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INTRODUCTION

For the Victorians Herbert Spencer was pre-eminently
the philosopher of First Principles. Notwithstanding
the popularity of some of his other works, like

Education and the Study of Sociology - both of which
had sales running into many thousands of copies - in
the 1870s and 1880s Spencer's towering intellectual
reputation rested on this one book. Its status derived
from the fact that it appeared to offer a definitive
resolution of many of the most pressing debates in
Victorian intellectual life: it bravely rushed into the
contest between theism and atheism, and proposed a
solution to the dispute between Mill and Hamilton over
the nature of the ultimate reality. Above all, it offered
Spencer's famous formula of evolution, apparently
demonstrating that the whole of the cosmos, from the
nebulae to moral sentiments, obeyed the same general
laws.

The fundamental idea behind the Ftrst Principles
seems to have come to Spencer in late 1857, during the
revision of some of his papers for publication as the first
series of his Essays. We shall see later how his prelim-
inary ideas went into shaping the formula of evolution
itself; for the present, however, it is sufficient to note
that in a letter dated 6 January 1858, the thirty-seven
year old Spencer wrote to his father that 'within the last
ten days my ideas on various matters have suddenly
crystallised into a complete whole. Many things which
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were before lying separate have fallen into their places
as harmonious parts of a system that admits of logical
development from the simplest general principles. '1
Enclosed with the letter was a sketch of what would

shortly become the prospectus of the Synthetic
Philosophy. While it differed from the printed version
in a number of respects (for instance the original draft
included volumes in which the evolution principle was
applied to astronomy and geology), the broad outlines
of Spencer's system were already in place, envisaging
the successive treatment of biology, psychology,
sociology and morality from an evolutionary
perspective. From the publication of this prospectus in
1860 to the publication of the last volume of the
Synthetic Philosophy in 1896, the elaboration of these
ideas was to be the all-consuming purpose of Spencer's
life. As John Dewey noted, he was a system
philosopher in an unusual sense: whereas most philo-
sophical systems display the unity of the development
of a single mind, in Spencer's case the system was a
planned achievement from the outset. 2 Each of the
successive volumes of the Synthetic Philosophy merely
developed at greater length the ideas expressed in a
preliminary way in the prospectus.

Although the First Prmciples stands at the head of

the Synthetic Philosophy, the book does not begin with
the formula of evolution. Instead, Spencer began it
with a one hundred page discussion of 'the
Unknowable'. That Spencer could spill so much ink on
a subject about which one can, presumably, say very
little has been a source of innocent merriment to later

Spencer, Autobtography (London, 1904), vol. 2, p. 17.

2 John Dewey, 'The Philosophical System of Herbert Spencer', reprinted m
volume 12 of the present edition.
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generations of commentators, and one critic quipped
that Spencer always introduced the concept with a
capital letter as if he expected one to take one's hat off
to it. But to understand its place in his thought one
needs to bear in mind the Victorian debates to which it
was a contribution.

Spencer's doctrine of the Unknowable was an attempt
to reconcile the dispute between science and religion,
which was then at its height following the publication
of the Origin of Species. Both the theological and the
scientific parties shared common assumptions, Spencer
believed, which had gone unrecognized in the heat of
the debate. First Principles - and subsequently each
volume of the Synthetic Philosophy - generalized an
insight first expounded in the Principles of Psychology,
which had attempted to reconcile the competing
schools of associationism and phrenology by showing
that each had the partial grasp of a truth available only
from an evolutionary perspective. As Spencer wrote in
his draft of the prospectus, 'truth generally lies in the
co-ordination of antagonist opinions', and this was to
be the guiding principle of his whole philosophy. The
antagonism between science and religion could be
treated in the same way as he had treated the antag-

onism between associationism and phrenology, by
finding the soul of truth common to each.

Princtples of Psychology entered into the argument of
the First Princtples in a direct, albeit unstated, way.
Although Spencer was to rewrite the Psychology to
conform to the requirements of the Synthetic
Philosophy, this should not disguise the fact that the
opening sections of the First Principles are underpinned
by an analysis of human thought which is to be found
in the earlier work. The Psychology had made incon-
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ceivability the test of necessary truths; a truth is
necessary if, quite simply, we cannot imagine it
otherwise. In the First Prmciples Spencer continues to
accord, conceivability a central role. If something is
inconceivable, in the sense that we cannot frame a

mental representation of it, it cannot be a possible
object of knowledge. The reason why something is
inconceivable is, following the Psychology, because all
thinking is relational. Something which cannot be
classified by being related to other things through
relations of similarity and dissimilarity cannot be
conceived. Thus we cannot have knowledge of the
absolute and unconditioned, and this applies not merely
to the Absolute of religion but also to our ultimate
scientific ideas.

In the case of religion Spencer followed Dean
Mansel's Limits of Religious Thought in its claim that
'Atheism, Pantheism, and Theism, when rigorously
analysed, severally prove to be absolutely
unthinkable'. 3 For example, theism (understood as the
doctrine that the world was created by an external
agent) is untenable because the idea of a self-existent

Creator is as inconceivable (unimaginable) as is the idea
of a self-existent universe. Moreover, the creation of
space is inconceivable because we cannot imagine what

its non-existence would be like. Similarly, Spencer
acknowledged that reflection on our notions of cause
and effect points to the need for a First Cause, and he
also followed Mansel in believing that such a First
Cause must be infinite and absolute. But he also
believed that such a notion involves manifest contra-

dictions, and that the idea of an infinite and absolute
First Cause is, like the Creator of the Universe, literally

Fzrst Prmclples, p. 43.
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inconceivable. This was essentially the same analysis
arrived at by Mansel's book: although we are inevitably
driven to entertain certain ideas - like that of a First

Cause - we are also unable to frame a meaningful,

coherent conception of them. However, whereas
Mansel traced the limits of religious thought to make
room for justification by faith, in Spencer's version of
the doctrine all we are left with is the vague notion of
some inscrutable Power.

The situation with regard to our scientific concep-
tions is similar. Science cannot solve the mystery of the
universe. Just as the notion of a self-existent Creator is
literally inconceivable, so too is the notion of a self-
existent universe. In addition, science tells us nothing
about the nature of the ultimate reality. Invoking the
Kantian terminology of noumena and phenomena,
Spencer argued that the laws of science describe
regularities in the phenomena we experience, and these
regularities would be unintelligible if we did not assume
the existence of an independently-existing world which
causes them. But of the nature of that reality science
can tell us nothing, because scientific laws are 'all repre-
sentative of realities which cannot be represented'. Like
the idea of a Creator of the Universe or of a infinite and

absolute First Cause, the things-in-themselves cannot
be conceived. In later editions of the Principles of

Psychology, Spencer characterized his position as
'Transfigured Realism', which 'simply asserts objective
existence as separate from and independent of
subjective existence. But it affirms neither that any one
mode of this objective existence is in reality that what it
seems, nor that the connexions among its modes are
objectively what they seem.'
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Thus, Spencer argued, the antagonism between
religion and science was misconceived. Starting either
from religious belief or from science we are ultimately
driven to accept certain indispensable but literally
inconceivable notions. Whether we are concerned with
a Creator or the substratum which underlies our

experience of phenomena, we can frame no conception
of it. We are in the presence of the Unknowable.

That Spencer should have prefixed this discussion to
his exposition of the principle of evolution which forms
the rest of the First Principles has struck many

commentators as odd. In part, the doctrine of the
Unknowable seems to have been propounded by
Spencer to rescue his philosophy from the charges of
atheism and materialism which had already been
levelled at the Principles of Psychology. In part it also
reflected his love of demonstrating that it was possible
to resolve all of the leading philosophical disputes of
the day if only one looked for what was common to the
contending schools. But there is no doubt that as a
foundation for religion his doctrine of the Unknowable
was a failure; as Frederic Harrison observed, 'a religion
which begins and ends with the mystery of the
Unknowable is not religion at all, but a mere logician's
formula'. 4 Nor did it form an essential element in the

rest of the Synthetic Philosophy, which is logically quite
independent of it.

Having attempted the reconciliation of religion and
science, and having established that 'things-in-
themselves' are unknowable, Spencer turned to
consider the phenomenal world. Science aims at
producing laws describing relations between
phenomena. As he wrote in the essay 'Of Laws in

4 F. Harrison, 'Agnosuc Metaphysscs', reprinted m volume 12.
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General', which appeared as a chapter in the first
edition of the Ftrst Principles but was subsequently
published separately, s the recognition of Law was 'the
recognition of relations among phenomena'. Thus the
difference between science and the uncoordinated

knowledge of particular facts is that the former involves
subsuming the occurrence of phenomena under law-
like regularities. However, the generalizations
discovered by each of the particular sciences are
themselves capable of being subsumed under yet higher
generalizations. In this sense, Spencer believed that the
truths of each of the special sciences represented but
'partially-unified knowledge'. The task of philosophy is
to discover the ultimate generalizations, those which
cannot be subsumed into yet more general laws. It does
not deal in logical or conceptual analysis, but in
'completely-unified knowledge', and therefore is not
categorically different from each of the special sciences.

Just as in his discussion of the Unknowable, Spencer
was concerned to reveal the kernel of truth common to

apparently antagonistic theories, in his discussion of
the Knowable he was keen to establish certain funda-

mental assumptions which were common to all of the
separate sciences. These were the truths 'which unify
concrete phenomena belonging to all divisions of
Nature, and so must be components of that all-
embracing conception of things which Philosophy
seeks'. Although Spencer himself regarded his enter-
prise as merely the philosophical continuation of the
work being undertaken by the captains of Victorian
science - including Darwin, Huxley, and Hooker - it

cannot be sufficiently emphasized that his philosophical

It is, however, reprinted m volume 3 of the Essays (volume 11 of the
present edition).
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practice was radically different from the calculating,
experimental, empirical world view of these thinkers.
Spencer may have built on the results of science, but he
did far more than summarize and systematize them into
an abstract conclusion; his metaphysical enterprise
interpreted each isolated fact from a general conception
which gave it position and meaning as part of the
whole. It was this approach which gave added tartness
to Huxley's quip that Spencer's idea of a tragedy was a
hypothesis killed by a fact.

Evolution provided the general conception in the light
of which all particular facts were to be interpreted.
According to Spencer all of the knowable universe -
whether inorganic, organic, or 'superorganic' (his term
for human artefacts like language or society) -
developed according to a process which he described
variously as the 'law', 'formula' or 'principle' of
evolution. This law or formula is itself worth quoting
in full:

an integration of matter and concomitant dissipation
of motion; during which matter passes from an indef-
inite, incoherent homogeneity to a definite, coherent
heterogeneity; and during which the retained motion
undergoes a parallel transformation. 6

In other words, the direction of flow in the universe is
from simple to complex, diffuse to integrated,
incoherent to coherent, independent to interdependent,
undifferentiated to differentiated; from homogeneous
and uniform to heterogeneous and multiform; and from
an abundance and confusion of motion to a regimen-

First Prmctples, p. 396. Note that in later editions Spencer qualified this
statement, so that evolution involved a development from a 'relatively'
indefinite, incoherent homogeneity to a 'relatively" definite, coherent
heterogeneity.
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tation and loss of motion. Such a process could be
observed in each and all of the special sciences. To
take an example from biology: 'The infant is so
complex in structure that a cyclopedia is needed to
describe its constituent parts. The germinal vesicle is so
simple that _t may be defined in a line.' Similarly,
language displays a development from simple exclama-
tions into more and more complex forms, in which the
various parts of speech are gradually distinguished.
Societies likewise begin with family groups and evolve
by a series of intermediate steps into the highest form,
industrialism, which is characterized by a complex
division of labour with all the specialization of function
it entails.

Spencer was keen to emphasize that he had arrived at
his formula before the publication of the Origin of the
Species. Even during his own lifetime it was sometimes
suggested that his philosophical system was an elabo-
ration of Darwiman natural selection, a misinterpre-
tation which has gained currency in proportion to the
subsequent neglect of his work. But anyone who
considers the formula of evolution will recognize that
any connection between it and Darwinian natural
selection is tenuous indeed. While Spencer did not deny
the truth of natural selection (although he ascribed a
more important role to Lamarckian use-inheritance),
he regarded it as a mechanism by which the evolu-
tionary process could operate within the sphere of
organic life, rather than as a description of the evolu-
tionary process itself. Moreover, as Spencer frequently
pointed out, the formula of evolution had been
prefigured in a number of articles - like 'The
Development Hypothesis' and 'Progress: its law and
cause' - which pre-dated the publication of Darwin's
work by a number of years.
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While Spencer was unquestionably right to deny a
Darwinian provenance for his formula of evolution, he
did acknowledge a number of other sources which had
contributed to it. Sir William Grove's work on the

Correlation of Physical Forces, published long before
the First Principles, had demonstrated the general
principle of the conservation of force (or energy). As
the 'persistence of force', Spencer made this the
foundation of his evolutionary doctrine, since the
amount of force or energy in the universe was assumed
to be constant, and the law of evolution described the
process by which this quantum of force was redis-
tributed into progressively more complex forms.

The specific form which this process exhibited was,
however, developed from two other sources. In the
first place, Spencer claimed that 'developmental idea',
as he called it, had been tacit in his earliest writings,
including the Social Statics which had taken a 'physio-
logical' view of social actions including the observation
that all organisms 'progress from a whole made up of
like parts which have but little mutual dependence, to a
whole made up of unlike parts which are mutually
dependent in a high degree'/ Secondly, he ascribed to
the German physiologist von Baer the insight that
organisms develop from homogeneity to heterogeneity

of structure, brought about by ever-increasing differen-
tiations. These two conceptions, when placed in
conjunction, provided the essence of the evolutionary
formula.

In his earlier writings Spencer often gave the
impression of believing that the evolutionary process
was tending to a state of ultimate perfection. The
increase in complexity, heterogeneity, and interdepen-

7 Autobiography, vol. 2, p. 8.
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dence would not continue for ever, since the process of
evolution was tending towards equilibration, 'the
ultimate establishment of a balance'. This cosmic

equilibration will bring 'Evolution under all its forms to
a close', and since one component of this universal
balance is that there should be harmony 'between man's
mental nature and the conditions of his existence', it
establishes a warrant for the belief 'that Evolution can

end only in the establishment of the greatest perfection
and the most complete happiness'. Even though
evolution and d_ssolution alternated in a phenomenon
Spencer called the 'rhythm of motion', the ultimate
tendency of the evolutionary process was clear, and in
the 1860s and '70s Spencer had no doubt that it would
end in perfection.

By the 1890s, however, the onset of old age and
pessimism about the political tendencies of the late
Victorian era made Spencer less convinced that the
evolutionary process exhibited unreservedly provi-
dential features. He continued to believe that the
cosmos was tending to a final state of equihbrium, but
he came to believe that he had seriously underestimated
the time it would take to achieve the ultimate balance.
As he put it in the revised edition of the Social Statics,
'the rate of progress towards any adapted form must
diminish with the approach to complete adaptation,
since the force producing it must diminish; so that,
other causes apart, perfect adaptation can be reached
only in infinite time'. 9 Since equilibration could only be
achieved in infimte time, he now concluded that disso-
lution would have set in long before the ultimate
perfection could be achieved. In other words, Spencer

x First Principles, p. 517

9 Soctal Statics, abridged and revised (London, 1892), p. 31, footnote.
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- once the living embodiment of the mid-Victorian
conviction of the inevitability of human perfection -
had in old age lost his faith.

The identification of Spencer's philosophy with the
belief in the inevitability of human perfection - a belief
comprehensively exploded by the 1914-18 war -
undoubtedly contributed to the decline of his philo-
sophical reputation. Another influential factor was that
the debates to which the First Principles had been a
contribution exercised the twentieth century less than
they had the mid-Victorians, while Spencer's contri-
bution to the perennial questions of philosophy were
insufficiently original to attract the attention of later
generations of philosophers.

However, at least as important as these factors was
that the type of 'scientific philosophy' Spencer repre-
sented soon came to seem outmoded. As Bertrand
Russell observed in his 1914 Herbert Spencer lecture at
Oxford, 'On the Scientific Method in Philosophy',
Spencer had emphasized the 'most general results of
science' to which he sought 'to give even greater gener-
ality and unity'. By contrast, the new philosophical
school represented by Russell was founded on the belief
that 'it is not results, but methods, that can be trans-
ferred with profit from the sphere of the special sciences

, 10
to the sphere of philosophy. Russell, and those who
followed him like the members of the Vienna Circle,
were as concerned as Spencer with the unity of science,
but they sought unification by analysis, using the tools
of logic and mathematics. By contrast, Spencer's
formula of evolution was a mere verbal construct, the
product of a method which had nothing in common

"_ Bertrand Russell, 'On the Scientific Method in Philosophy', reprinted m
Mystmzsm and Logm (Harmondsworth, 1953), p. 96.
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with the methods of genuine science. He might have
believed himself to be a scientific philosopher, but to a
later generation he was still trapped in a metaphysical
fog.

Michael Taylor
London Guildhall University, 1996
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PREFACETO THE SECONDEDITION.

WBES the First Edition of this work was published, I sup-

posed that the general theory set forth in its Second Part,
was presented in something like a finished form ; but sub-

sequent thought led me to further developments of much
importance, and disclosed the fact that the component
parts of the theory had been wrongly put together.
Even in the absence of a more special reason, I had decided

that, on the" completion of the ]PrinciTles of Biology, it would
be proper to suspend for a few months the series I am
issuing, that I might make the required re-organizatlon.
And when the time had arrived, there had arisen a more

special reason, which forbade hesitation. Translations into

the French and Russian languages were about to be made
--had, in fact, been commenced ; and had I deferred the

re-organization the work would have been reproduced with
all its original imperfections. This will be a sufficient

explanation to those who have complained of the delay in
the issue of the .PrinciTles of ]Psychology.

The First Part remains almost untouched: two verbal

alterations only, on pp. 43 and 99, having been made to

prevent misconceptions. Part II., however, is wholly
transformed. Its first chapter, on "Laws in General," is
omitted, with a view to the inclusion of it in one of the
latter volumes of the series. Two minor chapters disappear.

Most of the rest are transposed, in groups or singly.
And there are nine new chapters embodying the further

developments, and serving to combine the pre-existing

chapters into a changed whole. The following scheme in
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which the new chapters are marked by italics, will give an
idea of the transformation :-

FIRSTEDITION. SECOND EDITIOI_.

-Law_ iu-Gcnzra]. Philosophy Defined.

The Law of Evolution. The Data of 2hiL)sophy.

The Law of Evolution (continued).
Tt_Cau_c_ of Evolution.-

Space, Tram, Matter, Motion, and Space, Time, M_tter, Motion,
Force. and Fo_ce.

The Indestructibility of Matter. The Indestructibility of Matter.

The Continuity of Motion. The Continuity of Motion.
The Persistence of Force. The Persistence of Force.

The Persistence of Relations
among Forces.

The Correlation and Equivalence The Transformation and Equi-
of Forces. valence of Forces.

The Direction of Motion. The Direction of Motion.

The Rhythm of Motion. The Rhythm of Motion.

1_cc_t,it_datio_ , C__tic_m, and
I_ecommeswemcnt

T_ae- Con_'*J.cr_ e_sc,r.*::2_ *_o-F.vo: Evolut_o_ and D_ssolution.
lu_izn.

Simple a,_d Comp,u_wl Evolution.

The Law of Evolution.. Re-ar-
TheLawof Evolution ranged

(continued). ) with ad-
TheLawof Evolution | dmons.

(continued) )

The Law of E_olutlo_ (corn
cbeded).

The Inte_Tretatio_ of Evolution.

The Instability of the Homo- The Instability of the Homo-
geneous, geneous.

The Multiplication of Effects. The Multiplication of Effects.

DLfferentiation and Integration. Segrega%ion.

Equilibration. Eqmhbration.
.Di,_sohdion.

Summary and Conclusion. Summary and Conclusion (Re-
written).

Of course throughout this re-organized Second Part
the numbers of the sections have been changed
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and hence those who possess the Pri_zciples of Biology, iu
which many references are made to passages in _irst 1Jrln.

c_)les, would be inconvenienced by the want of corre-
spondence between the numbers of the sections in the ori-
ginal edition and in the new edition, wcre they without any
means of identifying the sections as now numbered.
The annexed list, showing which section answers to which
in the two editions, will meet the requirement :--

First Second First Second F,rst Second First Second First Second
Edit Edit. Edat. Edit. Rdl_ Edit Etht Edit. Ed,_t Edit

§4.3 §119 107 §72 §58 §92 §81 §121 §]61
44 117 108 73 59 93 82 122 162
45 118 109 74 60 94 83 123 163
46 120 110 75 61 95 84 124 164

47 121 §56- 111 76 62 96 85 125 165
48 122 112 77 66 97 86 126 166
49 123 113 78 67 98 87 127 167
50 124 ]14 79 68 99 88 128 168
51 125 115 80 69 109 149 129 169
52 126 61 46 81 70 llO 150 130 170
53 128 62 47 82 71 111 151 131 171
54 129 63 48 88 72 112 152 132 172

130 64 49 84 73 113 153 133 173
131 65 50 85 74 114 154 134 174
132 66 52 86 75 115 155 135 175

55 133 67 53 87 76 116 156 186 176134, 68 54 88 77 117 157
177135 69 55 89 78 118 158 137 183

136 70 56 90 79 119 159 144 193

137 71 57 91 80 120 160 145 194

The original stereotype pl_es have been used wherever
it was possible ; and hence the exact correspondence be-
tween the two editions in many places, even where adjacen_

pages are altered.

bondon, November, 1867.
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T_s volume m the first of a series described in a prospectus

originally distributed in March, 1860. Of that prospectu%

the annexed is a reprint.

A SYSTEM OF PHILOSOPHY.

I_R.HERBERT SPENCER proposesto issuein periodical parts a

connectedseriesof works which he has for severalyearsbeen

preparing. Some conceptionof the generalaim and scope of

thisseriesmay be gatheredfrom the followingProgramme.

FIRST PRINCIPLES.

PART I. THE UNKNOWABLE.--CRrrying a step further the doctrine

put into shape by Hamilton and Mansel ; pointing out the various direc-
tions in which Science leads to the same conclusions; and showing
that in this united belief in an Absolute that transcends not only human
knowledge but human conception, lies the only possible reconciliation
of Science and Religion.

PART II. LAWSOFTH_ KNOWABLE.--A statement of the ultimate

principles discernible throughout all manifestations of the Absolute--
those highest generalizations now being disclosed by Science which are
severally true not of one class of phenomena but of all classes of pheno-
mena; and which are thus the keys to all classes of phenomena.*

" One of these generalizations is that currently known as "the Conservation of

Force ;" a second may be gathered from a published essay on " Progress. its Law

and Cause ;" a third is indicated in a paper on "Transcendental Physiology i "
and there are several others.
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[In logical order shouhl here come the application of these First ]_r_ne_.
ples to Inorganic _rature. .But this great dwlswn it is proposed to pass

orer : partly because, even without zt, the scheme zs too extensive ; and

partly because the interpretation of Organ_'c -_Sdure after the proposed

method, is of more immediate _mportance. The second work of the series

will therefore be--J

THE PRINCIPLES OF BIOLOGY.

Voz. I.

Ph_tr I. THE DATA OF B_oLOGV.--Including those general truths of

Physics and Chemistry with which rational Biology must set out.

II. THE I._DVCTmNS OF BIoLoQY.--A statement of the leading gener-

alizations which Naturalists, Physiologists, and Comparative Anatomists,
have established.

III. THE ]_¥OLUTION OF LI_.--Concerning the speculation com-

monly known as "The Development Hypothesis "--its h priori and ,t
posterwrl evidences.

VoL II.

IV. _,IORPHOLOGICALDEVELOPmENT.--Pointing out the relations that

are everywhere traceable between organic forms and the average of the

various forces to which they are subject ; and seeking m the cumulative

effects of such forces a theory of the forms.

V. PHYSIOLOGICAL DEVELOP_ENT.--The progressive differentiation of

functmns similarly traced ; and similarly interpreted as consequent upon

the exposure of different parts of organisms to different sets of conditions.

VI. THE Laws OF MuLTIPLICATIO_'.--Generalizations respecting the

rates of reproduction of the various classes of plants and animals; fol-

lowed by an attempt to show the dependence of these variations upon

certain necessary causes.*

* The ideas to be developed m the second _olume of the Principles of B*otogy
the writer has already briefly expressed m sundry Review-Articles. Part IV.
will work out a doctrine suggested in a paper on " The Laws of Organic Form,"
pubhshed m the Medieo-Ch*rurgical Rewew for January, 1859. The germ of Part
V. is contained in the essay on " Transcendental Physiology. " See JEssays, pp.
280-90. And m Part VI. will be unfolded certain views crudely expressed in a
"Theory of Population," published in the tVestmb_ster l_ewew for April 1852
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THE PRINCIPLES OF PSYCHOLOGY.

VoL I.

P_fftT I. Tn_ DATA OF PsYcHOLOSY.--Treating of the genera] con-

nexions of Mind and Life and their relations to other modes of the

Unknowable.

II. THE INDUCnO_S OF PSYCHOLOQY.--A digest of such generaliza-

tions respecting mental phenomena as have already been empirically
established.

III. G.r_rm_L S_,grHr, sis.--A republication, with additional chapters,

of the same part in the already-published Princil_les of.Psychology.

IV. SPECI._ SYNTr_S_S.--A republication, with extensive revisions

and additions, of the same part, &c. &c.

V. PHYStCaL Sy_'TH_Sls.--An attempt to show tile manner in which
the succession of states of consciot_sness conforms to a certain funda-

mental law of nervous action that follows from the First Principles laid
down at the outset.

Vo_. II.

VI. SPECIAL ANaLYSIs.--As at present published, but further elabor

ated by some additional chapters.

VII. GFA_rEP,AL ANALYSls.--As at present published, with several

explanations and additions.

VIII. COROLLA_IEs.--Consisting in part of a number of derivative

principles which form a necessary introduction to Sociology.*

THE PRINCIPLES OF SOCIOLOGY.

VoL. I.

PART I. THE DATX OF SOClOLOGY.--A statementof the severalsets

of factorsenteringintosocialphenomena human ideasand feelings

considered in their necessary order of evolution ; surrounding natural ,

conditions; and those ever complicating conditions to which Society

itself gives origin.
II. THE Ir_DUC2"IOI_'SOF SocloIxmY.--General facts, structural and

functional, as gathered from a survey of Societies and their changes : in

• Respecting the several additions to be made to the Principles of Psychology,
It seems needful only to say that Part ¥. is the unwritten divismn named in the
preface to that work--a davision of which the germ is contained in a note on page
544, and of which the scope has since been more definitely stated in a paper in
the _lcdieo-Chirurgieal P,_view for Jan. 1859.
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other words, the empirical generaiizations that are arrived at by com-
paring different societies, and successive phases of the same society.

III. POLITICALORG,_d_IZATION.--Theevolution of governments, gene-
ral and local, as determined by natural causes ; their several types and
metamorphoses ; their increasing complexity and specialization ; and the
progressive limitation of their functions.

Voz. II.

I'_. _EccLESIASTICAL ORGANIZATION.--Tracmgthe differentiation of
religious government from secular ; its succesave complications and the
multiplication of sects; the growth and continued modification of re-
ligious ideas, as caused by advancing knowledge and changing moral
character ; and the gradual reconciliation of these ideas with the truths
of abstract science.

V. CEaE_OI_IAL ORGhNIZXTION.--Thenatural history of that third
kind of government which, having a common root with the others, and
slowly becoming separate from and supplementary to them, serves to
regulate the minor actions of life.

VI. INDUSTRIALORGANIZATION.--Thedevelopment of productive and
distributive agencies, considered, like the foregoing, in its necessary
causes : comprehending not only the progressive division of labour, and
the increasing complexity of each industrial agency, but also the suc-
cessive forms of industrial government as passing through like phases
with political government.

Vo_,. III,

vii. LINGUALPROGRESS.--The evolution of Languages regarded as
a psychological process determined by social conditions.

VIII. INTELLECTUALPROdmWss.--Treated from the same point of
view: including the growth of classifications ; the evolution of science
out of common knowledge; the advance from qualitive to quantative
prevision, from the indefinite to the definite, and from the concrete to
the abstract.

IX. 2ESTKETICPROGRESS.-- The Fine Arts similarly dealt with:
tracing their gradual differentiation from primitive institutions and from
each other; their increasing varieties of development; and their ad-
vance in reality of expression and superiority of aim.

X. Mo__L PROGm_ss.--Exhibiting the genesis of the slow emotional
modifications which human nature undergoes in its adaptation to the
social state.
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XL THE CONSEXSVs.--Treating of the necessary interdependence of
structures and of functions in each type of socmty, and in the successive
uhases of social development.*

THE PRINCIPLES OF MORALITY.

Vow. I.

PART I. THS DATA OF Mol_aLITY.--Generalizationsfurnishedby
Biology, Psychology and Sociology, which underlie a true theory of
right living: in other words, the elements of that equilibrium between
constitution and conditions of existence, which is at once the moral
ideal and the limit towards which we are progressing.

II. THE INDUCTIONSOF Moa._ITY.--Those empirically-established
rules of human aetton which are registered as essential laws by all
civilized nations : that is to say--the generahzations of expediency.

III. PERSONALMor_Ls.--The principles of private conduct--physical,
intellectual, moral and religious--that follow from the conditions to
complete individual life: or, what is the same thing--those modes of
private action which must result from the eventual equilibration of in-
ternal desires and external needs.

Vor. II.

IV. JusrlCE.--The mutual limitations of men's actions necessitated

by their co-existence as units of a society--limitations, the perfect
observance of which constitutes that state of equilibrium forming the
goal of politicM progress.

V. NEGATrV_BF.._m_ICm_CE.--Thosesecondary limitations, similarly
necessitated, which, though less important and not cognizable by law,
are yet requisite to prevent mutual destruction of happiness in vaa_ous
indirect ways: in other words--those minor self-restraints dictated by
what may be called passive sympathy.

* Of this treatise on Sociology a few small fragments may be found in already-
published essays. Some of the ideas to be developed in Part II. are indicated in
an article on _' The Social Organism," contained in the last number of the lVest-

minster Review ; those which Part V. will work out, may be gathered from the
first half of a paper written some years since on "Manners and Fashion ;" of Part

VIIL the germs are contained in an article on the " Genesis of Science ;" two

papers on" The Origin and Function of Music" and "The Philosophy of Style,"

contain some ideas to be embodied in Part IX. ; and from a criticism of Mr. Bain's
work on '" The ]Emotions and the Will," in the last number of the Medieo-UMrur-

gical Review, the central idea to be developed in Part X. may be inferred.
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VI. POSITIVEBF_v_FIC_C_.--Comprehendlng all modes of conduct,
dictated by active sympathy, which imply pleasure in giving pleasure--
modes of conduct that social adaptation has induced and must render
ever more general ; and which, in becoming universal, must fill to the
full the possible measure of human happiness.*

In anticipation oft he obvious criticism that the scheme here
sketched out is too extensive, it may be remarked that an ex-

haustive treatment of each topic is not intended ; but simply the
establishment offrinciTles , with such illustrations as are needed
to make their bearings fully understood. It may also be pointed
out that, besides minor fragments, one large division (Tile _Princi-

ples of 2sye_olog_/) is already, in great part, executed. And a
further reply is, that impossible though it may prove to execute
the whole, yet nothing can be said against an attempt to set fort_.

the First Principles and to carry their applications as far as cir.
cumstances permit.

The price per Number to be half-a-crown ; that is to say, the
four Numbers yearly issued to be severally delivered, post free,
to all annual subscribers of Ten Shillings.

o Part IVo ofthe Principles of Morahty will be co-extensive(though not iden-
tical) with the firqthalf of the writer's ,SoemlStatwa.

This Programme I have thought well to reprint for two
reasons :--the one being that readers may, from time to

time, be able to ascertain what topics are next to be dealt

with; the other being that an outline of the scheme may
remain, in case it should never be completed.

The successive instalments of which this volume consists,

were issued to the subscribers at the following dates :--Part

I. (pp. 1--80) in October, 1860 ; Part II. (pp. 81--176) in

January, 1861; Part III. (pp. 177--256) in April, 1861;
Part IV. (pp. 257--334) in October, 1861; Part V. (pp.

335--416) in _Iarch, 1862; and Part YI. (pp. 417--504)

in June, 1862.*

London, J'u,_ 5th, 1862.

4, These dat;es and pagings of the divisions as orighally issued, of course
do not:apply to the volume as it new st,ands, beyond page 123.
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C1WAPTER I.

RELIGION AND SCIENCE.

1. WE too often forget that not only is there "a soul of
goodness in things evil," but very generally also, a soul of
truth in things erroneous. While many admit the abstract

probability that a falsity has usually a nucleus of reality, few
bear this abstract probability in mind, when passing judg-

ment on the opinions of others. A belief that is finally
proved to be grossly at variance with fact, is cast aside with
indignation or contempt; and in the heat of antagonism
scarcely any one inquires what there was in this belief which
commended it to men's minds. Yet there must have been

something. And there is reason to suspect that this some-

thing was its correspondence with certain of their experiences :
an extremely limited or vague correspondence perhaps; but
still, a correspondence. Even the absurdest report may in

nearly every instance be traced to an actual occurrence ; and

had there been no such actual occurrence, this preposterous
misrepresentation of it would never have existed. Though

the distorted or magnified image transmitted to us through
the refracting medimn of rumour, is utterly unlike the reality ;
yet in the absence of the reality there would have been no

distorted or magnified image. And thus it is with human
beliefs in general. Entirely wrong as they may appear, the

implication is that they germinated out of actual experiences
--originally contained, and perhaps still contain, some small
amount of verity.
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More especially may we safely assume this, in the case of

beliefs that have long existed and are widely diffused; and
most of all so, in the case of beliefs that are perennial and

nearly or quite universal. The presumption that any current
opinion is not wholly false, gains in strength according to the
number of its adherents. A_m_tting, as we must, that life is

impossible unless through a certain agreement between in-
ternal convictions and external circnm_tanees; admitting
therefore that the probabilities are always in favour of the
truth, or at least the partial truth, of.a conviction ; we must
admit that the convictions entertained by many minds in

common are the most likely to have some foundation. The
elimination of individual errors of thought, must give to

the resulting judgment a certain additional value. It
may indeed be urged that vn.uy widely-spread beliefs

are received on authority; that those entertaining them
make no attempts at verification; and hence it may be in-
ferred that the multitude of adherents adds but little to the

probability of a belief. But this is not true. For a belief
which galn_ extensive reception without critical e_.m_n_tion,
is thereby proved to have a general congruity with the various
other beliefs of those who receive it ; and in so far as these

various other beliefs are based upon personal observation and
judgment, they give an indirect warrant to one with which

they harmonize. It may be that this warrant is of small
value ; but still it is of some value.

Could we reach definite views on this matter, they would

be extremely useful to us. It is important that we should, if

possible, form something like a general theory of current
opinions; so that we may neither over-estimate nor under°
estimate their worth. Arriving at correct judgments on dis-

puted questions, much depends on the attitude of mind we
preserve while l_ten_ng to, or taking part in, the controversy;
and for the preservation of a right attitude, _it is needful that
we should learn how true, and yet how untrue, are average
human beliefs. On the one handj we must keep free from
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that bias in favour of received ideas which expresses itself in
such dogmas as "What every one says must be true," or
"The voice of the people is the voice of God." On the other

hand, the fact disclosed by a survey of the past, that majorities

have usually been wrong, must not blind us to the comple-
mentary fact, that majorities have usually not been entirely

wrong. And the avoidance of these extremes being a pre-
requisite to catholic t]_iukiug, we shall do well to provide

ourselves with a safe-guard against them, by making a valua-
tion of opinions in the abstract. To this end we must con-

template the kind of relation that ordinarily subsists between
opinions and facts. Let us do so with one of those beliet_
which under various forms has prevailed among all nations in
all times.

§ 2. The earliest traditions represent rulers as gods or
demigods. By their subjects, primitive kings were regarded
as superhuman in origin, and superhuman in power. They
possessed divine titles; received obeisances like those made
before the altars of deities; and were in some cases actually

worshipped. If there needs proof that the divine and half-
divine characters originally ascribed to monarchs were
ascribed literally, we have it in the fact that there are still

existing savage races, among whom it is held that the chiefs
and their kindred are of celestial origin, or, as elsewhere, that

only the chiefs have souls. And of course along with beliefs

of this kind, there existed a belief in the uullm_ted power of

the ruler over his subjects--an absolute possession of them,
extending even to the t_k_ng of their lives at will : as even
still in Fiji, where a victim stands unbound to be killed at the
word of his chief; blr-_elf declaring, "whatever the king says
must be done."

In times and among races somewhat less barbarous, we find
these beliefs a little modified. The monarch, instead of being

literally thought god or demigod, is conceived to be a man
having divine authority, with perhaps more or less of divine
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nature. He retains however, as in the East to the present

day, titles expressing his heavenly descent or relationships;
and is still saluted in forms and words as humble as those ad-

dressed to the Deity. While the lives and properties of his
people, if not practically so completely at his mercy, are still

in theory supposed to be his.
Later in the progress of civilization, as during the middle

ages in Europe, the current opinions respecting the relation-
ship of rulers and ruled are further changed. For the theory
of divine origin, there is substituted that of divine right. 1_o

longer god or demigod, or even god-descended, the king is

now regarded as simply God's vice-gerent. The obeisances
made to him are not,so extreme in their humility ; and his
sacred titles lose much of their meaning. Moreover his

authority ceases to be unlimited. Subjects deny his right to
dispose at will of their lives and properties ; and yield alle-

giance only in the shape of obedience to his commands.
With advancing political opinion has come still greater

restriction of imperial power. I_elief in the supernatural
character of the ruler, long ago repudiated by ourselves for

example, has left behind it nothing more than the popular

tendency to ascribe unusual goodness, wisdom, and beauty to
the monarch. Loyalty, which originally meant implicit sub-
mission to the _ng's will, now means a merely nora_nal pro-
fession of subordination, and the fil]_Iment of certain forms of

respect. Our political practice, and our political theory, alike
utterly reject those regal prerogatives which once passed un-

questioned. By deposing some, and putting others in their

places, we have not only denied the divine rights of certain
men to rule ; but we have denied that they have any rights

beyond those originating in the assent of the nation. Though

our forms of speech and our state-documents still assert the
subjection of the citizens to the ruler, our actual beliefs and
our daily proceedings implicitly assert the contrary. We

obey no laws save those of our own mo_ng. We have entirely
divested the monarch of legislative power; and should hn.
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mediately rebel against his or her exercise of such power,
even in matters of the smallest concern. In brief, the abo-

riginal doctrine is all but extinct among us.
Nor has the rejection of primitive political beliefs, resulted

only in transferring the authority of an autocrat to a repre-
sentative body. The views entertained respecting govern-

ments m general, of whatever form, are rJow widely different
from those once entertained. _hether popular or despotic,

governments were in ancient times supposed to have unlimited
authority over their subjects. Individuals existed for the
benefit of the State; not the State for the benefit of in-

dividuals. In our days, however, not only has the national will
been in many cases substituted for the will of the king ; but
the exercise of this national will has been restricted to a much

smaller sphere. In F_ngland, for instance, though there has

been established no definite theory setting bounds to govern-
mental authority ; yet, in practice, sundry bounds have been

set to it which are tacitly recognized by all. There is no
organic law formally declaring that the legislature may not
freely dispose of the citizens' lives, as early kings did when

they sacrificed hecatombs of victlm._ ; but were it possible for
our legislature to attempt such a tMng, its own destruction

would be the consequence, rather than the destruction of
citizens. How entirely we have established the personal

liberties of the subject against the invasions of State-power,

would be quickly demonstrated, were it proposed by Act of
Parliament forcibly to take possession of the nation, or of any
class, and turn its services to public ends ; as the services of

the people were turned by primitive rulers. And should any

statesman suggest a re-distribution of property such as was
sometimes made in ancient democratic communities, he would

be met by a thousand-tongued denial of imperial power over
individual possessions. Not only in our day have these funda-
mental chlm_ of the citizen been thus made good against the

State, but sundry r-lnor claims likewise. Ages ago, laws
regulating dress and mode of living fell into disuse; and
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any a_mpt to revive them would prove the current opLnlon
to be, that such matters lie beyond the sphere of legal control.
For some centuries we have been asserting in practice, and

have now established in theory, the right of every man to
choose his own religious beliefs, instead of receiving such

beliefs on State-authority. Within the last few generations
we have inaugurated complete liberty of speech, in spite of all
legislative attempts to suppress or ]_m_t it. And still more
recently we have claimed and finally obtained under a few
exceptional restrictions, freedom to trade with whomsoever we

please. Thus our political beliefs are widely different from
aneient ones, not only as to the proper depositary of power to
be exercised over a nation, but also as to the extent of that
power.

Not even here has the change ended. Besides the average
opinions which we have just described as current among

ourselves, there exists a less widely-diffused opinion going
still further in the same direction. There are to be found

men who contend that the sphere of government should be
narrowed even more than it is in England. The modern
doctrine that the State exists for the benefit of citizens, which

has now in a great measure supplanted the ancient doctrine

that the citizens exist for the bene6t of the State, they would
push to its logical results. They hold that the freedom of the
individual, ]_mited only by the like freedom of other individ-

lm]% is sacred ; and that the legislature cannot equitably put

further restrictions upon it, either by forbidding any actions
which the law of equal freedom permits, or t_ng away any
property save that required to pay the cost of enforcing this
law itself. They assert that the sole function of the State is

the protection of persons against each other, and against a
foreign foe. They urge that as, throughout civilization, the

m_u_¢est tendency has been contin, Mly to extend the liberties

of the subject, and restrict the functions of the State, there is
r_a_ to believe t_at th_ _l_t_ i_li_c_l e_di_Qu must be
one in which personal freedom is the greatest possible and
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governmental power the least possible : that, namely, in which
the freedom of each has no limit but the like freedom of all ;

while the sole governmental duty is the maintenance of this
limit.

Here then in different times and places we find concerning
the origin, authority, and functions of government, a great

variety of opinions--opinions of which the leading genera
above indicated subdivide into countless species. What now

must be said about the truth or falsity of these opinions ?
Save among a few barbarous tribes the notion that a monarch

is a god or demigod is regarded throughout the world as an
absurdity almost passing the bounds of human credulity.
In but few places does there survive a vague notion that the
ruler possesses any supernatural attributes. ]_[ost civilized
communities, which still adm;t the divine right of govern-

ments, have long since repudiated the divine right of kings.
Elsewhere the belief that there is anything sacred in legis-

lative regulations is dying out: laws are coming to be con-
sidered as conventional only. While the extreme school
holds that governments have neither intrinsic author-

ity, nor can have authority given to them by convention;
but can possess authority only as the a_m_n_strators of those
moral principles deducible from the conditions essential to
social life. Of these various beliefs, with their innumerable

modifications, must we then say that some one alone is

wholly right and all the rest wholly wrong; or must we say
that each of them contains truth more or less completely

disguised by errors ? The latter alternative is the one which

analysis will force upon us. Ridiculous as they may severally
appear to those not educated under them, every one of these
doctrines has for its vital element the recogmition of an
unquestionable fact. Directly or by implication, each of
them insists on a certain subordination of individual actions

to social requirements. There are wide differences as to the
power to which this subordination is due; there are wide
differences as to the motive for this suborel_nation ; there are
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wide differences as to its extent ; but that there must be some
subordination all are agreed. From the oldest and rudest

idea of allegiance, down to the most advanced political theory
of our own day, there is on this point complete unanimity.
Though, between the savage who conceives his life and

property to be at the absolute disposal of his chief, and the

anarchist who denies the right of any government, autocratic
or democratic, to trench upon his individual freedom, there
seems at first sight an entire and irreeoncileable antagol_m ;

yet ultimate analysis discloses in them this fundamental com-
munity of opinion; that there are limits which individual

actions may not transgress--]imlts which the one regards as

originating in the king's will, and which the other regards as
deducible from the equal claims of fellow-citizens.

It may perhaps at first sight seem that we here reach a
very 11nlmportant conclusion; namely, that a certain tacit
assumption is equally implied in all these conflicting political
creeds--an assumption which is indeed of self-evident
validity. The question, however, is not the value or novelty
of the particular truth in this case arrived at. My aim has

been to exhibit the more general truth, which we are apt to
overlook, that between the most opposite beliefs there is

usually something in common,--something taken for granted
by each; and that this'something, ff not to be set down

as an unquestionable verity, may yet be considered to
have the highest degree of probability. A postulate which,
like the one above instanced, is not consciously asserted but

unconsciously involved ; and which is unconsciously involved
not by one man or body of men, but by numerous bodies of

men who diverge in countless ways and degrees in the rest of
their beliefs ; has a warrant far transcending any that can be
usually shown. And when, as in this case, the postulate is
abstract _is not based on some one concrete experience

common to all mankind, but implies an induction from a

great variety of experiences, we may say that it ranl_.qnext in
certainty to the postulates of exact science.
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DO we not thus arrive at a generalization which may habit-
ually guide us when seekivg for the soul of truth in things
erroneous ? While the foregoing illustration brings clearly
home the fact, that in opinions seeming to be absolutely and
supremely wrong something right is yet to be found; it also

indicates the method we should pursue in seeking the some-

thing right. This method is to compare all opinions of the
same genus; to set aside as more or less discrediting one

another those various special and concrete elements in which

such opinions disagree; to observe what remains after the
discordant constituents have been eliminated; and to find

for this remaining constituent that abstract expression which
holds true throughout its divergent modifications.

§ 3. A candid acceptance of this general principle and an

adoption of the course it indicates, will greatly aid us in deal-
ing with those chronic antagonisms by which men are

divided. Applying it not only to current ideas with which

we are personally unconcerned, but also to our own ideas and
those of our opponents, we shall be led to form far more
correct judgments. We shall be ever ready to suspect that

the convictions we entertain are not wholly right, and that
the adverse convictions are not wholly wrong. On the one

hand we shall not, in common with the great mass of the
unthinking, let our beliefs be determined by the mere accident

of birth in a particular age on a particular part of the Earth's
surface ; and, on the other hand, we shall be saved from that

error of entire and contemptuous negation, which is fallen
into by most who take up an attitude of independent criticism.

Of all antagonisms of belief, the oldest, the widest, the mos_
profound and the most important, is that between Religion
and Science. It commenced when the recognition of the

simplest uniformities in surrounding things, set a limit to the

previously universal fetishism. It shows itself everywhere
throughout the domain of human knowledge : affecting men's
interpretations aUke of the simplest mechanical accidents and
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of the most complicated events in the histories of nations.

It has its roots deep down in the diverse habits of thought of
d_eront orders of minds. And the conflicting conceptions of

nature and life which these diverse habits of thought severally
generate, influence for good or ill the tone of feeling and the
daily conduct.

An unceasing battle of opinion like this which has been
carried on throughout all ages under the banners of I_eligion
and Science, has of course generated an animosity fatal to a

just estimate of either party by the other. On a larger scale,
and more intensely than any other controversy, has it illus-

trated that perennially significant fable concerning the knights
who fought about the colour of a shield of which neither

looked at more than one face. Each combatant seeing clearly
his own aspect of the question, has charged his opponent

with stupidity or dishonesty in not seeing the same aspect of
it; while each has wanted the candour to go over to his

opponent's side and find out how it was that he saw every-
thing so differently.

Happily the times display an increasing catholicity of feel-

ing, which we shall do well in carrying as far as our natures
permit. In proportion as we love truth more and victory
less, we shall become anxious to know what it is which leads

our opponents tothlnk asthey do. We shallbeginto suspect
that the pertinacity of belief exhibited by them must result

from a perception of something we have not perceived. And
we shall aim to supplement the portion of truth we have

found with the portion found by them. Making a more

rational estimate of human authority, we shall avoid alike the
extremes of undue submla_on and undue rebellion--shall not

regard some men's judgments as wholly good and others as
wholly bad; but shall rather lean to the more defensible

position that none are completely right and none are com-
pletely wrong.

Preserving, as far as may be, this impartial attitude, let us
then contemplate the two sides of this great controversy.
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Keeping guard against the bias of education and shutting out
the whisperings of sectarian feeling, let us consider what are

the d priori probabilities in favour of each party.

§ 4. When duly realized, the general principle above

illustrated must lead us to anticipate that the diverse forms

of religious belief which have existed and which still exist,

have all a basis in some ultimate fact. Judging by analogy
the implication is, not that any one of them is altogethel

right ; but that in each there is something right more or less
disguised by other things wrong. It may be that the soul of
truth contained in erroneous creeds is very lmllke most, if not
all, of its several embo_timents ; and indeed, if, as we have good
reason to expect, it is much more abstract than any of them,
its unlikeness necessarily follows. But however different

from its concrete expressions, some essential verity must be

looked for. To suppose that these multiform conceptions
should be one and all absolutely groundless, discredits too
profoundly that average human intelligence from which all
our individual intelligences are inherited.

This most general reason we shall find enforced by other
more special ones. To the presumption that a number of
diverse beliefs of the same class have some common founda-

tion in fact, must in this case be added a further presumption
derived from the omnipresence of the beliefs. Religious ideas
of one kind or other are almost ff not quite universal. Even

should it be true, as alleged, that there exist tribes of men
who have nothing approaching to a theory, of creation--even

should it be true that only when a certain phase of intelligence
is reached do the most rudimentary of such theories make their
appearance; the implication is practically the same. Grant that

among all races who have passed a certain stage of intellectual
development there are found vague notions concerning the

origin and hidden nature of surrounding things; and there
arises the inference that such not{ous are necessary p'reduct8
of progressing intelligence. Their endless variety serves but
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to strengthen this conclusion : showing as it does a more or
less independent genesis--showing how, in different places
and times, like conditions have led to slrailar trains of

thought, ending in analogous results. That these countless

diii_rent, and yet allied, phenomena presented by all religions
are accidental or factitious, is an untenable supposition.

candid examination of the evidence quite negatives the doe-
trine maintained by some, that creeds are priestly inventions.
Even as a mere question of probabilities it cannot rationally
be concluded that in every society, past and present, savage

and civilized, certain members of the community have com-
bined to delude the rest, in ways so analogous. To any who

may allege that some primitive fiction was devised by some

primitive priesthood, before yet" mankind had diverged from
a common centre, a reply is furnished by philology; for

philology proves the dispersion of mankind to have com-
menced before there existed a language sufficiently organized

to express religious ideas. Moreover, were it otherwise tenable,

the hypothesis of artificial origin fails to account for the facts.
It does not explain why, under all changes of form, certain

elements of religious belief remain constant. It does not
show us how it happens that while adverse criticism has from

age to age gone on destroying particular theological dogmas,
it has not destroyed the fundamental conception underlying
these dogmas. It leaves us without any solution of the strik-
ing circumstance that when, from the absurdities and cor-

ruptions accumulated around them, national creeds have

fallen into general discredit, ending in indifferentism or

positive denial, there has always by and by arisen a re-asser-
tion of them: if not the same in form, still the same in

essence. Thus the universality of religious ideas, their in-

dependent evolution among different primitive races, and

their great vitality, unite in showing that their source must

be deep-seated instead of superficial. In other words, we
are obliged to admit that if not supernaturally derived as
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the majority contend, they must be derived out of human
experiences, slowly accumulated and organized.

Should it be asserted that religious ideas are products of
the religious sentiment, which, to satisfy itself, prompts

imaginations that it afterwards projects ihto the external

world, and by and by mistakes for realities ; the problem is
not solved, but only removed further back. Whether the
wish is father to the thought, or whether sentiment and idea

have a common genesis, there equally arises the question--
Whence comes the sentiment ? That it is a constituent in

man's nature is implied by the hypothesis; and cannot in-
deed be denied by those who prefer other hypotheses. And
if the religious sentiment, displayed habitually by the majority
of mankind, and occasionally aroused even in those seemingly
devoid of it, must be classed among human emotions, we

cannot rationally ignore it. _Ve are bound to ask its origin

and its function. Here is an attribute which, to say the least,
has had an enormous influence---which has played a con-

spicuous part throughout the entire past as far back as
history records, and is at present the life of numerous insti-
tutions, the stimulus to perpetual controversies, and the

prompter of countless daily actions. Any Theory of Things
which takes no account of this attribute, must, then, be ex-

tremely defective. If with no other view, still as a question
in philosophy, we are called on to say what this attribute
means; and we cannot decline the task without confessing

our philosophy to be incompetent.

Two suppositions only are open to us: the one that the
feeling which responds to religious ideas resulted, along with
all other human faculties, from an act of special creation ; the
other that it, in common with the rest, arose by a process of

evolution. If we adopt the first of these alternatives, uni-

versally accepted by our ancestors and by the immense
majority of our contemporaries, the matter is at once settled :
man is directly endowed with the religious feeling by a
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creator; and to that creator it designedly responds. If we

adopt the second alternative, then we are met by the questions
--What are the circumstances to which the genesis of the re-
llgious feeling is due ? and--What is its otfiee? Wearebeund

to entertain these questions; and we are bound to find

answers to them. Considering all faculties, as we must on
this supposition, to result from accumulated modifications

caused by the intercourse of the organism with its environ-
ment, we are obliged to a_m_t that there exist in the environ-
ment certain phenomena or conditions which have determined

the growth of the feeling in question ; and so are obliged to
admit that it is as normal as any other faculty. Add to
which that as, on the hypothesis of a development of lower
forms into higher, the end towards which the progressive

changes directly or indirectly tend, must be adaptation to
the requirements of existence; we are also forced to infer
that this feeling is in some way conducive to human welfare.
Thus both alternatives contain the same ultimate implication.

We must conclude that the religious sentiment is either di-

rectly created, or is created by the slow action of natural
causes ; and whichever of these conclusions we adopt, requires

us to treat the religions sentiment with respect.
One other consideration should not be overlooked--a con-

sideratlon which students of Science more especially need to

have pointed out. Occupied as such are with established truths,
and accustomed to regard things not already known as things
to be hereafter discovered, they are liable to forget that in-

formation, however extensive it may become, can never satisfy

inquiry. Positive knowledge does not, and never can, fill
the whole region of possible thought. At the uttermost

reach of discovery there arises, and must ever arise, the ques-
tion-What lies beyond ? As it is impossible to thlnl_ of a

limit to space so as to exclude the idea of space lying outside
that limit ; so we c, nnot conceive of any explanation profound

enough to exclude the question--What is the explanation of
that explanation P Regarding Science as a gradlml]y increas-
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ing sphere, we may say that every addition to its surface
does but bring it into wider contact with surrounding nescience.
There must ever remain therefore two antithetical modes of

mental action. Throughout all future time, as now, the

human mind may occupy itself, not only with ascertained

phenomena and their relations, but also with that un-
ascertained something which phenomena and their rela-

tions imply. Hence if knowledge cannot monopolize
consciousness--if it must always continue possible for the

raind to dwell upon that which transcends knowledge ; then
there can never cease to be a place for something of the
nature of Religion ; since Religion under all its forms is dis-

tingulshed from everything else in this, that its subject
matter is that which passes the sphere of experience.

Thus, however untenable may be any or all the existing

religious creeds, however gross the absurdities associated with
them, however irrational the arguments set forth in their de-

fence, we must not ignore the verity which in all likelihood

lies hidden within them. The general probability that widely-
spread beliefs are not absolutely baseless, is in this case en-
forced by a further probability due to the omnipresence of

the beliefs. In the existence of a religious sentiment, what-

ever be its origin, we have a second evidence of great signifi-
cance. And as in that nescience which must ever remain the

antithesis to science, there is a sphere for the exercise of this

sentiment, we find a third general fact of like implication.

We may be sure therefore that religions, though even none
of them be actually true, are yet all adumbrations of a truth.

._5. As, to the religious, it will seem absurd to set forth
any justification for Reli_on ; so, to the scientific, will it seem

absurd to defend Science. Yet to do the last is certainly as
needful as to do the first. If there exists a class who, in

contempt of its follies and disgust at its corruptions, have
contracted towards Religion a repugn,-ce which makes them
overlook the fundamental verity contained in it ; so, too, is
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there a class offended to such a degree by the destructive

criticisms men of science make on the religious tenets they
regard as essential, that they have acquired a strong prejudice
against Science in general. They are not prepared with any

avowed reasons for their dislike. They have simply a re-
membrance of the rude shakes which Science has given to
many of their cherished convictions, and a suspicion that it

may perhaps eventually uproot all they regard as sacred; and
hence it produces in them a certain inarticulate dread.

_Vhat is Science ? To see the absurdity of the prejudice

against it, we need only remark that Science is simply a
higher development of common k_owledge ; and that if

Science is repudiated, all knowledge must be repudiated
along with it. The extremest bigot will not suspect any
harm in the observation, that the sun rises earlier and sets

later in the summer than in the winter; but will rather

consider such an observation as a useful aid in fu]_lling the

duties of life. Well, Astronomy is an organized body of

similar observations, made with greater nicety, extended to a

larger number of objects, and so analyzed as to disclose the
real arrangements of the heavens, and to dispel our false con-
ceptions of them. That iron will rust in water, that wood

will burn, that long kept viands become putrid, the most
timid sectarian will teach without alarm, as things useful to
be known. But these are chemical truths: Chemistry is a

systematized collection of such facts, ascertained with pre-
cision, and so classified and generalized as to enable us to say

with certainty, concerning each simple or compound substance,

what change will occur in it under given conditions. And
thus is it with all the sciences. They severally, germinate
out of the experiences of daily life; insensibly as they grow

they draw in remoter, more numerous, and more complex

experiences; and among these, they ascertain laws of de-

pendence like those which make up our knowledge of the
most familiar objects. Nowhere is it possible to draw a line
and saymhere Science begins. And as it is the function of
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COmvnonobservation to serve for the guidance of conduct ; so,
toe, is the guidance of conduct the office of the most recondite

and abstract inquiries of Science. Through the countless in-
dustrial processes and the various modes of locomotion which

it has given to us, Physics regulates more completely our social
life than does his acquaintance with the properties of sur-

rounding bodies regulate the life of the savage. Anatomy
and Physiology, through their effects on the practice of medi-

cine and hygiene, modify our actions almost as much as does
our acquaintance with the evils and benefits which common
environing agencies may produce on our bodies. All Science
is prevision ; and all prevision ultimately aids us in greater or
less degree to achieve the good and avoid the bad. As
certainly as the perception of an object lying in our path
warns us against stumbling over it ; so certainly do those

more complicated and subtle perceptions which constitute
Science, warn us against stumbling over intervening obstacles

in the pursuit of our distant ends. Thus being one in origin
and function, the simplest forms of cognition and the most
complex must be dealt with alike. We are bound in con-

sistency to receive the widest knowledge which our faculties
can reach, or to reject along with it that narrow knowledge

possessed by all. There is no logical alternative between
accepting our intelligence in its entirety, or repudiating eveti
that lowest intelligence which we possess in common with
brutes.

To ask the question which more immediately concerns our

argument--whether Science is substantially true ?--is much
like asking whether the sun gives light. And it is because

they are conscious how undeniably valid are most of its proposi-
tions; that the theological party regard Science with so much
secret alarm. They know that during the two thousand

years of its growth, some of its larger divisionsmmathe-
matics, physics, astronomy--have been subject to the ri-

gorous criticism of successive generations ; and have notwith-
standing become ever more firmly established. They know
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that, unlike many of their own doctrines, which were once

universally received but have age by age been more
frequently called in question, the doctrines of Science, at first
confined to a few scattered inquirers, have been slowly grow-

ing into general acceptance, and are now in great part ad-
mitted as beyond dispute. They know that men of science
throughout the world subject each other's results to the most
searching examination ; and that error is mercilessly exposed
and rejected as soon as discovered. And, finally, they know
that still more conclusive testimony is to be found in the

_aily verification of scientific predictions, and in the never-

ceasing triumphs of those arts which Science guides.
To regard with alienation that which has such high

credentials is a folly. Though in the tone which many of
the scientific adopt towards them, the defenders of Religion
may find some excuse for this alienation; yet the excuse is a

very insufficient one. On the side of Science, as on their own
side, they must admit that short-com{ngs in the advocates do
not tell essentially against that which is advocated. Science
must be judged by itself : and so judged, only the most per-
verted intellect can fail to see that it is worthy of all reverence.

Be there or be there not any other revelation, we have a
veritable revelation in Science--a continuous disclosure,

through the intelligence with which we are endowed, of the
established order of the Universe. This disclosure it is the

duty of every one to verify as far as in h{m lies ; and having
verified, to receive with all hurn{Uty.

§ 6. On both sides of this great controversy, then, truth
must exist. An unbiassed consideration of its general aspects

Forces us to conclude that Religion, everywhere present as a

weft runn{ng through the warp of human history, expresses
some eternal fact ; while it is _]most a truism to say of Science

that it is an organised mass of facts, ever grooving, and ever

being more completely purified from errors. And if both
have bases in the reality of things, then between them there
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must be a fundamental harmony. It is an incredible hypo
thesis that there are two orders of truth, in absolute and ever-

lasting opposition. Only on some ]_anichean theory, which

among ourselves no one dares openly avow however much his
beliefs may be tainted by it, is such a supposition even con-

ceivable. That Religion is divine and Science diabolical, is a
proposition which, though implied in many a clerical declama-

tion, not the most vehement fanatic can bring himself dis-
tinctly to assert. And whoever does not assert this, must

admit that under their seeming antagonism lies hidden an
entire agreement.

:Each side, therefore, has to recognize the claims of the other
as standing for truths that are not to be ignored. He who
contemplates the Universe from the religious point of view,
must learn to see that this which we call Science is one con-

stituent of the great whole ; and as such ought to be regarded
with a sentiment like that which the remainder excites.

While he who contemplates the universe from the scientific

point of view, must lea1_ to see that this which we call Reli-
gion is similarly a constituent of the great whole ; and being
such, must be treated as a subject of science with no more

prejudice than any other reality. It behoves each party to
strive to understand the other, with the conviction that the

other has something worthy to be understood; and with the
conviction that when mutually recognized this something
will be the basis of a complete reconciliation.

How to find this something--how to reconcile them, thus

becomes the problem which we should perseveringly try to
solve. Not to reconcile them in any makeshift way--not to
find one of those compromises we hear from time to time

proposed, which their proposers must secretly feel are arti-
ficial and temporary ; but to arrive at the terms of a real and
permanent peace between them. The thing we have to seek
out, is that ultimate truth which both will avow with abso-

lute sincerity--with not the remotest mental reservation.

There shall be no concession--no yielding on either side of
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something that will by and by be reasserted ; but the common
ground on which they meet shall be one which each will
maintain for itself. We have to discover some fundamental

verity which Religion will assert, with all possible emphasis,
in the absence of Science ; and which Science, with all possible
emphasis, will assert in the absence of Religion--some funda-

mental verity in the defence of which each will find the
other its ally.

Or, changing the point of view, our aim must be to co-

ordinate the seem_ngiy opposed convictions which Religion
and Science embody. From the coalescence of antagonist

ideas, each contMn_ng its portion of truth, there always arises

a higher development. As in Geology when the igneous and
aqueous hypotheses were united, a rapid advance took place ;

as in Biology we are beg_nnlng to progress through the
fusion of the doctrine of types with the doctrine of adapta-

tions; as in Psychology the arrested growth recommences
now that the disciples of Kant and those of Locke have both
their views recognized in the theory that organized ex-

periences produce forms of thought ; as in Sociology, now that
it is beginning to assume a positive character, we find a recog-

nition of both the party of progress and the party of order, as

each holding a truth which forms a needful complement to
that held by the other ; so must it be on a grander scale with
Religion and Science. Here too we must look for a conception
which combines the conclusions of both ; and here too we may

expect important results from their combination. To un-

derstand how Science and Religion express opposite sides of
the same fact---the one its near or visible side, and the other

its remote or invisible side--this it is which we must attempt;

and to achieve this must profoundly modify our general
Theory of Things.

Already in the foregoing pages the method of seeking such
a reconciliation has been vaguely foreshadowed. Before pro-
ceeding further, however, it will be well to treat the question

of method more definitely. To find that truth in which
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Religion and Science coalesce, we must know in what di-
rection to look for it, and what kind of truth it is likely
to be.

7. We have found _ _riori reason for believing that in

all religious, even the rudest, there lies hidden a fundamental

verity. We have inferred that this fundamental verity is
that element common to all religions, which remains after

their discordant peculiarities have been mutually cancelled.
And we have further inferred that this element is almost

certain to be more abstract than any current religious
doctrine. Now it is manifest that only in some highly
abstract proposition, can Religion and Science find a common
ground. Neither such dogmas as those of the trinitarian and

unitarian, nor afiy such idea as that of propitiation, common
though it may be to all religions, can serve as the desired
basis of agreement ; for Science cannot recognize beliefs like

these: they lie beyond its sphere. Hence we see not only
that, judging by analogy, the essential truth contained in

Religion is that most abstract element pervading all its forms ;
but also that this most abstract element is the only one in
which Religion is likely, to agree with Science.

S_m_larly if we begin at the other end, and inquirewhat
scientific truth can unite Science and Religion. It is at once

manifest that Religion can take no cognizance of special
scientific doctrines; any more than Science can take cognio

zance of special religious doctrines. The truth which Science

asserts and Religion indorses cannot be one furnished by
mathematics ; nor can it be a physical truth ; nor can it be a
truth in chemistry: it cannot be a truth belonging to any
particular science. No generalization of the phenomena of

space, of time, of matter, or of force, can become a Religious
conception. Such a conception, if it anywhere exists in
Science, must be more general than any of these--must be
one under|ying all of them. If there be a fact which

Science recognizes in common with l_eligion, it must be that
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fact from which the several branches of Science diverge_ as
from their common root.

2_ssumb,g then, that since these two great realities are

constituents of the same mind, and respond to different aspects
of the same Universe, there must he a fundamental harmony
between them ; we see good reason to conclude that the most
abstract truth contained in Religion and the most abstract
truth contained in Science must be the one in which the two

coalesce. The largest fact to be found within our mental

range must be the one of which we are in search. Uniting
these positive and negative poles of human thought, it must
be the ultimate fact in our intelligence.

§ 8. Before proceeding in the search for this common
datum let me bespeak a little patience. The next three

chapters, setting out from different points and converging to
the same conclusion, _411 be comparatively unattractive.
Students of philosophy will find in them much that is more
or less familiar ; and to most of those who are unacquainted

with the literature of modern metaphysics, they may prove
somewhat diMeult to follow.

Our argument however cannot dispense with these chap-
ters ; and the greatness of the question at issue justifies even
a heavier tax on the reader's attention. The matter is one

which concerns each and all of us more than any other matter
whatever. Though it affects us little in a direct way, the view
we arrive at must indirectly affect us in all our relations--must
determine our conception of the Universe, of Life, of Human

Nature--must influence our ideas of right and wrong, and so
modify our conduct. To reach that point of view from which
the seeming discordance of Religion and Science disappears,

and the two merge into one, must cause a revolution of
thought fruitful in beneficial consequences, and must surely
be worth an effort.

Here ending preliminaries, let us now address ourselves to

this all-important inquiry.



CHAPTER II.

ULTIMATE RELIGIOUS IDEAS.

§ 9. W_, on the sea-shore, we note how the hulls of
distant vessels are hidden below the horizon, and how, of still
remoter vessels, only the uppermost sails are visible, we

realize with tolerable dearness the slight curvature of that

portion of the sea's surface which lies before us. But when
we seek in imagination to follow out this curved surface as it
actually exists, slowly bending round until all its meridians
meet in a point eight thousand miles below our feet, we find

ourselves utterly baffled. We cannot conceive in its real
form and magnitude even that small segment of our globe
which extends a hundred miles on every side of us; much

less the globe as a whole. The piece of rock on which we
stand can be mentally represented with something like com-

pleteness : we find ourselves able to think of its top, its sides,
and its under surface at the same time ; or so nearly at the

same time that they seem all present in consciousness together;
and so we can form what we call a conception of the rock.

But to do the llke with the Earth we find impossible. If
even to imagine the antipodes as at that distant place in

space which it actually occupies, is beyond our power ; much
more beyond our power must it be at the same time to
imagine all other remote points on the Earth's surface as

in their actual places. Yet we habitually speak as though
we had an idea of the F_arth--as though we could think of it
in the same way that we think of _,inor objects.
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Wlnat conception, then, do we form of it ? the reader may

ask. That its name calls up in us some state of consciousness
is unquestionable ; and if this state of consciousness is not a
conception, properly so called, what is it ? The answer seems

to be this :--We have learnt by indirect methods that the
Earth is a sphere; we have formed models approY_mately
representing its shape and the distribution of its parts;
generally when the Earth is referred to, we either think of an

indefinitely extended mass beneath our feet, or else, leaving
out the actual Earth, we tbln]_ of a body like a terrestrial

globe ; but when we seek to imagine the Earth as it really is,

we join these two ideas as well as we can--such perception as
our eyes give us of the Earth's surface we oouple with the

conception of a sphere. And thus we form of the Earth, not
a conception properly so called, but only a symbolic concep-
tion. _

A large proportion of our conceptions, including all those
of much generality, are of this order. Great magnitudes,

great durations, great numbers, are none of them actually
conceived, but are all of them conceived more or less symbol-

ically ; and so, too, are all those classes of objects of which we

predicate some common fact. When mention is made of any
individual man, a tolerably complete idea of him is formed.

If the family he belongs to be spoken of, probably but a part
of it will be represented in thought : under the necessity of
attend_ug to that which is said about the fame|y, we realize in

imagination only its most important or familiar members,
and pass over the rest with a nascent consciousness which we
know could, if requisite, be made complete. Should some-

thing be remarked of the class, say farmers, to which this
family belongs, we neither enumerate in thought all the indi-
viduals contained in the class, nor believe that we could do so

if required ; but we are content with tal_ng some few samples

• Those who may have before met with this term, will perceive that it is h_

u_l in qui_e a different _nse.



ULTIMATF_ RELIGIOUS IDEAS. _7

of it, and remembering that these could be indefinitely mul-

tiplied. Supposing the subject of which something is predl-
cated be Englishmen, the answering state of consciousness is

a still more inadequate representative of the reality. Yet
more remote is the likeness of the thought to the thing, if
reference be made to Europeans or to human beings. And

when we come to propositions concerning the mammal{a, or

concerning the whole of the vertebrata, or concerning animals
in general, or concerning all organic beings, the unlikeness of

our conceptions to the objects named reaches its extreme.
Throughout which series of instances we see, that as the
number of objects grouped together in thought increases, the
concept, formed of a few typical samples joined with the
notion of multiplicity, becomes more and more a mere symbol;

not only because it gradually ceases to represent the size of
the group, but also because as the group grows more hetero-

geneous, the f_l_ical samples thought of are less like the
average objects which the group contains.

This formation of symbolic conceptions, which inevitably
arises as we pass from small and concrete objects to large and

to discrete ones, is mostly a very useful, and indeed necessary,
process. When, instead of things whose attributes can be

tolerably well united in a single state of consciousness, we
have to deal with things whose attributes are too vast or
numerous to be so united, we must either drop in thought

par_ of their attributes, or else no_ think of them at all--
either form a more or less symbolic conception, or no concep-
tion. We must predicate nothing of objects too great or too
multitudinous to be mentally represented ; or we must make

our predications by the help of extremely inadequate repre-
sentations of such objects--mere symbols of them.

But while by fl_s process alone we are enabled to form

general propositions, and so to reach general conclusions, we are
by this process perpetually led into danger, and very often
into error. We habitually mistake our symbolic conceptions

for real ones ; and so are betrayed into countless false infer-
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enees, l_ot only is it that in proportion as the concept we

form of any thing or class of things, misrepresents the reality,
we are apt to be wrong in any assertion we make respecting

the reality ; but it is that we are led to suppose we have truly

conceived a great variety of things which we have conceived
only in this fictitious way; and further to confound with
these certain things which cannot be conceived in any way.
How almost unavoidably we fall into this error it will be
needful here to observe.

From objects readily representable in their totality, to those
of which we cannot form even an approximate representation,

there is an insensible transition. Between a pebble and the

entire Earth a series of magnitudes might be introduced, each
of which differed from the adjacent ones so slightly that it

would be impossible to say at what point in the series our

conceptions of them became inadequate. Similarly, there is
a gradual progression from those groups of a few individuals
which we can think of as groups with tolerable completeness,
to those larger and larger groups of which we can form
nothing like true ideas. Whence it is manifest that we pass

from actual conceptions to symbolic ones by infinitesimal
steps. Note next that we are led to deal with our symbolic

conceptions as though they were actual ones, not only because
we cannot clearly separate the two, but also because, in the

great majority of cases, the first serve our purposes nearly or
quite as well as the lastware simply the abbreviated signs
we substitute for those more elaborate signs which are our
equivalents for real objects. Those re1T imperfect represent-

atious of orcllnarytMngs which we habituallymake in thinking,
we know can be developed into adequate ones if needful. Those

concepts of larger magnitudes and more extensive classes
which we cannot make adequate, we still find can be verified
by some indirect process of measurement or enumeration.
And even in the case of such an utterly inconceivable object

as the Solar System, we yet, through the fulfilment of pre-
dictions founded on our symbolic conception of it, gain the
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conviction that this symbolic conception stands for an actual
existence, and, in a sense, truly exl_resses certain of its
constituent relations. Thus our symbolic conceptions being
in the majority of cases capable of development into complete
ones, and in most other cases serving as steps to conclusions

which are proved valid by their correspondence with observa-
tion, we acquire a confirmed habit of dealing with them as

true conceptions- as real representations of actualities.
Learning by long experience that they can, ff needful, be

verified, we are led habitually to accept them without verifi-
cation. And thus we open the door to some which profess
to stand for known things, but which really stand for thing_
that cannot be known in any way.

To sum up, we must say of conceptions in general, that
they are complete only when the attributes of the object
conceived are of such number and kind that they can be

represented in consciousness so nearly at the same time as to
seem all present together; that as the objects conceiveGl

become larger and more complex, some of the attributes first
thought of fade from consciousness before the rest have been
represented, and the conception thus becomes imperfect; tha_
when the size, complexity, or discreteness of the objec_
conceived becomes very great, only a small portion of its

attributes can be thought of at once, and the conception
formed of it thus becomes so inadequate as to be a mere sym-

bol; that nevertheless such symbolic conceptions, which are
indispensable in general thinking, are legitimate, provided
that by some cumulative or indirect process of thought, or by

the fillfilr-ent of predictions based on them, we can assure
ourselves that they stand for actualities ; but that when our
symbolic conceptions are such that no cumulative or indirect

processes of thought can enable us to ascertain that there are
corresponding actualities, nor any predictions be made whose
fulfilment can prove this, then they are altogether vicious and

illusive, and in no way distinguishable from pure fictions.
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§ 10. And now to consider the bearings of this general
truth on our immediate topic--Ultimate Religious Ideas.

To the aboriginal man and to every civilized child the
problem of the Universe suggests itself. What is it P and

whence comes it ? are questions that press for solution, when,

from time to time, the imagination rises above daily triviali-
ties. To fill the vacuum of thought, any theory that is
proposed seems better than none. And in the absence of

others, any theory that is proposed easily gains a footing and
afterwards maintains its ground : partly from the readiness of

mankind to accept proximate explanations; partly from the
authority which soon accumulates round such explanations
when given.

A critical ex_r,_n_tlon, however, will prove not only that
no current hypothesis is tenable, but also that no tenable
hypothesis can be framed.

§ 11. Respecting the origin of the Universe three verbally
intelligible suppositions may be made. We may assert that it
is self-existent ; or that it is self-created ; or that it is created

by an external agency. _ch of these suppositions is mos%
credible it is not needful here to inquire. The deeper ques-

tion, into which this finally merges, is, whether any one of
them is even conceivable in the true sense of the word. Let

us successively test them.

When we speak of a man as self-supportlng, of an appa-
ra_s as self-acting, or of a tree as self-developed, our ex-
pressions, however inexact, stand for things that can be
realized in thought with tolerable completeness. Our con-

ception of the self-development of a tree is doubtless
symbolic. But though we cannot really represent in con-
sciousness the entire series of complex changes through which

the tree passes, yet we can thus represent the leading .features
of the series ; and general experience teaches us that by long

continued observation we could gain the power to reaH_e in
thought a series of changes more fully representing the actual
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ser_es : that is, we know that our symbolic conception of self-
development can be expanded into something like a real
conception; and that it expresses, however inaccurately, an
actual process in nature. But when we speak of self-exlst-
ence, and, helped by the above analogies, form some vague sym-

bolic conception of it, we delude ourselves in supposing that
this symbolic conception is of the same order as the others. On

jo_ng the word se/f to the word existene.e, the force of
association makes us believe we have a thought like that
suggested by the compound word self-acting. An endeavour

to expand this symbolic conception, however, will undeceive
us. In the first place, it is clear that by self-existence
we especially mean, an existence independent of any other--
not produced by any other : the assertion of self-existence is

simply an indirect denial of creation. In thus excluding the
idea of any antecedent cause, we necessarily exclude the idea

of a beginning; for to axlm_t the idea of a beginning--to
admit that there was a time when the existence had not com-

menced-is to admit that its commencement was determined

by something, or was caused ; which is a contradiction. Self-

existence, therefore, necessarily means existence without a
beginning; and to form a conception of self-existence is to
form a conception of existence without a beglnning. Now by
no mental effort can we do this. To conceive existence

through _nfnlte past-time, implies the conception of _nflnlte

past-time, which is an impossibility. To this let us add,
that even were self-existence conceivable, it would not in any
sense be an explanation of the Universe. No one will say
that the existence of an object at the present moment is

made easier to understand by the discovery that it existed an
hour ago, or a day ago, or a year ago ; and if its existence
now is not made in the least degree more comprehensible by

its existence during some previous finite period of time, then
no accumulation of such fn_te periods, even could we extend
them to an _nfn_te period, would make it more comprehensible.
raus the Atheistic theory is not only absolutely untUnk_ble,
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but, even if it were thinkable, would not be a solution. The

assertion that the Universe is self-existent does not really carry
us a step beyond the cognition of its present existence; and

so leaves us with a mere re-statement of the mystery.
The hypothesis of self-creation, which practically amounts

to what is called Pantheism, is similarly incapable of being
represented in thought. Certain phenomena, such as the
precipitation of invisible vapour into cloud, aid us in forming
a symbolic conception of a self-evolved Universe ; and there
are not wanting indications in the heavens, and on the earth,

which help us to render this conception tolerably definite.
But while the succession of phases through which the

Universe has passed in reaching its present form, may
perhaps be comprehended as in a sense self-determlned; yet
the impossibility of expanding our symbolic conception of self-
creation into a real conception, remains as complete as ever.

Really to conceive self-creation, is to conceive potential
existence passing into actual existence by some inherent
necessity; which we cannot do. We cannot form
any idea of a potential existence of the universe, as dis-
tinguished from its actual existence. If represented in

thought at all, potential existence must be represented as
8omething, that is as an actual existence ; to suppose that it

can be represented as nothing, involves two absurdities--
that nothing is more than a negation, and can be positively

represented in thought; and that one nothing is distinguished
from all other nothings by its power to develope into some-
thing. Nor is this all. We have no state of conscious-
ness answering to the words--an inherent necessity by which

potential existence became actual existence. To render them
into thought, existence, having for an indefinite period re-
mained in one form, must be conceived as passing without

any external or additional impulse, into another form; and
this involves the idea of a change without a canse--a thing

of which no idea is possible. Thus the terms of this hypo-
thesis do not stand for real thoughts ; but merely suggest the



ULTIMATE RELIGIOUS IDEAS. 33

vaguest symbols incapable of any interpretation. More.
over, even were it true that potential existence is conceivable
as a different thing from actual existence; and that the transi-
tion from the one to the other can be mentally realized as a
self-determlned change ; we should still be no forwarder : the

problem would simply be removed a step back. For whence
the potential existence ? This would just as much require

accounting for as actual existence ; and just the same di_eul-

ties would meet us. Respecting the origin of such a latent
power, no other suppositions could be made than those above

nomed--self-existence, self-creation, creation by external
agency. The self-existence of a potential universe is no
more conceivable than we have fomld the self-exlstence of the

actual universe to be. The sclf-creation of such a potential
universe would involve over again the difficulties here

stated--wonld imply behind this potential universe a more
remote potentiality; and so on in an infinite series, leaving
us at last no forwarder than at first. While to assign as the

source of this potenti'A universe an cxternal agency, would be
to introduce the notion of a potential universe for no purpose
whatever.

There remains to be examined the commonly-recelved or
theistic hypothesis--creation by external agency. Alike in
the rudest creeds and in the cosmogony long current among
ourselves, it is assumed that the genesis of the tieavens and
the Earth is effected somewhat after the manner in which a

workman shapes a piece of furniture. And this assumption
is made not by theologians only, but by the immense majority
of philosophers, past and present. Equally in the writings of
Plato, 'and in those of not a few living men of science, we
find it taken for granted that there is an analogy between the

process of creation and the process of manufacture. 2qo_v

in the first place, not only is this conception one that cannot
by any cumulative process of thought, or the fulfilment of

predictions based on it, be shown to answer to anything
actual ; and not only is it that in the absence of all e_dence

8
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respecting the process of creation, we have no proof of corre-

spondence even between this limited conception and some
limited portion of the fact; but it is that the conception

' is not even consistent with itse].f--cannot be realized in

thought, when all its assumptions are granted. Though it is

true that the proceedings of a human artificer may vaguely
symbolize to us a method after which the Universe might be
shaped, yet they do not help us to comprehend the real
mystery; namely, the origin of the material of which the
Universe consists. The artizan does mot make the iron, wood,

or stone, he uses; but merely fashions and eomb_ies them.
If we suppose suns, and planets, and satellites, and all they

contain to have been slmilarly formedby a "Great Artificer,"
we suppose merely that certain pre-existing elements were

thus put into their present arrangement. But whence the
pre-existing elements ? The comparison helps us not in the
least to understand that ; and unless it helps us to understand
that, it is worthless. The production of matter out of nothing

is the real mystery, which neither this simile nor any other
enables us to conceive ; and a simile which does not enable us

to conceive this, may justas well be dispensed with. Still
more manifest does the insufficiency of this theory of creation
become, when we turn from material objects to that which

contains themwwhen instead of matter we contemplate space.
Did there exist nothing but an immeasurable void, explanation
would be needed as much as now. There would still arise the

question--how came it so ? If the theory of creation by ex-
ternal agency were an adequate one, it would supply an
answer ; and its answer would be--space was made in the same

manner that matter was made. But the impossibility bf con-
ceiving this is so manifest, that no one dares to assert it. For
if space was created, it must have been previously non-existent.
The non-existence of space c_.nnot, however, by any mental

effort be ima_ed_ It is one of the most familiar truths that

the idea of space as surrounding us on all sides, is not for _ mo-
ment to be got rid of--not only are we compelled to think of
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space as now everywhere present, but we are unable to con-
ceive its absence either in the past or the future. And if the
non-exlstence of space is absolutely inconceivable, then, neces-
sarily, its creation is absolutely inconceivable. Lastly,

even supposing that the genesis of the Universe could really
be represented in thought as the result of an external agency,

the mystery would be as great as ever ; for there would still

arise the question--how came there to be an external agency ?
To account for this only the same three hypotheses are possible
resell-existence, self-creation, and creation by external agency.
Of these the last is useless : it commits us to an infinite series

of such agencies, and even then leaves us where we were. By
the second we are practically involved in the same predica-
ment ; since, as already shown, self-creation implies an infinite
series of potential existences. We are obliged therefore to fall

back upon the first, which is the one commonly accepted and
commonly supposed to be satisfactory. Those who cannot
conceive a self-existent universe; and who therefore assume

a creator as the source of the universe ; take for granted that

they can conceive a self-existent creator. The mystery
which they recognize in this great fact surrounding them on

every side, they transfer to an alleged source of this great
fact; and then suppose that they have solved the mystery.
But they delude themselves. As was proved at the outset of
the argument, self-existence is rigorously inconceivable ; and

this holds true whatever be the nature of the object of which

it is predicated. Whoever agrees that the atheistic hypo-
thesis is untenable because it involves the impossible idea of

self-existence, must perforce adm{t that the theistic hypo-
thesis is untenable if it contains the same impossible idea.

Thus these three different suppositions respecting the origin

of things, verbally intelligible though they are, and severally
seeming to their respective adherents quite rational, turn out,

when critically exam{ned, to be literally unthinkable. It is
not a question of probability, or credibility, but of conceiv-

ability. Experiment proves that the elements of these hypo-
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theses cannot even be put together in consciousness; and
we can entertain them only as we entertain such pseud-ideas
as a square fluid and a moral substance--only by abstaining
from the endeavour to render them into actual thoughts.

Or, reverting to our original mode of statement, we may say

that they severally involve symbolic conceptions of the illegitl-
mate and illusive kind. Diitbring so widely as they seem to

do, the atheistic, the pantheistic, and the theistic hypotheses
contain the same ultimate element. It is impossible to avoid

making the assumption of self-existence somewhere; and
whether that assumption be made nakedly, or under compli-

cated disguises, it is equally vicious, equally unthinkable. Be
it a fragment of matter, or some fancied potential form of
matter, or some more remote and still less imaginable cause,

our conception of its self-exlstence can be formed only by

joining with it the notion of unlimited duration through past
time. And as unlimited duration is inconceivable, all those
formal ideas into which it enters are inconceivable ; and indeed,

ff such an expression is allowable, are the more inconceivable

in proportion as the other elements of the ideas are indefinite.
So that in fact, impossible as it is to think of the actual uni-
verse as self-exlsting, we do but multiply impossibilities of

thought by every attempt we make to explain its existence.

| 12. If from the origin of the Universe we _ml to its
nature, the like insurmountable difficulties rise up before us
on all sides--or rather, the same fi_t_culties under new aspects.

We find ourselves on the one hand obliged to make certain
assumptions ; and yet on the other hand we find these assump-
tions cannot be represented in thought.

When we inquire what is the meaning of the various effects

produced upon our senses--when we ask how there come to
be in our consciousness impressions of sounds, of colours, of
tastes, and of those various attributes which we ascribe to

bodies; we are compelled to regard them as the effects of
some cause. We may stop short in the belief that this cause
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is what we call matter. Or we may conclude, as some do, that

matter is only a certain mode of manifestation of spirit;
which is therefore the true cause. Or, regarding matter and
spirit as proxflnate agencies, we may attribute all the changes

wrought in our consciousness to immediate divine power.
But be the cause we assign what it may, we are obliged to
suppose some cause. And we are not only obliged to suppose

some cause, but also a first cause. The matter, or spirit, or
whatever we assume to be the agent producing on us these

various impressions, must either be the first cause of them or
not. If it is the first cause, the conclusion is reached. If it

is not the first cause, then by implication there must be a
cause behind it; whmh thus becomes the real cause of the

effect. Manifestly, however complicated the assumptions, the
same conclusion must inevitably be reached. We cannot
think at all about the impressions which the external world

produces on us, without thinking of them as caused ; and we
cannot carry out an inquiry concerning their causation, with-

out inevitably committing ourselves to the h)Tothesis of a
First Cause.

But now ff we go a step further, and ask what is the uature
of this First Cause, we are driven by an inexorable logic to
certain further conclusions. Is the First Cause 6n_te or in-

finite ? If we say finite we involve ourselves in a dilemma.
To think of the First Cause as finite, is to think of it as

limited. To think of it as limited, necessarily implies a con-
ception of something beyond its limits : it is absolutely im-
possible to conceive a thing as bounded without conceiving a

region surrounding its boundaries. What now must we say of
this region ? If the First Cause is limited, and there conse-
quently lles something outside of it, this something must have
no First Cause--must be uncaused. But if we admit that there

can be something uncaused, there is no reason to assume a cause
_or anything. If beyond that finite region over which the First

Cause extends, there lies a region, which we are compelled to
regard as infinite, over which it does not extend--ff we admit
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that there is an infinite uncaused surrounding the finite caused;
we tacitly abandon the hypothesis of causationaltogether. Thus
it is impossible to consider the First Cause as 6nlte. And if
it cannot be 6n_te it must be infinite.

Another inference concerning the First Cause is equally
unavoidable. It must be independent. If it is dependent it
cannot be the First Cause; for that must be the First

Cause on which it depends. It is not enough to say that it is
partially independent; since this implies some necessity which
determines its partial dependence, and this necessity, be it

what it may, must be a higher cause, or the true First Cause,
which is a contradiction. But to tMn_ of the First Cause as

totally independent, is to thln_ of it as that which exists in
the absence of all other existence ; seeing that if the presence
of any other existence is necessary, it must be partially de-

pendent on that other existence, and so cannot be the First
Cause. Not only however must the First Cause be a form of
being which has no necessary relation to any other form of
being, but it can have no necessary relation within itself.
There can be nothing in it which determines change, and yet

nothing w]dch prevents change. For if it contains something
which hn_oses such necessities or restraints, this something
must be a cause higher than the First Cause, which is absurd.
Thus the First Cause must be in every sense perfect, complete,

total : including within itself all power, and transcending all
law. Or to use the established word, it must be absolute.

Here then respecting the nature of the Universe, we seem
committed to certain unavoidable conclusions. The objects

and actions surrounding us, not less than the phenomena of

our own consciousness, compel us to ask a cause ; in our search
for a cause, we discover no resting place until we arrive at the

hypothesis of a First Cause ; and we have no alternative but
to regard this First Cause as ln6nlte and Absolute. These
are inferences forced upon us by arguments from which there

appears no escape. It is hardly needful however to show
those who have followed thus far, how illusive are these
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reasonings and their results. But that it would tax the
reader's patience to no purpose, it might easily be proved

that the materials of which the argument is built, equally
with the conclusions based on them, are merely symbolic con-
ceptions of the illegitimate order. Instead, however, of re-

pea_ing the disproof used above, it will be desirable to pursue
another method; showing the fallacy of these conclusions by
disclosing their mutual contradictions.

Here I cannot do better than avail myself of the demonstra-

tion which _r _ansel, carrying out in detail the doctrine of
Sir William _[Am_lton, has given in his "Limits of Religious
Thought." And I gladly do this, not only because his mode
of presentation cannot be improved, but also because, writing
as he does in defence of the current Theology, his reasonings
will be the more acceptable to the majority of readers.

13. Having given preliminary de_nitions of the First
Cause, of the Infinite, and of the Absolute, Mr Mansel says :m

":But these three conceptions, the Cause, the Absolute, the
Zufmite, all equally indispensable, do they not imply contra-
diction to each other, when viewed in conj unction, as attributes
of one and the same Being ? A Cause cannot, as such, be
absolute: the Absolute cannot, as such, be a cause. The cause,

as such, exists only in relation to its effect: the cause is a
cause of the effect ; the effect is an effect of the cause. On

the other hand, the conception of the Absolute implies a possi-

ble existence out of all relation. We attempt to escape from
this apparent contradiction, by introducing the idea of succes-

sion in time. The Absolute exists first 'by itself, and after-
wards becomes a Cause. But here we are c]_eeked by the
third conception, that of the Tn_te. How can the ]n_n_to
become that which it was not from the first ? If Causation is

a possible mode of existence, that which exists without causing
is not int_n_te ; that which becomes a cause has passed beyond
its former l_m_ts." _* *

"Supposing the Absolute to become a cause, it will follow
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that it operates by means of freewill and consciousness. For
a necessary cause cannot be conceived as absolute and infinite.

If necessitated by something beyond itself, it is thereby limit-

ed by a superior power ; and ff necessitated by itself, it has in
its own nature a necessary relation to its effect. The act of
causation must therefore be voluntary ; and volition is only
possible in a conscious being. But consciousness again is
only conceivable as a relation. There must be a conscious
subject, and an object of which he is conscious. The subject
is a subject to the object; the object is an object to the sub-

ject; and neither can exist by itself as the absolute. This

difficulty, again, may be for the moment evaded, by distin-
guishing between the absolute as related to another and the
absolute as related to itself. The Absolute, it may be said,
may possibly be conscious, provided it is only conscious of it-
self. But this alternative is, in ultimate analysis, no less self-
destructive than the other. For the object of consciousness,

whether a mode of the subject's existence or not, is either
created in and by the act of consciousness, or has an existence

independent of it. In the former case, the object depends
upon the subject, and the subject alone is the true absolute.

In the latter case, the subject depends upon the object, and
the object alone is the true absolute. Or if we attempt a third

hypothesis, and maintain that each exists independently of the
other, we have no absolute at all, but only a pair of relatives ;
for coexistence, whether in consciousness or not, is itself a
relation."

"The corollary from this reasoning is obvious. Not only
is the Absolute, as conceived, incapable of a necessary relation

to anything else; but it is also incapable of containing, by
the constitution of its own nature, an essential relation with-

in itself; as a whole, for instance, composed of parts, or as a

substance consisting of attributes, or as a conscious subject
in antithesis to an object. For if there is in the absolute any

principle of unity, distinct from the mere accumulation ot
parts or attributes, this principle alone is the true absoluta
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If, on the other hand, there is no such principle, then there is
no absolute at all, but only a plurality of relatives. The
almost unanimous voice of philosophy, in pronouncing that
the absolute is both one and simple, must be accepted as the

voice of reason also, so far as reason has any voice in the
matter. But this absolute unity, as indifferent and contain-

ing no attributes, can neither be distinguished from the multi-
plicity of finite beings by any characteristic feature, nor be
identified with them in their multiplicity. Thus we are land-
ed in an inextricable dilemma. The Absolute cannot be con-

ceived as conscious, neither can it be conceived as unconscious:

it cannot be conceived as complex, neither can it be conceived
as simple : it cannot be conceived by difference, neither can it
be conceived by the absence of difference : it cannot be iden-

tiffed with the universe, neither can it be distin_shed from
it. The One and the Many, regarded as the beginning ot
existence, are thus alike incomprehensible."

"The fundamental conceptions of Rational Theology being
thus self-destructlve, we may naturally expect to find the same
antagonism manifested in their special applications. _ _ •
How, for example, can Infinite Power be able to do all things,
and yet Infinite Goodness be unable to do evil ? How can In-

finite Justice exact the utmost penalty for every sin, and yet
Infinite Mercy pardon the sinner ? How can Infinite Wisdom

know all that is to come, and yet Infinite Freedom be at liberty
to do or to forbear ? How is the existence of E_il compatible
with that of an infinitely perfect Being ; for if he wills it, he
is not infinitely good; and if he wills it not, his will is

thwarted and his sphere of action limited ?" * *
"Let us, however, suppose for an instant that these difficul-

ties are surmounted, and the existence of the Absolute securely
established on the testimony of reason. Still we have not
succeeded in reconciling this idea with that of a Cause : we

have done nothing towards explaining how the absolute can
give r:.se to the relative, the infinite to the 6n_f_e. I£ the con-

ditic,u of casual activity is a higher state than that of qui-
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escence, the Absolute, whether acting voluntarily or involun-
tarily, has passed from a condition of comparative imperfection
to one of comparative perfection; and therefore was not

originally perfect. If the state of activity is an inferior state

to that of quiescence, the Absolute, in becoming a cause, has
lost its original perfection. There remains only the supposi-
tion that the two states are equal, and the act of creation one of
complete indifference. But this supposition annihilates the
unity of the absolute, or it annihilates itself. If the act of

creation is real, and yet indifferent, we must admit the possi-
bility of two conceptions of the absolute, the one as productive,

the other as non-productive. If the act is not real, the sup-
position itself vanishes." * *

"Again, how can the relative be conceived as coming into

being ? If it is a distinct reality from the absolute, it must be
conceiv_t as passing from non-exlstence into existence. But

to conceive an object as non-exlstent, is again a self-contradic-
tion ; for that which is conceived exists, as an object of thought,
in and by that conception. We may abstain from thinking of
an object at all ; but, ff we think of it, we cannot but _hlnl_ of

it as existing. It is possible at one time not to think of an

object at all, and at another to think of it as already in being ;
but to think of it in the act of becoming, in the progress from
not being into being, is to think that which, in the very
thought, annihilates itself." * * _*

"To sum up briefly this portion of my argument. The
eonception of the Absolute and Infinite, from whatever side we

view it, appears encompassed with contradictions. There is
a contradiction in supposing such an object to exist, whether
alone or in conjunction with others ; and there is a contradic-

tion in supposing it not to exist. There is a contradiction in
conceiving it as one ; and there is a contradiction in conceiv-

ing it as many. There is a contradiction in "conceiving it as
personal ; and there is a contradiction in conceiving it as im-
personal. It cannot, without contradiction, be represented as

active; nor, without equal contradiction, be represented as
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inactive. It cannot be conceived as the sum of all existence ;

nor yet can it be conceived as a part only of that sum."

§ 14. And now what is the bearing of these results on the

question before us ? Our examination of Ultimate Religious
Ideas has been carried on with the view of making manifest

some fundamental verity contained in them. Thus far how-
ever we have arrived at negative conclusions only. Criti-

cising the essential ieonceptions involved in the different
orders of beliefs, we find no one of them to be logically

defensible. Passing over the consideration of credibility, and
confining ourselves to that of conceivability, we see that
Atheism, Pantheism, and Theism, when rigorously analysed,
severally prove to be absolutely unthinkable. Instead of

disclosing a fundamental verity existing in each, our invest-
igation seems rather to have shown that there is no fund-

amental verity contained in any. To carry away this
conclusion, however, would be a fatal error; as we shall

shortly see.
Leaving out the accompanying moral cede, which is in all

cases a supplementary growth, a religious creed is definable

as an d/_Nor/ theory of the Universe. The surrounding
facts being given, some form of agency is alleged which, in
the opinion of those alleging it, accounts for these facts. Be
if in the rudest Fetishism, which assumes a separate person-

ality behind every phenomenon; be it in Polytheism, in
which these personalities are partially generalized; be it in

Monotheism, in which they are wholly generalized ; or be it
in Pantheism, in which the generalized personality becomes
one with the phenomena; we equally find an hypothesis
which is supposed to render the Universe comprehensible.

Nay, even that which is commonly regarded as the negation

of all Religion--even positive Atheism, comes within the
definition ; for it, too, in asserting the self-existence of Space,
Matter, and Motion, which it regards as adequate causes of

every appearance, propounds an _/_riori theory from which
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it holds the facts to be deducible. Now every theory, tacitly
asserts two things: firstly, that there is something to be
explained; secondly, that such and such is the explanation.

Hence, however widely different speculators may disagree in

the solutions they give of the same problem ; yet by implica-
tion they agree that there is a problem to be solved. Here
then is an element which all creeds have in common. Reli-

gions diametrically opposed in their overt dogmas, are
yet perfectly at one in the tacit conviction that the exist-
ence of the world with all it contains and all which surrounds

it, is a mystery ever pressing for interpretation. On this

point, if on no other, there is entire unanimity.
Thus we come within sight of that which we seek. In the

last chapter, reasons were given for inferring that human
beliefs in general, and especially the perennial ones, contain,

under whatever disguises of error, some soul of truth; and
here we have arrived at a truth underlying even the grossest
superstitions. We saw further that this soul of truth was

most likely to be some constituent common to conflicting
opinions of the same order ; and here we have a constituent

which may be claimed alike by all religions. It was pointed
out that this soul of truth would almost certainly be more
abstract than any of the beliefs involving it ; and the truth
we have arrived at is one exceeding in abstractness the most

abstract religious doctrines. In every respect, therefore, our
conclusion answers to the requirements. It has all the

characteristics which we inferred must belong to that funda-
mental verity expressed by religions in general.

That this is the vital element in all religions is further

proved by the fact, that it is the element which not only survives
every change, but grows more distinct the more highly the
religion is developed. Aboriginal creeds, though pervaded

by the idea of personal agencies which are usually unseen,
yet conceive these agencies under perfectly concrete and

ordinary forms--class them with the visible agencies of men
and animals ; and so hide a vague perception of mystery in
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disguises as unmysterlous as possible. The Polytheistic cDn-
eeptions in their advanced phases, represent the presiding
personalities in greatly idealized shapes, existing in a remote
region, working in subtle ways, and communicating with men

by omens or through inspired persons; that is, the ultimate
causes of things are regarded as less familiar and compre-

hensible. The growth of a _[onothelstic faith, accompanied
as it is by a denial of those beliefs in which the divine nature
is assimilated to the human in all its lower propensities, shows

us a further step in the same direction ; and however imper-

fectly this higher faith is at first realized, we yet see in altars
"to the unknown and unknowable God," and in the worship
of a God that cannot by any searching be found out, that
there is a clearer recognition of the inscrutableness of creation.

Further developments of theology, ending in such assertions
as that " a God understood would be no God at all," and "to

think that God is, as we can think him to be, is blasphemy,"
exhibit this recognition still more distinctly ; and it pervades
all the cultivated theology of the present day. Thus while
other constituents of religious creeds one by one drop away,
this remains and grows even more manifest ; and so is shown
to be the essential constituent.

Nor does the evidence end here. Not only is the omni-
presence of something which passes comprehension, that most
abstract belief which is common to all religions, which be-

comes the more distinct in proportion as they develope, and
which remains after their discordant elements have been

mutually cancelled; but it is that belief which the most un-
sparing criticism of each leaves unquestionable--or rather
makes ever clearer. It has nothing to fear from the most

inexorable logic ; but on the contrary is a belief which the
most inexorable logic shows to be more profoundly true than

any religion supposes. For every religion, setting out though
it does with the tacit assertion of a mystery, forthwith pro-
ceeds to give some solution of this mystery ; and so asserts

that it is not a mystery passing human comprehension. But
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an examination of the solutions they severally propound,
shows them to be uniformly invalid. The analysis of every
possible hypothesis proves, not simply that no hypothesis is
su_icient, but that no hypothesis is even tMnl_able. /__ud

thus the mystery which all religions recognize, tm'ns out to
be a far more transcendent mystery than any of them suspect

--not a relative, but an absolute mystery.
Here, then, is an ultimate religious truth of the highest

possible certalnty--a truth in which religions in general are
at one with each other, and with a philosophy antagonistic

to their special dogmas. And this truth, respecting which
there is a latent agreement among all mankind from the

fetish-worshipper to the most stoical critic of human creeds,
must be the one we seek. If Religion and Science are to be
reconciled, the basis of reconciliation must be this deepest,
widest, and most certain of all facts--that the Power which

the Universe manifests to us is utterly inscrutable.
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§ 15. WHA_ are Space and Time ? Two hypotheses ars

current respecting them : the one that they are objective, and
the other that they are subjective--the one that they are
external to, and independent of, ourselves, the other that
they are internal, and appertain to our own consciousness.

Let us see what becomes of these hypotheses under analysis.
To say that Space and Time exist objectively, is to say that

they are entities. The assertion that they are non-entlties is
self-destructive : non-entities are non-exlstences; and to allege

that non-existences exist objectively, is a contradiction in

terms. Moreover, to deny that Space and Time are things,
and so by implication to call them nothings, involves the

absurdity that there are two kinds of nothing. Neither can
they be regarded as attributes of some entity; seeing, not
only that it is impossible really to conceive any entity of

which they are attributes, but seeing further that we cannot

t]_nl_ of them as disappearing, even if everything else disap-
poared; whereas attributes necessarily disappear along with
the entities they belong to. Thus as Space and Time cannot
be either non-entities, nor the attributes of entities, we have
no choice but consider them as entities. But while, on

the hypothesis of their objectivity, Space and Time must be
classed as things, we find, on experiment, that to represent

them in thought as things is impossible. To be conceived
at all, a thing must be conceived as having attributes. We
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can d{st-[ugu_sh something from nothing, only by the power
which the something has to act on our consciousness; tho

several affections it produces on our consciousness (or else the
hypothetical causes of them), we attribute to it, and call
its attributes; and the absence of these attributes is the

absence of the terms in which the something is conceived,
and involves the absence of a conception. _Vhat now are the

attributes of Space ? The only one which it £s possible for a
moment to think of as belonging to it, is that of extension ;
and to credit it with this implies a confusion of thought.

For extension and Space are convertible terms : by extension,

as we ascribe it to surrounding objects, we mean occupancy

of Space ; and thus to say that Space is extended, is to say
that Space occupies Space. How we are similarly unable
to assign any attribute to Time, scarcely needs pointing
out. Nor are Time and Space unthinkable as entities

only from the absence of attributes ; there is another peculi-
arity, familiar to readers of metaphysics, which equally ex-
cludes them from the category. All entities which we actually
know as such, are limited; and even if we suppose ourselves
either to know or to be able to conceive some ,nl_mited

entity, we of necessity in so classing it positively separate it
from the class of limited entities. But of Space and Time
we cannot assert either limitation or the absence of limitation.

We find ourselves totally unable to form any mental image of
unbounded Space ; and yet totally unable to imagine bounds

beyond which there is no Space. Similarly at the other
extreme: it is impossible to think of a l_m_t to the divisi-

bility of Space ; yet equally impossible to tMnk of i*.sinfinite
divisibility. And, without stating them, it will be seen that we
labour under like impotencies in respect to Time. Thus
we cannot conceive Space and Time as entities, and are

equally disabled from conceiving them as either the attributes
of entities or as non-entities. We are compelled to think of

them as existing; and yet cannot bring theIh within those
conditions under which existences are represented in thought.
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Shall we then take refuge in the Kantian doctrine ? shall
we say that Space and Time are forms of the intellect,--"
priom laws or conditions of the consciousm_nd" ? To do this
is to escape from great di_eulties by rushing into greater.

The proposition with which Kant's philosophy sets out,

verbally intelligible though it is, cannot by any effort be
rendered into thought--cannot be interpreted into an idea
properly so called, but stands merely for a pseud-idea. In
the first place, to assert that Space and Time, as we are con-

scions of them, are subjective conditions, is by implication
to assert that they are not objective realities: if the Space
and Time present to our minds belong to the ego, then of
neecesslty they do not belong to the non-ego. !_ow it is abso-
lutely impossible to think this. The very fact on which
Kant bases his hypothesis--namely that our consciousness of

Space and Time cannot be suppressedmtestifies as much ; for
that consciousness of Space and Time which we cannot rid

ourselves of, is the consciousness of them as existing ob-
jectively. It is useless to reply that such an inability must
inevitably result if they are subjective forms. The question
here is--What does consciousness directly testify ? And the

direct testimony of consciousness is, that Time and Space are
not within but without the mind ; and so absolutely independ-

ent of it that they cannot be conceived to become non-existent
even were the mind to become non-existent. . Besides

being positively unth_nl_able in what it tacitly denies,

the theory of Kant is equally unth_nl_oble in what it openly
affmns. It is not simply that we c_nnot combine the thought
of Space with the thought of our own personality, and con-

template the one as a property of the other--though our
inability to do this would prove the inconceivableness of the

hypothesis--but it is that the hypothesis carries in itself the

proof of its own inconceivableness. For if Space and Thno
are forms of thought, they can never be thought of; since it

is impossible for anything to be at once the form of thought
and the matter of thought. That Space and Time m'e ot_

4
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jeets of consciousness, Kant emphatically asserts by saying
that it is impossible to suppress the consciousness of them.

ttow then, if they are obffec_sof consciousness, can they at the
same time be condition,s of consciousness ? If Space and Time
arc the conditions under which we tblnl_ then when we think

of Space and Time themselves, our thoughts must be uncon-
ditioned; and if there can thus be unconditioned thoughts,

what becomes of Cwetheory ?
It results the-'efore that Space and Time are wholly in-

comprehensible. The immediate knowledge which we seem

to have of them, proves, when examined, to be total ignor-
ance. While our belief in their objective reality is in-

sltrmountable, we are unable to give any rational account
of it. And to posit the alternative belief (possible to state

but impossible to realize) is merely to multiply irrationali-
ties.

§ 16. Were it not for the necessities of the argument, it
would be inexcusable to occupy the reader's attention with
the threadbare, and yet unended, controversy respecting the

divisibility of matter. ]_Iatter is either infinitely divisible or

it is not : no third possibility can be named. Which of the

alternatives shall we accept ? If we say that Matter is in.
finitely divisible, we commit ourselves to a supposition not
realizable in thought. We can bisect and re-bisect a body,

and continually repeating the act until we reduce its parts to
a size no longer physically di_dsible, may then mentally con-

tinue the process without limit. To do this, however, is not
really to conceive the infinite divisibility of matter, but to form
a symbolic conception incapable of expansion into a real one,

and not admitting of other verification. Really to conceive
the infinite divisibility of matter, is mentally to follow out the

divisions to infinity; and to do this would require infinite
time. On the other hand, to assert that._ matter is not

infinitely divisible, is to assert that it is reducible to parts
which no conceivable power can divide; and this verbal
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supposition can no more be represented in thought than the
other. For each of such ultimate parts, did they exist, must
have an under and an upper surface, a right and a left side,
like any larger fragment. Now it is impossible to imagine
its sides so near that no plane of section can be conceived be-

tween them; and however great be the assumed force of

cohesion, it is impossible to shut out the idea of a greater
force capable of overcoming it. So that to hnmnn intelli-
gence the one hypothesis is no more acceptable than the

other; and yet the conclusion that one or other must agree
with the fact, seems to human intelligence unavoidable.

Again, leaving thi_ insoluble question, let us ask whether

substance has, in reality, anything like that extended solidity
which it presents to our consciousness. The portion of space
occupied by a piece of metal, seems to eyes and fingers per-

fectly filled: we perceive a homogeneous, resisting mass,

without any breach of continuity. Shall we then say that
Matter is as actually solid as it appears ? Shall we say that
whether it consists of an infinitely divisible element or of
ultimate units incapable of further division, its parts are

everywhere in actual contact ? To assert as much entangles

us in insuperable difficulties. Were Matter thus absolutely
solid, it would be, what it is not--absolutely incompressible ;

since compressibility, implying the nearer approach of con-
stituent parts, is not tMnl_able unless there is unoccupied
space between the parts. Nor is this all. It is an estab-

lished mechanical truth, that if a body, moving at a given

velocity, strikes an equal body at rest in such wise that the
two move on together, their joint velocity will be but half
that of the striking body. Now it is a law of which the

negation is inconceivable, that in passing from any one
degree of magnitude to any other, all intermediate degrees

must be passed through. Or, in the case before us, a body
moving at velocity 4, cannot, by collision, be reduced to
velocity 2, without passing through all velocities between 4
and 2. But were Matter truly solid--were its units abso-
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lutely incompressible and in absolute contact--this "law of

continuity," as it is called, would be broken in every case
of collision. For when, of two such units, one moving at

velocity 4 strikes another at rest, the striking unit must have

its velocity 4 instantaneously reduced to velocity 2; must

pass from velocity 4 to velocity 2 without any lapse of time,
and without passing through intermediate velocities; must be
moving with velocities 4 and 2 at the same instant, which is
impossible

The supposiUon that Matter is absolutely solid being

untenable, there presents itself the Newtouian supposition,
that it consists of solid atoms not in contact but acting on

each other by attractive and repulsive forces, varying with
the distances. To assume this, however, merely shifts the

difficulty : the problem is simply transferred from the aggre-

gated masses of matter to these hypothetical atoms. Fo_
granting that Matter, as we perceive it, is made up of such dense
extended units surrounded by atmospheres of force, the

question still arlses--W_nat is the constitution of these units ?
We have no alternative but to regard each of them as a

small piece of matter. Looked at through a mental micro-

scope, each becomes a mass of substance such as we have just
been contemplating. Exactly the same inquiries may be
made respecting the parts of which each atom consists ; while

exactly the same difficulties stand in the way of every answer.
And manifestly, even were the hypothetical atom assumed to
consist of still minuter ones, the difficulty would re-appear at

the next step ; nor could it be got rid of even by an infinite
series of such assumptions.

Boscovich's conception yet remains to us. Seeing that
Matter could not, as Leibnitz suggested, be composed of un-

extended monads (since the juxta-position of an infinity of

points having no extension, could not produce that extension
which matter possesses); and perceiving objections to the
view entertained by Newton; Boscovich proposed an inter-
mediate theory, uniting, as he considered, the advantages of
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both and avoiding their difficulties. His theory, is, that the
constituents of Matter are centres of force--points without
dimensions, which attract and repel each other in suchwise as

to be kept at specific distances apart. And he argues, ma-

thematically, that the forces possessed by such centres might
so vary with the distances, that under given conditions the
centres would remain in stable equilibrium with definite

interspaces; and yet, under other conditions, would maintain
larger or smaller interspaces. This speculation however_

ingeniously as it is elaborated, and eluding though it does
various difficulties, posits a proposition which cannot by any

effort be represented in thought : it escapes all the inconceiv-
abilities above indicated, by merging them in the one
inconceivability with which it sets out. A_ centre of force

absolutely without extension is unthinkable: answering to
these words we can form nothing more than a symbolic con-

ception of the illegitimate order. The idea of resistance

cannot be separated in thought from the idea of an extended
body which offers resistance. To suppose that central forces
can reside in points not infinitesimally small but occupying

no space whatever--points having position only, with nothing

to mark their position--points in no respect distinguishable
from the surrounding points that are not centres of force ;--to
suppose this, is utterly beyond human power.

Here it may possibly be said, that though all hypotheses
respecting the constitution of Matter commit us to inconceiv-

able conclusions when logically developed, yet we have

reason to think that one of them corresponds with the fact.
Though the conception of _fatter as consisting of dense indi-
visible units, is symbolic and incapable of being completely
thought out, it may yet be supposed to find indirect verifica-
tion in the truths of chemistry. These, it is argued, necessi-

tate the belief that Matter consists of particles of specific
weights, and therefore of specific sizes. The general law of
definite proportions seems impossible on any other condition
than the existence of ultimate atoms; and though the com.

UBERTYFUND
UBRARY
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billing weights of the respective elements are termed by
chemists their " equivalents," for the purpose of avoiding a

questionable assumption, we are unable to think of the combina-
tion of such definite weights, without supposing it to take
place between definite numbers of definite particles. And

thus it would appear that the Newtonian view is at any rate

preferable to that of Boscovich. A disciple of Boseo-
vich, however, may reply that his master's theory is in-
volved in that of l_ewton; and cannot indeed be escaped.

"What," he may ask, "is it that holds together the parts
of these ultimate atoms?". "A. cohesive force," his oppo-

nent must answer. "And what," he may continue, "is it

that holds together the parts of any fragments into

which, by sufficient force, an ultimate atom might be
broken?" Again the answer must be--a cohesive force.
"And what," he may still ask, "if the ultimate atom were,

as we can imagine it to be, reduced to parts as small in pro-

portion to it, as it is in proportion to a tangible mass of
matter--what must give each part the ability to sustain itself,

and to occupy space ?" Still there is no answer but--a cohe-
sive force. Carry the process in thought as far as we may,

until the extension of the parts is less than can be imagined,
we still cannot escape the admission of forces by which the

extension is upheld; and we can find no limit until we
arrive at the conception of centres of force without any
extension.

]_[atter then, in its ultimate nature, is as absolutely incom-

prehensible as Space and Time. Frame what suppositions we

may, we find on tracing out their implications that they leave
us nothing but a choice between opposite absurdities.

§ 17. A body impelled by the hand is clearly perceived to
move, andto move in a de_nlte direction: there seems at first

sight no possibility of doubting that its motion is real, or tha_
it is towards a given point. Yet it is easy to'show that we

not only may be, but usually are, quite wrong in both tha_
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judgments. Here, for instance, is a ship which, for simpli-
city's sake, we will suppose to be anchored at the e_uator
with her head to the West. When the captain walks from
stem to stern, in what direction does he move ? East is the

obvious answer--an answer which for the moment may pass
without criticism. But now the anchor is heaved, and the

vessel sails to the West with a velocity equal to that at which
the captain walks. In what direction does he now move
when he goes from stem to stern? You cannot say East, for

the vessel is carrying him as fast towards the West as he
walks to the East ; and you cannot say West for the converse

reason. Ill respect to surrounding space he is stationary;
though to all on board the ship he seems to be moving. ]Jut
now are we quite sure of this conclusion ?--Is he really station-
ary ? When we take into account the Earth's motion round

its axis, we find that instead of being stationary he is travel-
ling at the rate of 1000 miles per hour to the East ; so that
neither the perception of one who looks at him, nor the infer-
ence of one who allows for the ship's motion, is anything llke
the truth. Nor ihdeed, on further consideration, shall we find
this revised conclusion to be much better. For we have for-

gotten to allow for the Earth's motion in its orbit. This

being some 68,000 miles per hour, it follows that, assuming
the time to be midday, he is moving, not at the rate of 1000
miles per hour to the East, but at the rate of 67,000 miles per
hour to the West. Nay, not even now have we discovered
the true rate and the true direction of his movement. With

the Earth's progress in its orbit, we have to join that of the

whole Solar system towards the constellation Hercules ; and
when we do this, we perceive that he is moving neither East
nor West, but in a llne inclined to the plane of the Echptie,

and at a velocity greater or less (according to the time of the
year) than that above named. To which let us add, that

were the dynamic arrangements of our sidereal system fully
known to us, we should probably discover the direction and
rate of his actual movement to differ considerably even from
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these. How illusive are our ideas of Motion, is thus made

sufficiently manifest. That which seems moving proves to be
stationary ; that which seems stationary proves to be moving;
while that which we conclude Go be going rapidly in one

direction, turns out to be going much more rapidly in the
opposite direction. And so we are taught that what we are
conscious of is not the real motion of any object, either in its
rate or direction ; but merely its motion as measured from an
assigned position--elther the position we ourselves occupy or

some other. Yet in this very process of concluding that the
motions we perceive are not the real motions, we tacitly

assume that there are real motions. In revising our success-

ive judgments concerning a body's course or velocity, we take
for gran_d that there is an actual course and an actual
velocitymwe take for granted that there are fixed points in

space with respect to which all motions are absolute ; and we
find it impossible to rid ourselves of this idea. Nevertheless,
absolute motion cannot even be imagined, much less known.
Motion as taking place apart from those Hmitations of space
which we habitually associate with it, is totally unthinkable.

For motion is change of place ; but in unlimited space, change
of place is inconceivable, because place itself is inconceivable.
Place can be conceived only by reference to other places; and

in the absence of objects dispersed through space, a place
could be conceived only in relation to the llmlts of space ;
whence it follows that in unlimited space, place cannot be
conceived--all places must be equidistant from boundaries

thatdo not exist.Thus whilewe are obligedtothinkthat

there is an absolute motion, we find absolute motion incom-

prehensible.
Another insuperable difficulty presents itself when we

contemplate the transfer of Motion. Habit blinds us to the

marvelousness of this phenomenon, t_amillar with the fact

from childhood, we see nothing remarkable in the ability era
moving thing to generate movement in a thing that is
atationary. It is, however, impossible to understand it. In
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what respect does a body after impact differ from itself before
impact ? What is this added to it which does not sensibly
affect any of its properties and yet enables it to traverse
space ? Here is an object at rest and here is the same object

moving. In the one state it has no tendency to change its
place ; but in the other it is obliged at each instant to assume

a new position. What is it which will for ever go on pro-
ducing this effect without being exhausted ? and how does it
dwell in the object ? The motion you say has been com-
municated. But how ?-- What has been communicated ?

The striking body has not transferred a tiding to the body
struck; and it is equally out of the question to say that it
has transferred an attribute. _Vhat then has it transferred ?

Once more there is the old puzzle concerning the connexion
between Motion and Rest. We daily witness the gradual

retardation and final stoppage of things projected from the

hand or otherwise impelled; and we equally often witness
the change from Rest to Motion produced by the application
of force. But truly to represent these transitions in thought,
we find impossible. For a breach of the law of continuity
seems necessarily involved; and yet no breach of it is con-

ceivable. A body travelling at a given velocity cannot be

brought to a state of rest, or no velocity, without passing
through all intermediate velocities. At first sight nothing
seems easier than to imagine it doing this. It is quite possi-
ble to tMnk of its motion as diminishing insensibly until
it becomes infinitesimal ; and many will think equally possi-

ble to pass in thought from infiniteslmel motion to no

motion. But this is an error. _entally follow out the
decreasing velocity as long as-you please, and there still
remains some velocity. Halve and again halve the rate of
movement for ever, yet movement still exists ; and the small-
est movement is separated by an impassable gap from no

movement. As something, however minute, is infinitely
great in comparison with nothing ; so is even the least con-
ceivable motion, _n6n_te as compared with rest. The
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converse perplexities attendant on the transition from l_est to

Motion, need not be specified. These, equally with the forego-
ing, show us that though we are obliged to think of such
changes as actually occurring, their occurrence cannot be
realized.

Thus neither when considered in connexion with Space,
nor when considered in connexion with ]_[atter, nor when
considered in con exion with Rest, do we find that ]_[otion is

truly cognizable All efforts to understand its essential
nature do but bring us to alternative impossibilities of
thought.

§ 18. On lifting a chair, the force exerted we regard as
equal to that antagonistic force called the weight of the
chair ; and we cannot think of these as equal without think-

ing of them as like in kind ; since equality is conceivable only
between things that are connatural. The axiom that action

and reaction are equal and in opposite directions, commonly
exemplified by this very instance of muscular effort versu_
weight, cannot be mentally realized on any other condition.
Yet, contrariwise, it is incredible that the force as existing in

the chair really resembles the force as present to our minds.

It scarcely needs to point out that the weight of the chair
produces in us various feelings according as we support it by a

single finger, or the whole hand, or the leg; and hence
to argue that as it cannot be like all these sensations there is
no reason to believe it like any. It suffices to remark that
since the force as known to us is an affection of consciousness,

we cannot conceive the force existing in the chair under the

same form without endowing the chair with consciousness.
So that it is absurd to think of Force as in itself like our

sensation of it, and yet necessary so to think of it if we
realize it in consciousness at all.

How, again, can we understand the connexion between
Force and ]_Iatter ? ]_Iatter is known to us only through its
manifestations of Force : our ultimate test of ]_[atter is the
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ability to resist: abstract its resistance and there remains
nothing but empty extensien. Yet, on the other hand, resist-
ance is equally unthinkable apart from Matter--apart from
something extended, l_ot only, as pointed out some pages
back, are centres of force devoid of extension unimaginable ;

but, as an inevitable corollary, we cannot imagine either
extended or unextended centres of force to attract and repel
other such centres at a distance, without the intermediation
of some kind of matter. We have here to remark, what

could not without anticipation be remarked when treating of

Matter, that the hypothesis of Newton, equally with that of
Boscovich, is open to the charge that it supposes one thing to
act upon another thrqJugh a space which is absolutely empty
--a supposition which cannot be represented in thought.
This charge is indeed met by the introduction of a hypotheti-

cal fluid existing between the atoms or centres. But the
problem is not thus solved : it is simply shifted, and re-appears
when the constitution of this fluid is inquired into. How
impossible it is to elude the difficulty presented by the transfer
of Force through space, is best seen in thc case of astronomical

forces. The Sun acts upon us in such way as to produce the
sensations of light and heat; and we have ascertained that

between the cause as existing in the Sun, and the effect as

experienced on the Earth, a lapse of about eight minutes
occurs : whence nnavoidably result in us, the conceptions of
both a force and a motion. So that for the assumption of a

luminfferous ether, there is the defence, not only that the
exercise of force through 95,000,000 of miles of absolute

vacuum is inconceivable, but also that it is impossible to con-

ceive motion in the absence of something moved. Similarly
in the case of gravitation. Newton described himself as
unable to t.h_nl_ that the attraction of one body for another at

a distance, could be exerted in the absence of an intervening
medium. But now let us a_k how much the forwarder we

are ff an intervening medium be assumed. This ether whose
undulations according to the received hypothesis constitute
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heat and light, and which is the vehicle of gravitation--how
is it constituted ? We must regard it, in the way that phy-
sicists do regard it, as composed of atoms which attract and
repel each other--infmitesimal it may be in comparison with

those of ordinary matter, but still atoms. And remembering
that this ether is imponderable, we are obliged to conclude
that the ratio between the interspaces of these atoms and the
atoms themselves, is incommensurably greater than the like

ratio in ponderable matter; else the densities could not be
incommensurable. Instead then of a direct action by the Sun

upon the Earth without anything intervening, we have to
conceive the Sun's action propagated through a medium

whose molecules are probably as small relatively to their inter-
spaces as are the Sun and Earth compared with the space
between them : we have to conceive these infinitesimal mole-

cules acting on each other through absolutely vacant spaces
which are immense in comparison with their own dimensions.

How is this conception easier than the other ? We still have

mentally to represent a body as acting where it is not, and in
the absence of anything by which its action may be transfer-
red ; and what matters it whether this takes place on a large
or a small scale ? We see therefore that the exercise of

Force is altogether unintelligible. We cannot imagine it

except through the instrumentality of something having
extension; and yet when we have assumed this something,

we find the perplexity is not got rid of but only postponed.
We are obliged to conclude that matter, whether ponderable

or imponderable, and whether aggregated or in its hypotheti.
cal units, acts upon matter through absolutely vacant space ;

and yet this conclusion is positively unthinkable.
Again, Light, Heat, Gravitation and all central forces, vary

_nversely as the squares of the distances ; and physicists in

their investigations assume that the units of matter act upon
each other according to the same law--an assumption which

indeed they are obliged to make ; since this law is not simply
an empirical one, but one deducible mathematically from the
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relations of space--one of whichthe negation is inconceivable.
But now, in any mass of matter which is in internal equilib-
rium, what must follow ? The attractions and repulsions of
_.he constituent atoms are balanced. Being balanced, the
atoms remain at their present distances; and the mass of

matter neither expands nor contracts. But if the forces

with which two adjacent atoms attract and repel each other

both vary inversely as the squares of the distances, as they
must ; and if they are in equilibrium at their present distances,
as they are; then, necessarily, they will be in equilibrium at all
other distances. Let the atoms be twice as far apart, and
their attractions and repulsions will both be reduced to one

fourth of their present amounts. Let them be brought
within half the distance, and their attractions and repulsions
will both be quadrupled. Whence it follows that this matter

will as readily as not assume any other density; and can
offer no resistance to any external agents. Thus we are

obliged to say that these antagonist molecular forces do not
both vary inversely as the squares of the distances, which is
unthinkable ; or else that matter does not possess that attri-
bute of resistance by which alone we distinguish it from
empty space, which is absurd.

While then it is impossible to form any idea of Force
in itself, it is equally impossible to comprehend either its
mode of exercise or its law of variation.

§ 19. Turning now from the outer to the inner world, let

us contemplate, not the agencies to which we ascribe our

subjective modifications, but the subjective modifications
themselves. These constitute a series. Difficult as we find

it distinctly to separate and individualize them, it is neverthe-
less beyond question that our states of consciousness occur in
Succession.

Is this chain of states of consciousness infinite or finite P

We cannot say infinite ; not only because we have indirectly
reached the conclusion that there was a period when it corn-
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menced, but also because all infinity is inconceivable--an
infinite series included. We cannot say finite ; for we have
no knowledge of either of its ends. Go back in memory as

far as we may, we are wholly unable to identify our first
states of consciousness: the perspective of our thoughts

vanishes in a dim obscurity where we can make out nothing.
Similarly at the other extreme. We have no immediate
knowledge of a termination to the series at a future time ; and
we cannot really lay hold of that temporary termination of
the series reached at the present moment. For the state of
consciousness recognized by us as our last, is not truly our

last. That any mental affection may be contemplated as one
of the series, it must be remembered--represented in thought,

not 2resented. The truly last state of consciousness is that
which is passing in the very act of contemplating a state
just past--that in which we are thinking of the one before as
the last. So that the proximate end of the chain eludes us,
as well as the remote end.

"But," it may be said, " though we cannot directly know
consciousness to be finite in duration, because neither of its

limits can be actually reached ; yet we can very well conceive

it to be so." No : not even this is true. In the first place,
we cannot conceive the terminations of that consciousness

which alone we really know--our own--any more than we
canloerceive its terminations. For in truth the two acts are
here one. In either case such terminations must be, as above

said, not presented in thought, but represented; and they
must be represented as in the act of occurring. 1Now to
represent the termination' of consciousness as occurring

in ourselves, is to think of ourselves as contemplating the
cessation of the last state of consciousness; and this implies

a supposed continuance of consciousness after its last
state, which is absurd. In the second place, if we regard
the matter objectively- if we study the phenomena as

occurring in others, or in the abstract, we are'equally foiled.
Consciousness implies perpetual change and the perpetual
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establishment of relations between its successive phases. To

be known at all, any mental afl_,ction must be known as such or
such--as like these fi_regoing ones or mlhke those : if it is not

thought of in connexion with others--not distinguished or
identified by comparison with others, it is not recognized--is
not a state of consciousness at all. A last state of conscious-

ness, then, like any other, can exist only through a percep-
tion of its relations to previous states. But such perception of
its relations must constitute a state later than the last, which

is a contradiction. Or to put the di_culty in another form :-

If ceaseless change of state is the condition on which alone
consciousness exists, then when the supposed last state
has been reached by the completion of the preceding change,
change has ceased ; therefore consciousness has ceased ; there-
fore the supposed last state is not a state of consciousness at
all ; therefore there can be no last state of consciousness. In

short, the perplexity is like that presented by the relations of

]_Iotion and Rest. As we found it was impossible really to
conceive Rest becoming Motion or Motion becoming Rest ; so
here we find it is impossible really to conceive either the
beginning or the ending of those changes which constitute
consciousness.

]=Ience, while we are unable either to believe or to conceive

that the duration of consciousness is infinite, we are equally
unable either to know it as finite, or to conceive it as finite.

§ 20. Nor do we meet with any greater success when, in-
stead of the extent of consciousness, we consider its substance.

The question--What is this that thinks ? admits of no better

solution than the question to which we have just found none
but inconceivable answers.

The existence of each individual as known to himself, has

been always held by mankind at large, the most incontro-
vertible of truths. To say--" I am as sure of it as I am sure

that I exist," is, in common speech, the most emphatic ex-

pression of certainty. And this fact of personal existence,
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testified to by the universal consciousness of men, has been
made the basis of sundry philosophies ; whence may be drawn
the inference, that it is held by thinkers, as well as by the
vulgar, to be beyond all facts unquestionable.

Belief in the reality of self, is, indeed, a belief which no
hypothesis enables us to escape. _hat shall we say of these

successive impressions and ideas which constitute conscious-
ness ? Shall we say that they are the affections of something
called mind, which, as being the subject of them, is the real
ego ? If we say this, we manifestly imply that the ego is an
entity. Shall we assert that these impressions and ideas are not

the mere superficial changes wrought on some thlnking sub-

stance, but are themselves the very body of this substance--
are severally the modified forms which it from moment to
moment assumes ? This h3_pothesls , equally with the fore-

going, implies that the individual exists as a permanent and
distinct being; since modifications necessarily involve some-

thing modified. Shall we then betake ourselves to the sceptie's
position, and ar_ue that we know nothing more than our im-
pressions and ideas themselves--that these are to us the only
existences ; and that the personality said to underlie them is a
mere fiction ? We do not even thus escape ; since this pro-

position, verbally intelligible but really unthinkable, itself
makes the assumption which it professes to repudiate. For
how can consciousness be wholly resolved into impressions and

ideas, when an impression of necessity implies something im-
pressed ? Or again, how can the sceptic who has decomposed

his consciousness into impressions and ideas, explain the fact
that he considers them as his impressions and ideas ? Or
once more, if, as he must, he admits that he has an impression

of his personal existence, what warrant can he show for re-
jecting this impression as unreal while he accepts all his other
impressions as real ? Unless he can give satisfactory answers

to these queries, which he cannot, he must abandon his con-
elusions; and must a_]mlt the reality of the individual mind.

But now, unavoidable as is this belief--established though
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it is, not only by the assent of mankind at large, endorsed by
divers philosophers, but by the suicide of the sceptical argu-

ment-it is yet a belief admitting of no justification by reason :
nay, indeed, it is a belief which reason, when pressed for a
distinct answer, rejects. One of the most recent writers who
has touched upon this question--]_r _[ansel--does indeed
contend that in the consciousness of self, w_ have a piece of

real knowledge. The validity of immediate intuition he
holds in this case unquestionable: remarking that "let

system-makers say what they will, the unsophisticated sense
of man]_ind refuses to acknowledge that mind is but a bundle

of states of consciousness, as matter is (possibly) a bundle of
sensible qualities." On which position the obvious comment
is, that it does not seem altogether a consistent one for a

Kantist, who pays but small respect to "the unsophistioated

sense of manl_ind" when it testifies to the objectivity of space.
Passing over this, however, it may readily be shown that a

cognition of self, properly so called, is absolutely negatived
by the laws of thought. The fundamental condition to all
consciousness, emphatically insisted upon by ]_r Mansel in
common with Sir William Hamilton and others, is the anti-

thesis of subject and object. Andbnthis "primitive dl,a]iRm

of consciousness," "from which the explanations of philosophy
must take their start," ]_r _ansel founds his refutation of the

German absolutists. But now, what is the corollary from this
doctrine, as bearing on the consciousness of self ? The mental

act in which self is known, implies, like every other mental

act, a perceiving subject and a perceived object. If, then, the
object perceived is self, what is the subject that perceives P or
if it is the true self which thln_, what other self can it be

that is thought of ? Clearly, a true cognition of self implies
a state in which the knowing and the known are one--ln
which subject and object are identified ; and this Mr Mausel
rightly holds to be the annihilation of both.

So that the personality of which each is conscious, and of

which the existence is to each a fact beyond all others t_o m_t
5
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certain, is yet a thing which cannot truly be known at all.

knowledge of it is forbidden by the very nature of thought.

§ 21. Ultimate Scientific Ideas, then, are all representative

of realities that cannot be comprehended. After no matter

how great a progress in the colligation of facts and the estab-
lishment of generalizations ever wider and wider--after the

merging of llr, ited and derivative truths in truths that are
larger and deeper has been carried no matter how far ; the
fundamental truth remains as much beyond reach as ever. The

explanation of that which is explicable, does but bring out
into greater clearness the inexplieableness of that which re-
mains behind. Alike in the external and the internal worlds,

the man of science sees himself in the midst of perpetual changes
of which he can discover neither the beglnn_ng nor the end.

If, tracing back the evolution of things, he allows h_m_elf to
entertain the hypothesis that the Universe once existed in a
diffused form, he finds it utterly impossible to conceive how
this came to be so; and equally, if he speculates on the

future, he can assign no limit to the grand succession of phe-
nomena ever unfolding themselves before him. In like
manner if he looks inward, he perceives that both ends of the
thread of consciousness are beyond his grasp; nay, even

beyond his power to think of as having existed or as existing
in time to come. When, again, he turns from the succession of

phenomena, external or internal, to their intrinsic nature, he

is just as much at fault. Supposing him in every case able to

resolve the appearances, properties, and movements of things,
into manifestations of Force in Space and Time ; he still finds
that Force, Space, and Time pass all understanding. Simi-
larly, though the analysis of mental actions may finally bring

him down to sensalions, as the original materials out of which
all thought is woven, yet he is little forwarder; for he can

give no account either of sensations themselves or of that
something which is conscious of sensations. Objective end

¢ubjective tl_gs he thus ascertains to be alike inscrutable in
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their substance and genesis. In all dlreetions his investiga-
tions eventually bring him face to face with an insoluble
enigma; and he ever more dearly perceives it to be an insoluble

enigma. He learns at once the greatness and the littleness of
the human intelleetwits power in dealing with all that comes

within the range of experience; its impotence in dealing
with all that transcends experience. He realizes with a

special vividness the utter ineomprehenslbleness of the simplest
fact, considered in itself. He, more than any other, truly
k_owa that in its ultimate essence nothlng can be known.



CRAPTER IV,

THE RELATIVITY OF ALL KNOWLEDGE.

§ 22. THE same conclusion is thus arrived at, from wt_cho

ever point we set out. If, respecting the origin and nature
of things, we make some assumption, we find that through an
inexorable logic it inevitably commits us to alternative impos-
sibilities of thought ; and this holds true of every assumption

that can be imagined. If, contrariwise, we make no assump_
tion, but set out from the sensible properties of surrounding

objects, and, ascertBinlng their special laws of dependence, go
on to merge these in laws more and more general, until we
bring them all under some most general laws ; we still find our-
selves as far as ever from knowing what it is which manifests

these properties to us: clearly as we seem to know it, our
apparent knowledge proves on examination to be utterly irre-

concilable with itself. Ultimate religious ideas and ultimate
scientific ideas, alike turn out to be merely symbols of the
actual, not cognitions of it.

The conviction, so reached, that human intelligence is
incapable of absolute knowledge, is one that has been slowly

gaining ground as eiviliz tlon has advanced. Each new
ontological theory, iYom time to time propounded in lieu of

previous ones shown to be untenable, has been followed by a
new criticism leading to a new scepticism. All possible con
ceptious have been one by one tried and found wanting; and
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so the entire field of speculation has been gradually exhausted
without positive result: the only result arrived at being

the negative one above stated- that the reality existing
behind all appearances is, and must ever be, unknown. To
this conclusion almost every thinker of note has subscribed.
"With the exception," says Sir William Hamilton, "of a few

late Absolutist theorisers in Germany, this is, perhaps, the

truth of all others most harmoniously re-echoed by every
philosopher of every school." And among these he names--
Protagoras, Aristotle, St. Augustin, Boethius, Averroes,
Albertus ]_agnus, Gerson, Leo Hebrmus, Melancthon, Sca-

liger, Francis Piceolomini, Giordano Bruno, Campanella,
Bacon, Spinoza, Newton, Kant.

It yet remains to point out how this belief may be estab-

lished rationally, as well as empirically. Not only is it that,
as in the earlier thinkers above named, a vague perception of
the inscrutableness of things in themselves results from dis-

covering the illusiveness of sense-impressions ; and not only
is it that, as shown in the foregoing chapters, definite experi-
ments evolve alternative impossibilities of thought out of
every ultimate conception we can frame ; but it is that the

relativity of our knowledge is demonstrable analytically.
The induction drawn from general and special experiences,
may be confirmed by a deduction from the nature of our
intelligence. Two ways of reaching such a deduction exist.

Proof that our cognitions are not, and never can be, absolute,

is obtainable by analyzing either the product of thought, or
the process of thought. Let us analyze each.

,_23. If, when walking through the fields some day in
September, you hear a rustle a few yards in advance, and

on observing the ditch-side where it occurs, see the herbage
agitated, you will probably turn towards the spot to learn by
what this sound and motion are produced. As you approach

there flutters into the ditch, a partridge; on seeing which
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your curiosity is satisfied--you have what you call an e_p/an-
ation of the appearances. The explanation, mark, amounts

to this ; that whereas throughout life you have had countless

experiences of disturbance among small stationary bodies,
accompanying the movement of other bodies among them,
and have generalized the relation between such disturbances

and such movements, you consider this particular disturbance
explained, on finding it to present, an instance of the like
relation. Suppose you catch the partridge ; and, wish-
ing to ascertain why it did not escape, examine it, and find

at one spot, a slight trace of blood upon its feathers. You

now understand, as you say, what has disabled the partridge.
It has been wounded by a sportsman--adds another case to

the many cases already seen by you, of birds being M]led or

injured by the shot discharged at them from fowling-pieces.
And in assimilating this case to other such cases, consists

your understanding of it. But now, on consideration, a
cii_eulty suggests itself. Only a single shot has struck the

partridge, and that not in a vital place : _he wings are unin-
jured, as are also those muscles which move them ; an_ the
creature proves by its struggles that it has abundant strength.

Why then, you inquire of yourself, does it not fly ? Occasion
favouring, you put the question to an anatomist, who fur-

nishes you with a solution. He points out that this solitary
shot has passed close to the place at which the nerve supplying
the wing-muscles of one side, diverges from the spine; and that

a slight injury to this nerve, extending even to the rupture of
a few fibres, may, by preventing a perfect co-ordination in the

actions of the two wings, destroy the power of flight. You are
no longer puzzled. But what has happened ?--what has
chunged your state from one of perplexity to one of compre-

t_mion ._ Simply the disclosure of a class of previously
known eases, along with which you can include this case.

The connexion between lesions of the nervous system and
t_ralysis of limbs has been already many times brought
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under your notice ; and you here find a relation of cause and
effect that is essentially similar.

Let us suppose you are led on to make further inquiries
concerning organic actions, which, conspicuous and remarkable
as they are, you had not before cared to understand. How
is respiration effected ? you ask--why does air periodically
rush into the lungs ? The answer is that in the higher verte-
brata, as in ore'selves, influx of air is caused by an enlarge-

ment of the thoracic cavity, due, partly to depression of the
diaphragm, partly to elevation of the ribs. But how does

elevation of the ribs enlarge the cavity? In reply the
anatomist shows you that the plane of each pair of ribs
makes an acute angle with the spine ; that this angle widens
when the moveable ends of the ribs are raised ; and he makes

you realize the consequent dilatation of the cavity, by point-
ing out how the area of a parallelogram increases as its angles

approach to right angles--you understand this special fact
when you see it to be an instance of a general geometrical

fact. There still arises, however, the question--why does the
air rush into this enlarged cavity ? To which comes the

answer that, when the thoracic cavity is enl.Arged, the con-
tained air, partially relieved from pressure, expands, and soloses

some of its resisting power ; that hence it opposes to the pres-
sure of the external air a less pressure ; and that as air, like
every other fluid, presses equally in all directions, motion must
result along any line in which the resistance is less than
elsewhere; whence follows an inward current. And this

inter2retation you recognize as one, when a few facts of like

kind, exhibited more plainly in a visible fluid such as water,

are cited in illustration. Again, when it was pointed out

that the 1{robs are compound levers acting in essentially the
same way as levers of iron or wood, you might consider your.
self as having obtained a partial raHonale of animal move-

ments. The contraction of a muscle, seeming before utterly

unaccountable, would seem less unaccountable were you shown
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how, by a galvanic current, a series of soft iron magnets could
be made to shorten itself, through the attraction of each
magnet for its neighbours :--an alleged analogy which
especially answers the purpose of our argument; since,
whether real or fancied, it equally illustrates the mental
illumination that results on finding a class of cases within
which a particular case may possibly be included. And it
may be further noted how, in the instance here named, an ad-
ditional feeling of comprehension arises on remembering that
the influence conveyed through the nerves to the muscles, is,

though not positively electric, yet a form of force nearly
allied to the dectrie. Similarly when you learn that
animal heat arises from chemical combination, and so is
evolved as heat is evolved in other chemical combinations--

when you learn that the absorption of nutrient fluids through
the coats of the intestines, is an instance of osmotic action--

when you learn that the ch'-ages undergone by food during
digestion, are like changes artificiallyproducible in the labora-
tory; you regard yourself as knowing something about the
natures of these phenomena.

Observe now what we have been doing. Turning to the
general question, let us note where these successive interpret-
ations have carried us. We began with quite special and
concrete facts. In expl,ining each, and afterwards explain-
ing the more general facts of which they are instances, we
have got down to certain highly general facts:--to a geome-
trical principle or property of space, to a simple law of me-
chanical action, to a law of fluid equilibrium--to truths in
physics, in chemistry, in thermology, in deetricity. The
particular phenomena with which we set out, have been
merged in larger and larger groups of phenomena; and as
they have been so merged, we have arrived at solutions that
we consider profound in proportion as this process has been
carried far. Still deeper explanations are simply further
steps in the same direction. When, for ins_mee, it is asked
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why the law of action of the ]ever iP what it is, or why fluid

equilibrium and fluid motion exhibit the relations which they
do, the answer furnished by mathematicians consists in the

disclosure of the principle of virtual veloeities--a principle
holding true alike in fluids and solids--a principle under
which the others are comprehended. And similarly, the in-

sight obtained into the phenomena of chemical combination,
heat, electricity, &e., implies that a rationale of them, when
found, will be the exposition of some highly general fact re-

specting the constitution of matter, of which chemical,

electrical, and thermal facts, are merely different mani-
festations.

Is this process limited or unlimited ? Can we go on for
ever explaining classes of facts by including them in larger
classes ; or must we eventually come to a largest class ? The

supposition that the process is unlimited, were any one ab-

surd enough to espouse it, would still imply that an ultimate
explanation could not be reached ; since infinite time would
be required to reach it. While the unavoidable conclusion

that it is limited (proved not only by the finite sphere of
observation open to us, but also by the diminution in the

number of generalizations that necessarily accompanies in-
crease of their breadth) equally implies that the ultimate

fact cannot be understood. For ff the successively deeper in-
terpretations of nature which constitute advancing knowledge,

are merely successive inclusions of special truths in general
truths, and of general truths in truths still more general _ it
obviously follows that the most general truth, not admitting
of inclusion in any other, does no admit of interpretation.
Manifestly, as the most general cognition at which we arrive
cannot be reduced to a more general one, it cannot be under-

stood. Of necessity, therefore, explanation must eventually
bring us down to the inexplicable. The deepest truth which

we can get at, must be unaccountable. Comprehension must
become something other than comprehension, before the ulti-
mate fact can be comprehended.
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24. The inference which we thus find forced upon us

when we analyze the product of thought, as exhibited ob-
jectively in scientific generalizations, is equally forced upon us

by an analysis of the process of thought, as exhibited sub-

jectively in consciousness. The demonstration of the neces-
sarily relative character of our knowledge, as deduced from
the nature of intelligence, has been brought to its most

definite shape by Sir William Hamilton. I cannot here do
better than extract from his essay on the "Philosophy of

the Unconditioned," the passage containing the substance of
his doctrine.

"The mind can conceive," he argues, "and consequently

can know, only the limited, and the conditionally limited. The
unconditionally unlimited, or the Infinite, the uncondition-

ally limited, or the Absolute, cannot positively be construed to
the mind; they can be conceived, only by a thinking away
from, or abstraction of, those very conditions under which

thought itself is realized; consequently, the notion of the
Unconditioned is only negative,--negative of the conceivable
itself. For example, on the one hand we can positively conceive,
neither an absolute whole, that is, a whole so great, that we

cannot also conceive it as a relative part of a still greater
whole ; nor an absolute part, that is, a part so small, that we
cannot also conceive it as a relative whole, divisible into smaller

parts. On the other hand, we cannot positively represent, or
realize, or construe to the mind (as here understanding and

iron,nation coincide), an infinite whole, for this could only

be done by the infinite synthesis in thought of finite wholes,
which would itself require an infinite time for its accomplish-
ment ; nor, for the same reason, can we follow out in thought

an infinite divisibility of parts. The result is the same,
whether we apply the process to limitation in space, in time,
or in degree. The unconditional negation, and the uncondi-
tional _atlon of limitation ; in other words, the i_j_nite

and absolute, /properly so called, are thus equally inconceiv-
able to us.




