may be contraries,
but they need not be contradictorics. To prove them w bhe the
intter, it would be necessary to-show freedom and non-enusation to
bie the same nttribute,  Dut * tlus is the very poiot in dispute, and
cannot be settled by the principle of contmdiction itself; nor
indeed by nuy mere unalytic or logienl prineiple, but by syntheti
evidence which cannot possibly be had."  In o word, the power
of will and the unmiversal reign of causation are ultimae fm.(';)
ngtested by primary principles in our constitution. Thai we can.
nol trace the conuection between them is, therelore, 1o reason why
they should not both be true. Nay, it strengthens the alreads
stated presumption that they are,  Itis o chameteristic of ulthnate
facts that they are independent, If a connection could be discov-
ered between them, it would sbhow that they were not ultimate,
but met in o farther anity.

i, That ther may even be seen not to be contradictories wounld
seem to follow from the fact that many thinkers the most keenly
logical who have based their systemns of the universe on the
universality of cavsgtion, have, nevertheless, had not the least
difficulty in holding to frée-qgency anid have oven been among its
most zenlous teachers, In supportof this statement it is sufficient
to mame John Calvin, John Owen, and Jouatlion Edwards,  © IE"
sy Calvin (Henry's Life of Calein, i p. 497), “*foree be opposed
to freedom, I acknowledge and will always alirm, that there is o
free-wall, u will detenmining itself, and proelaim every man who
thinks otherwise a hevetic.  Lat the will be called free in this
sense, thot is, becuuse it is not constrained or impelled irresistibly
from without, but detennines fteelf by itself”  Aud Owen snys
( Dizsertation on Divine Justice, chnp. 1, see. 20), “ to act freely is
the very nature of the will ; it must necessarily act Jreely,'”

e. The solution of our problem is in this stntement of
Owen: The human will, because the activity of a person or
spirit, cannot but be free.  Its freedom is of its cssence. If it
wile not seifade'tﬁﬁuiuing and su!f-aﬂ‘ﬂﬂg, it 'L'n‘ptlld_ﬂ:_}rﬁﬁp‘j ritnn
Henee, T. H. Green, though o thinker of u school very unlike
Owen's; hns well anid (Prolegomena to Ethies, b, 93), " the question
ng to the freedom of moml agents is not the question commonly
debated, with much ambiguity of terms, between 'determiniats '
and *indeterminists;’ not the guestion whether there i3 or is not n
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possibility of wnmotived willing; but the question whether
motives, of that kind by which it is the eharaoteristie of morsl or
human aetion to be determined, are of properly natural ongin or
ean be rightly regarded as natural phenomena,'”  That they may
nut be so regarded is clear.  As o matter of fact itis not what is
external to us that moves us 1o choice and action, The saloom is
no temptation to o man of pure appetites: it iz an invineible
temnptation to a man of thoroughly depraved 1_ppetites Thus it is
not the c\:_t_tfﬂml saloen but the internal appetite that makes the

l Tunpmmuu : aod so it 1s thot the In:mr though he be the slave of
drink, is free: he determiues bimself by himself; he himself
chooses to drink, and he so chooses becanse of his own appetite:
=0 long as be is & man he cannot do otherwise. It is the neces-
sity of hiz nature thus to determine himself by himself and 50 to
be under the law of freedom, just as it is the necessity of the
stope’s natore o be determined in its conrse by whit 18 outside of
iself anid thug 1o be under the law of necessity. Cansation oper-
ates equally in both cases, Tt operates citferently, howeyer, in
lioth, because of the radical difference between them. I[n the one
vaze it i physical and, therefore, must be necessary ; in the other
1t s rationnl and, therefore, must be free.

f. Finglly, g5 an obligatory ideal is, as we have seen, the
roality of personality ; so 1h 41 aven deeper sense is this true of
free-ngency:  The meaning, the dignity, of humanity appears, not
so much in the fast that we are under law, a3 in the fact that we
determine ourselves strictly acconling to ourselves whether to
obey it or not w obey it. It is this tremencdons fact of free-
agency and consequent respousibility which, as I'rof. James Seth
savs (A Study of Ethical Principles, p. 849, is the grand charae-
teristic of our Life, and forbids its resolution into the life either of
nature or of God | 1f, therefore, we accept the vruth of personal-
ity, if we believe in ourselves; we must grant free-agency. It is
personality’s soul.
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