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PREFACE

I MmusT admit at the outset that this book is not written
to lure students, guiltless of metaphysical aspirations, into
pleasant paths of philosophical speculation. It isintended
rather for students and readers who are seriously concerned
with the problems of philosophy and genuinely anxious to
study metaphysics under the guidance of the great thinkers.
The book is, none the less, designed for beginners in
philosophy, as well as for those more advanced, and I
have tried to make it clear in statement and logical in
order. I have audaciously attempted to combine, also,
what seem to me the essential features of a systematic
Introduction to Metaphysics with those of a History of
Modern Philosophy. This I have done both because I
believe that the problems of philosophy are, at the outset,
best studied as formulated in the actual systems of great
thinkers, and because the historical sequence of philoso-
phies, from Descartes’'s to Hegel’s, seems to coincide,
roughly, with a logical order.

I am well aware that in writing a book which seeks to
combine two functions, often distinguished, and which
attempts to meet the needs of two groups of students, I
have run the risk of fulfilling neither purpose and of help-
ing neither set of readers. I hope, however, that certain
features of the book may prove useful; in particular, the
plan on which it classifies metaphysical systems, the sum-
maries it offers as well of the arguments as of the conclu-
sions of modern philosophers, the exact quotations and
multiplied text references of its expositions. If I have
overloaded the book with quotations and references, it is
because I have myself suffered greatly from my inability
to find in the writings of the philosophers the doctrines

attributed to them by the commentators. I shall be much
vii
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disappointed if these citations do not whet the appetite of
the reader and send him directly to the texts of Descartes,
Leibniz, Berkeley, and the rest. I cannot, indeed, too
emphatically express my sense of the value of a study of
texts, and my conviction that this Introduction, and any
other, should be used to supplement and not to supplant
a reading of the philosophers. The advanced student will,
I trust, be aided in such text study by the relative abun-
dance of bibliographical and critical material. In the
main, this has been relegated, with the biographies, to the
Appendix of the book, that the continuity of metaphysical
discussion may not be broken.

It is only fair to point out, finally, that the book, though
mainly exposition and criticism, is written from the stand-
point of a metaphysical theory fairly well defined. This
I have indicated in my last chapter. My philosophical
predilections have inevitably colored my criticisms; but I
trust that they have not distorted my interpretation of the
thought of the philosophers whom I have considered, and
that the book may, therefore, be of service to those who
do not agree with its estimates or with its conclusions.

The succeeding chapters disclose the nature and extent
of my chief intellectual obligations. But I cannot deny
myself the pleasure of acknowledging my personal indebt-
edness to my first instructor in philosophy, Professor
H. N. Gardiner, to my constant counseller, Professor
George H. Palmer, and to the teacher of my more recent
student years, Professor Josiah Royce. For generous and
invaluable help in the preparation of this book, I am grate-
ful, beyond my power of expression, to my colleague,
Professor Mary S. Case, who has read the book in manu-
script and has criticised it in detail, to its great advantage;
to my father, who has read all the proofs; and to my
friend and pupil, Helen G. Hood, who has verified the
citations and references of footnotes and Appendix, and

has prepared the Index.
MARY WHITON CALKINS.
January, 1907.
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CHAPTER 1

THE NATURE, TYPES, AND VALUE OF PHILOSOPHY

"PpNocdpovs . . . Tovs 8¢ dAnbuvobs, €pm, Tivas Néyeis; Tovs Ths
dA\nlelas, fv & éyd, ¢urobeduovas. — PLATO.

I. TuE NATURE OF PHILOSOPHY

WHEN Socrates, in the immortal conversation at the house
of Cephalus, defined the philosopher as lover of the vision of
the truth, he was describing, not the metaphysician, but the
seer. For philosophy, in the more technical sense, differs
from the mere love of wisdom; it is reasoned knowledge,
not pure insight, and the philosophic lover of the vision must
work out the blessed way to realized truth. With philosophy
in this more restricted meaning of the term, a meaning which
Plato and Aristotle fixed by adopting it, this chapter and this
book will principally deal.

Philosophy, once conceived as reasoning discipline, is not,
however, completely defined. Thus regarded, philosophy is
indeed distinguished, as reflective, from everyday experience
which accepts or rejects but does not reflect on its object;
and is distinguished, as theoretical, from art which creates
but does not reason. In both these contrasts, however,
philosophy resembles natural science, for that also reflects and
reasons. The really important problem of the definition of
philosophy is consequently this: to distinguish philosophy
from natural science. Evidently, philosophy differs from
science negatively in so far as, unlike science, it does not seek
and classify facts, but rather takes its materials ready-made
from the sciences, simply reasoning about them and from
them. But if this constituted the only contrast, then philos-
ophy would be a part, merely, of science, not a distinct dis-
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4 The Nature of Philosoply

cipline. For science does not stop at observation, though it
begins with it; in truth, science as well as philosophy
reasons and explains. Philosophy, therefore, if conceived
simply as the process of reasoning about scientific phenom-
ena, would be merely the explanatory side of science. There
are, however, in the view of most students, two important con-
trasts which hold between science and philosophy: philosophy
must take as its object the utterly irreducible nature of some
reality; and philosophy may take as its object the ultimate
nature not only of a single fact or group of facts, but of all-
that-there-is, ““the ultimate reality into which all else can be
resolved and which cannot itself be resolved into anything
beyond, that in terms of which all else can be expressed and
which cannot itself be expressed in terms of anything outside
itself.”* 1In both respects a natural science differs from
philosophy. To begin with the character last named:
philosophy, as has been said, may concern itself with the all-of-
reality — and an adequate philosophy will certainly seck to
discover the nature of the all-of-reality; a science, on the
other hand, studies facts of one order only, that is, it analyzes
merely a limited group of phenomena. Again, philosophy,
whatever its scope, always concerns itself with the irreducible
nature of some reality; whereas a science does not properly
raise the question whether these, its phenomena, are in the
end reducible to those of another order.

These distinctions may be readily illustrated. The physi-
ologist, for example, does not inquire whether or not the
limited object of his study, the living cell, is in its fundamental
nature a physical or a psychical phenomenon — whether, in
other words, protoplasm reduces, on the one hand, to physical
energy, or, on the other hand, to consciousness. On the con-
trary the physiologist, properly unconcerned about the com-

! R. B. Haldane, “ The Pathway to Reality,” L., p. 19. Cf. also Hegel,
“ Encyclopzdia,” I., “ Logic,”” Chapters 1, 2, 6, for discussion of the nature
of philosophy; and cf. infra, Chapter 11, pp. 369 seq. for consideration of

Hegel’s view that no irreducible reality can be limited, and that conse-
quently the object of philosophy is, of necessity, the all-of-reality.
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pleteness or about the utter irreducibleness of his object,
confines himself to analysis within arbitrary limits of his
living cells, leaving to the philosopher the questions: What
is the real nature of these psychical and these physical pro-
cesses? Is reality ultimately split up into psychical and
physical? Is the division a final one, or is the pyschical
reducible to the physical? Is thought a function of brain
activity? Or, finally, is the physical itself reducible to the
psychical; that is, is matter a manifestation of conscious
spirit? More than this, the physicist links fact with fact, the
rising temperature with the increased friction, the spark with
the electric contact. The philosopher, on the other hand,
if he take the largest view of his calling, seeks the connection of
each fact or group of facts — each limited portion of reality —
with the adequate and complete reality. His question is not,
how does one fact explain another fact? but, how does each
fact fit into the scheme as a whole?

Both characters of the object of philosophy are indicated
by the epithet ‘ultimate,” of which frequent use is made in
this book. Because the object of philosophy is entirely
irreducible and because the object of philosophy may be the
all-of-reality—for both these reasons, it isoften called ultimate
andis contrasted with the proximate realities of natural science.
It is ultimate because it is utterly irreducible and is not a
mere manifestation of a deeper reality; it is ultimate, also, in
so far as there is nothing beyond it, in so far, that is, as it in-
cludes all that exists. It follows, from the utter irreducible-
ness and from the absolute completeness which an adequate
philosophy sets before itself, that philosophy is rather a search,
a pursuit, an endeavor, than an achievement. This character
is widely recognized. Stumpf, for example, conceives philos-
ophy as the question-science; James defines metaphysics as
the unusually obstinate effort to ask questions; and Paulsen
says that philosophy is no ‘closed theory’ but a ‘problem.’
All these characters assigned to philosophy may finally be
gathered up into one definition: Philosophy is the attempt to
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discover by reasoning the utterly irreducible nature of any-
thing; and philosophy, in its most adequate form, seeks the
ultimate nature of all-that-there-is.

II. Tar APPROACH TO PHILOSOPHY

The preceding discussion, brief as it is, of the nature of
philosophy, has disclosed certain perils which menace the
student of philosophy. Because the systematic observation
of phenomena is the peculiar province not of philosophy
but of science, the student of philosophy is tempted to deal
in vague abstractions, in lifcless generalities, often, alas, in
mere bloodless words and phrases. And because he admits
that his own study is, at the beginning, a setting of problems,
a questioning, not a dogmatic formulation, he is tempted not
to press for a solution of his problems, to cherish his questions
for their own sake.

The only way of avoiding both these pitfalls is to approach
the. philosophical problems by the avenue of scientific inves-
tigation, and from time immemorial, the great philosophers
have emphasized this truth. Hegel heaped scorn upon the
common view that philosophy consists in the lack of scientific
information, and had no condemnation too severe for the
‘arm-chair philosophy’ which makes of metaphysic a ‘rhetoric
of trivial truths’; and, in the same spirit, Paulsen recently
writes, ‘“A true philosopher attacks things (ein recht-
schaffener Philosoph macht sich an die Dinge selbst).” The
philosopher, Paulsen continues, ‘“must at some point, touch
bottom with his feet. . . . He may freely choose his sub-
ject from the psychological or from the physical sciences; for
as all roads lead to Rome, so among the sciences, all paths
lead to philosophy, but there are no paths through the air.”

Paulsen’s assertion that philosophy may be reached by way
of any one of the sciences is confirmed by the experience of the
great philosophers. Descartes and Leibniz and Kant were
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mathematicians and physical scientists as well as philosophers;
and Locke, Berkeley, and Hume were psychologists. But
though metaphysics may be approached from any point on
the circumference of the sciences, it is not to be denied that
certain inconsistencies and even fallacies have often charac-
terized the systems of mathematicians and natural scientists
who turn to philosophy.! It is equally certain that these
defects have been due to a confusion of scientific with philo-
sophical idecals, of scientific with metaphysical standards.
Indirectly, these confusions suggest the value of still another
entrance to philosophy, the approach by way of what is
ordinarily called the history of philosophy.

Such a study has two definite advantages, and one of these
is distinctive. In common with the natural sciences, this
study of philosophical texts shares the advantage of being a
study of facts. Its facts, to be sure, are second-hand tran-
scripts of reality, not direct experiences (and herein lies the
disadvantage of the method); but nobody who hammers out
the meaning of Spinoza, of Kant, or of Aristotle, who compares
passages to get at their common significance or divergence,
who estimates the different statements of a philosopher with
reference to the date of their formulation — no student of
texts, in a word, can be accused of floating about vaguely in a
sca of abstractions. The more characteristic advantage of
this approach to philosophy is the fact that it forces the stu-
dent to take different points of view. Spinoza’s monism
challenges the dualism of Descartes, and Leibniz’s emphasis
on individuality throws into relicf the problem neglected by
Spinoza. The student of pre-Kantian philosophy may turn
out dualist or monist or pluralist, but he cannot accept any
one hypothesis in a wholly uncritical and dogmatic way, as if
no other alternative could be seriously considered. Even the
scrupulous and rigorous study of any one great philosophical
system must reveal the means for the correction of its own

! Cf. Appendix, pp. 518 seq., and Chapter 11, pp. 398 seq.
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inconsistencies. Hume, for example, implies the existence of
the self which he denies, for he employs the / to make the
denial; and Kant’s admissions concerning the moral con-
sciousness, if applied as they logically should be to all experi-
ence, would solve his paradox of self-consciousness.

All this suggests the requirements of an adequate study of
philosophical texts. It is, first and foremost, the duty of the
student to find out what the philosopher whom he studies says
and means. This is not always an easy task. If, for example,
one is studying Kant or Hegel, one has virtually to learn a new
language. It makes no difference how much German one
knows, Kant and Hegel do not always speak in German, and
Kant does not even always use the same language for two
consecutive sections. This bare text criticism, indispensable
as it is, is however a mere preliminary to the real expository
process, the re-thinking of a philosopher’s argument, the sym-
pathetic apprehension of his thought. This means, of course,
that one reads and re-reads his text, that one outlines his ar-
gument and supplies the links that are evidently implied but
verbally lacking, and that one combines the arguments of his
different philosophical works. Only when this task of in-
terpretation is completed can one fairly enter upon the
criticism of a metaphysical system. But the criticism,
though chronologically later, is a necessary feature of the
study. We do not read philosophy in order to become dis-
ciples or to adopt, wholesale, anybody’s views. We must,
therefore, challenge a philosopher’s conclusions and probe his
arguments. The only danger in the process is that it will be
premature; in other words, that we oppose what we do not
fully understand. Both interpretation and criticism, to be
of value, must be primarily first-hand. The curse of the
study of literature and of philosophy alike is the pernicious
habit of reading books about books, without reading the books
themselves. Interpretation and criticism, finally, have for
their main purpose the development of one’s own capacity
to think constructively, or at any rate, independently. One’s
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first object in reading philosophy is, to be sure, the discovery of
what philosophers mean, but this is not one’s main purpose.
For of the great teacher of philosophy that must be true which
Herder said of Kant in the carly years of his teaching, “He
obliged me to think for myself; for tyranny was foreign to his
soul.” Independent thought about the problems of ultimate
reality is, thus, the goal of philosophical study. Indepen-
dent criticism is the first stage of this spontancous and original
thinking, but it reaches its completion only in the attainment
of a metaphysical system which one has adopted or created for
oneself.

ITI. Tae TypES oF PHILosOPHY

Philosophical systems are best grouped from the stand-
point of the object of a complete philosophy. Regarding this
object, the irreducible all-of-reality, two questions suggest
themselves: First, what exactly is the nature of the universe
when it is reduced to the fundamentally real; to what sort
or sorts of reality does it, in other words, reduce? And
second, is this ultimate reality one being or many beings; is
it simple or complex? To the second of these questions one
of two answers may obviously be given: the all-of-reality
is one, or else it is more-than-one, that is, many. Systems of
philosophy which give the first answer may be called numeri-
cally monistic; theories which regard the all-of-reality as
ultimately a manifold are numerically pluralistic.

But neither answer gives us information’of the nature of
the all-of-reality; that is, neither answers the first of the ques-
tions of philosophy. Whether the universe consist of one
being, or of many, still the student of philosophy demands the
nature of this one real, or of these many reals. At first, this
problem, also, is a question of one or many. The universe,
even if it consist of many beings, may be all of a kind ; and on
the other hand, if it be one, that One may conceivably have a
plural nature. The first is a qualitatively monistic, the second
a qualitatively pluralistic, conception.
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One problem remains: that of describing or naming the
ultimate kind, or kinds, of reality. And to facilitate this
description we must distinguish two kinds of reality: the
universe may be of the same nature as my consciousness of it;
or it may be radically and absolutely unlike my consciousness.
Philosophic systems are idealistic or non-idealistic as they
give the first or the second answer to this question; and
idealistic systems are again distinguished according as they
regard consciousness as mere succession of ideas (and in this
case they are called phenomenalisiic); or as they mean by
consciousness a self or selves being conscious (and these sys-
tems are called spiritualistic or personalistic). The various
chapters of this book will explain these terms more fully
and will seck to show that all modern systems of philosophy
are naturally grouped in harmony with these distinctions. In
the following scheme this grouping is indicated : —

THE REPRESENTATIVE MODERN PHILOSOPHERS (through Hegel)

Numerically
Pluralistic Monistic
— ey
Qualitatively Qualitatively Qualitatively Qualitatively
Pluralistic Monistic Pluralistic =~ Monistic
(Dualistic)
ey
Non-ideal- Ideal- Idealistic
istic istic
Spiri- Phenome- Spiritualistic

tualistic  nalistic
Descartes Hobbes Leibniz Hume Spinoza Schopenhauer
Locke Berkeley Hegel

Kant, in spite of his unequalled influence on nineteenth-century philoso-
phy, as well as Fichte and Schelling, are not referred to in this table, on the
ground that their systems, as internally inconsistent, fail to represent any one
type of philosophy. (Cf. snfra, Chapters 7 and 9.)

* Cf. injra, especially Chapters 3 and s, pp. 57 and 126 seq., for discus-
sion of the position that this alternative is comprehensive and exclusive.
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IV. THE VALUE oF PHILOSOPHY

The effort has been made to show that there is room for a
philosophy fundamental to science, and that it need not be a
vague or abstract study. An outline of the main types of
philosophic thought has been offered and all seems propitious
for our metaphysical venture. And yet we are perhaps reluc-
tant to embark. Certain questions about the value of meta-
physics press upon us: Is the study of philosophy of supreme
importance? Is it worth while to attempt to know the nature
of the irreducible, and of the all-of-reality, while one is still
so ignorant of many of the facts of science? May one not,
with greater advantage, devote oneself to the scientific study
of certain well-defined groups of phenomena, instead of losing
oneself in a nebulous search for ultimate truth —a quest
which promises nothing, which sets out from a problem,
without assurance of being able to solve it?

For some of us, it must be admitted, the time for asking
these questions is long gone by. The passion for the highest
certainty, the most inclusive and irreducible reality, has taken
possession of our souls; and we could not check ourselves, if
we would, in even a hopeless pursuit of ultimate reality.
The prophecy of disappointment avails nothing against such
a mood. But even the fact that we must be philosophers,
whether we will or not, need not deter us from the effort to
estimate correctly, to judge dispassionately, the value of
philosophical study. It is, above all things, necessary to ad-
vance no false claim, and to recognize resolutely that the
study of metaphysics holds out no promise of definite results.
“‘Philosophy,” said Novalis, ‘‘can bake no bread, but she can
give us God, freedom, and immortality.” But though one
agree with Novalis’s disclaimer of any narrowly utilitarian
end for philosophy, one must oppose with equal vigor his
assertion that philosophy gives us God, freedom, or immor-
tality. Philosophy, in the first place, gives us nothing; we
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wrest from her all that we gain; and it is, furthermore, im-
possible at the outset to prophesy with certainty what will be
the result of our philosophic questioning, our rigorously
honest search for the irreducible and complete reality. We
may not, therefore, enter on the study of philosophy for any
assurance of definite results.

Let us face the worst. Let us suppose that our meta-
physical quest is an endless one, that we never reach a satis-
fying conclusion of thought, that no results withstand the
blasting force of our own criticism; even so, the true lover of
philosophy will claim that there is at least a satisfaction in
the bare pursuit of the ultimate reality, a keen exhilaration in
the chase, an exceeding joy in even a fleeting vision of the
truth. In less figurative terms: if philosophy is no more
than a questioning, at least it formulates our questions, makes
them consistent with each other; in a word, makes us capable
of asking intelligent questions. It is good to know; but even
to know why we do not know may be a gain.

But I cannot honestly leave the subject here. My experi-
ence and my observation alike persuade me that the patient
and courageous student gains more from philosophical study
than the mere formulation of his problem. It is indeed true
that the finite thinker is incapacitated from the perfect appre-
hension of absolutely complete reality. But though he may
not, in the nature of the case, gain the complete solution of his
problem, he can scarcely help answering some questions and
discovering that others cannot rationally be asked. More
than this, he may well learn the terms in which the solution
of his problem is possible, may be assured whether ultimate
reality is one or many, spirit or matter. 'To one who grants
this as a probable, or even a possible, outcome of metaphysical
investigation, philosophy becomes not merely a privilege but
a duty, since the philosophical conclusion has, inevitably, a
bearing on the personal life. Artificially, and by an effort,
it is true, one may divorce one’s life from one’s announced
philosophy — may hold, for example, to egoistic hedonism as
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the justified philosophical system while one lives a life of
self-sacrifice, or may combine the most arrant self-indulgence
with a rigorous ethical doctrine. Ideally, however, as we
all admit, and actually always to a certain degree, our
philosophy “makes a difference”;! it affects conduct; it
moulds the life of personal relations. Philosophy is, in other
words, a phase of life, not an observation of life from the out-
side; and the more adequate the philosophy, the more con-
sistent the life may become. To provide sound theoretical
foundation for noble living, to shape and to supplement
conduct by doctrine, becomes, thus, the complete aim of the
philosopher, whose instinct and whose duty alike impel him
to the search for ultimate truth.

1 F. C. S. Schiller, “Humanism,” p. 197.
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CHAPTER 1II
PLURALISTIC DUALISM:* THE SYSTEM OF DESCARTES

“Il faut . . . admirer toujours Descartes et le suivre quelquefois.”
— D’ALEMBERT.

I. THE BEGINNINGS OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY

No one has ever written the history of any period of thought
or of life without being greatly puZzled about the point at
which to begin it. TFor whatever event be chosen as the first of
the chronicle, this hypothetically first event is conditioned by
other events. Every history, therefore, begins at a more or
less arbitrary point; and the history of modern philosophy
is no exception. The dividing line between the medizval
and the modern period is one which it is very hard to draw;
in other words, it is impossible to enumerate qualities which
mark off absolutely the modern from the medisval epoch.

The medieval period seems, however, to be distinguished
by these two characters among others: a subordination of
thought to revelation, of philosophy to dogma; and a dis-
regard for scientific observation. The first of these attributes
of medieval philosophy is prominent in the works of philoso-
phers throughout the period. The medieval, and especially

! The clumsiness of a full description, in technical terms, of the different
systems of philosophy has been avoided in these chapter headings. Two
terms are employed, here and throughout, of which the first describes the
system from the numerical, the second from the qualitative, standpoint.
Thus, ‘pluralistic dualism’ means, ‘(numerically) pluralistic (qualitative)
dualism.’” (Dualism is a form of pluralism, here a doctrine of two kinds of
reality.) Of course this device of order is purely arbitrary; it is equally
possible to describe this system, for instance, as dualistic pluralism, under-
standing that the first term is used in the qualitative, the second in the

numerical, sense. It is important simply to contrast sharply these two points
of view.

c 17
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the scholastic, disregard for fact — in particular, for the facts
of external nature —is equally apparent. The thinkers of
the Middle Ages so immersed themselves in religious doctrine
and in the implied problems of ethics, psychology, and
demonology, that they could not be affected by the world of
nature. Men who speculated with warm concern on the
composition of angels’ bodies naturally were uninterested
in the organs of an animal’s body or in the conformation of
the physical world.

One is fairly safe in the assertion that a growing inde-

}pendence of dogma and a revived interest in natural science
mark off the period of modern philosophy from that which
precedes it, though even this generalization is distinctly un-
true if too rigidly applied. There were men in the medi-
@val period imbued with the modern instincts for indepen-
dence and for scientific investigation; and there were few
philosophers in the seventeenth century who were untouched
by medievalism. But the teaching of the greater number of
philosophical thinkers and, thus, the trend of philosophical
thought certainly shows signs of a change toward the end of
the sixteenth and the beginning of the seventeenth century.
We are therefore justified in dating modern philosophy from
this time.

It is a more difficult and a less important task to indicate
the very first of modern philosophers. Some historians make
the claim for Francis Bacon, but the “Novum Organon” is
a doctrine of the methods of science rather than a philosophi-
cal system. With far more reason, it is often held that the
Italian Giordano Bruno® was the first of modern philosophers.
There is, indeed, no question of Bruno’s independence of cc-
clesiastical authority, of his keen interest in the nature world,
and of the depth of his philosophic vision; but vision and
interest are often those of poet or seer, not those of scientist or
philosopher, and Bruno’s works, which are without argumen-

! Cf. Appendix, p. 457.
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tative form, are mystic rthapsody or unargued insight rather
than ordered philosophy. By some such process of elimina-
tion many historians of philosophy have dated the modern
period from René Descartes." It is convenient to follow their
lead, for unquestionably Descartes’s philosophy is of a
relatively common type, probably representing, in a way, the
philosophy of most of the readers of this book.

The revolt of modern philosophy from the influence of the
church is curiously illustrated by the outward life and station
of Descartes. The philosophers of the mediaval period had
been priests or monks, or, at least, university teachers; but
Descartes started out as courtier and man of the world, and
though he remained throughout his life an obedient son of the
church, he never occupied an ecclesiastical or an academic
office. His immediate preparation for the career of mathe-
matician and philosopher consisted of four years of foreign
military service, chiefly spent in the Netherlands and in
Bohemia, in search, as he says, for “the knowledge which
could be found in the great book of the world.” > At the end
of this period, intellectual interests asserted supreme control
over Descartes’s outward life. “I was in Germany,” he
writes, “and . . . returning from the coronation of the em-
peror, the coming of winter detained me in a place where, hav-
ing no conversation to divert me, and . . . no cares or passions
to trouble me, I spent the day, shut up alone in a tent where
I had leisure to entertain myself with my thoughts.” These
thoughts concerned themselves with the deepest problems of
reality; their immediate outcome was the stirring of philo-
sophic doubt in the mind of Descartes, his conviction that
he had too uncritically adopted the opinions of his teachers,
and his resolve to build up for himself an independent philo-

1 Cf., however, N. Smith, “Studies in the Cartesian Philosophy,” Chap-
ter 1, note, p. vi., for the assertion that “all that lies outside [Descartes’s]
philosophy of nature . . . remains in essentials scholastic in conception.”

? “Discourse on Method,” Pt. I., second paragraph from end, Open
Court edition, p. 9.
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sophic system. The criterion of truth which he adopted
was the following, ‘“never to receive as true anything
which I did not evidently know to be true.””* And he
proposed to gain this evident knowledge by a method
. formulated in the following precepts: “ To divide my dif-
ficulties,” ““ To conduct my thoughts in order,” “To review
my conclusions.” 2

These statements of Descartes’s purpose make it evident
that he adopts, on the one hand, the three acknowledged
methods of scientific thought, analysis, logical reasoning, and
verification; and, on the other hand, the philosopher’s atti-
tude as well, dissatisfaction with conclusions that lack utter
certainty. Thls desire for truth gives way, however, to a posi-
tive philosophical doctrine. From a study of this teaching it
will appear that Descartes gains, by his philosophic reflection
and reasoning, a conception familiar to us all. He regards
the universe as made up of spirits, or selves, and of bodies,
inorganic and organic. Supreme over all the finite or limited
spirits, he teaches, and over all the bodies is an infinite and
perfect spirit, God. Descartes’s philosophical system is
evidently, therefore, pluralistic — both from the qualitative
and from the numerical standpoint. It is qualitatively plu-
ralistic or, more specifically, dualistic, in that it teaches that
there are precisely two kinds of reality, spiritual and material.
It is numerically pluralistic through its teaching that, of each
of these classes of reality, there are innumerable examples or
instances; that each sort of reality is embodied, as it were, in
an indefinite number of specific individuals, or things. The
effort will be made in this chapter, first, to outline this system
and then to estimate it. Criticism will be postponed till the
doctrine is fully stated, in the hope that a sympathetic under-

! This criterion is embodied in his first ‘ precept of method.” Cf. “Dis-
course on Method,” Pt. II., seventh paragraph, Open Court edition, p. 192.

? Ibid., paragraphs 8-10, p. 19. These precepts clearly state Descartes’s
method and are therefore to be distinguished from the first precept, quoted
above, which states his criterion of truth.
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standing of Descartes’s opinions may precede the attempt to
estimate their value.

II. THE PHILOSOPHICAL SYSTEM OF DESCARTES'
a. The preparation for philosophy: wuniversal doubi

At the very outset of his philosophical study, Descartes
finds his way barred by a formidable difficulty: philosophy
is the attempt by reasoning to reach a perfect certainty; and
therefore the student of philosophy must start from some
admitted fact, from some perfect certainty, however small.
But Descartes discovers, when he scarches experience for
some truth unambiguously certain and incapable of being
doubted, that he can find notone. Of all that he has been
taught to believe there is nothing whose reality may not be
questioned. His quest for some small certainty leaves him
without any certainty on any subject; in other words, he
finds it necessary to doubt everything.

At first sight Descartes’s attitude of universal doubt seems
absurd. It is possible, we shall most of us admit, to question
the existence of the unseen and the unexperienced; but how
can any one in his senses doubt the reality of the things he
himself touches, sces, and hears — the existence of objects
of the physical world? Descartes has a ready answer to this
question: we cannot be absolutely certain, he teaches, of the
existence of the things we perceive, for we know that our senses
sometimes mislead us. ‘“All” he says, “that I have up to
this moment accepted as possessed of the highest truth and cer-
tainty, I have learned either from or through my senses.” ?

1 This study of Descartes’s system is based on the “Meditations” (written
1629, published 1641), the “Principles of Philosophy” (1644), and the “Dis-
course on Method ”” (1631). The student of philosophy should read at least
the “ Meditations ”” before entering on this chapter; and he may well add
“Discourse,” I. and V., and “Principles,” Pts. I.,IT., and IV., as abbreviated
in the Open Court edition.

3 “Meditations,” I., paragraph 2.
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But the senses have ‘“sometimes misled us;* . . . I have fre-
quently observed that towers, which at a distance seem round,
appear square when more closely viewed, and that colossal
figures, raised on the summits of these towers, look like small
statueswhen viewed from the bottom of them. . . . Also,Thave
sometimes been informed by persons whose arms or legs have
been amputated that they still occasionally seem to feel pain in
that part of the body which theyhave lost.” > These examples
and innumerable others like them are sufficient to prove the
fallaciousness of the senses. ‘“And,” Descartes continues,
‘it is the part of prudence not to place absolute confidence in
that by which we may have even once been deceived.”?
There is no escape from this argument of Descartes’s.  Surely
we have all heard footsteps, when, as we have later discov-
ered, there was no one near, and we have met in our dreams
people as vivid as any in so-called waking life; and yet these
illusory sounds and these dream people are admitted to be
unreal. And it is possible, however unlikely, that I am
dreaming at this very instant; or that the pen I grasp, the
words I hear, are mere illusions.

So far, Descartes has proved only the uncertainty of objects
known through sense-perception. But our doubt, he be-
lieves, is of wider extent. It is possible to doubt of every
object of knowledge: even mathematical truths concerning
“body, figure, extension, motion, and place’ may be “merely
fictions of my mind.” * This follows, he teaches, because
cvery human knower is a finite and a limited being. How
then can the human knower be sure that he is not deceived
in his most profound conviction? He does not know every-
thing; how can he be certain that he knows anything?® In
truth he may be, at every point, in error.

! “Meditations,” I., paragraph 2.

% Ibid., V1., paragraph 6, Open Court edition, p. 89%

3 Ibid., 1., paragraph 2.

¢ Ibid., IL., paragraph 2. Cf. “Principles,” Pt. I., Prop. 5.

§ ““Meditations,” I., second paragraph from end. The exact form in

which Descartes conceives this possibility is the following: that God — or,
more likely, some ‘malignant demon’ — has deceived him.
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Descartes does not teach, it will be noticed, that we are in
error in all that we believe; he insists merely that we may be
in error. In other words, he does not deny, but he doubts,
the reality of everything. And in this situation, as he clearly
recognizes, philosophy is impossible.

b. The implication of doubt: the existence of myself

The hopelessness of Descartes’s situation is suddenly re-
lieved by his discovery of one unquestioned truth: that he
himself exists. He cannot doubt this, for doubt itself would
be impossible if he did not exist. “I suppose myself to be
deccived,” he exclaims, ‘“doubtless then I exist, since I am
deceived.” * Herewith Descartes reaches the real starting
point of his philosophical system, the certainty which is
immediately evident to each one of us, namely, the existence of
myself. ‘“I'had the persuasion’he says, ““that there was abso-
lutely nothing in the world, that there was no skyand no earth,
neither minds nor bodies. Was I not, then, at the same time
persuaded that I did not exist? Far from it; I assuredly
existed, since I was persuaded.” It is, indeed, impossible
“that I am nothing, so long as I shall be conscious that I am
something. . . . This proposition, I am, I exist, is neces-
sarily true each time it is expressed by me or conceived in
my mind.” > In other words, Descartes asserts that he is
immediately certain of his own existen(ie and that the certainty
of a self which doubts is implied by every doubt, even the most
radical.

This doubting self, Descartes proceeds to describe. It is,
first-of-all,conscious: it isknown in doubting, believing — in
a—word, in ‘thinking’ for Descartes understands by the
word ““thought (cogitatio), all that which so takes place in us
that we of ourselves are immediately conscious of it; and

! “Meditations,” II., paragraph 3. ? Ibid.
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accordingly not only understanding, willing, imagining, but
even perceiving.”! Furthermore, the self is not identical
_with any one of its thoughts or doubts, — in other words, with

any one of itsideas, — i esumof them. Descartes
Ol L

expresses this by the teaching that there is a self, soul, or
. mind, which has ideas and is conscious. “I am,” he says,
“precisely speaking, . . . a thinking thing, a mind.”? In
the third-place;Descartes-teaches, the self is free. Of this
freedom, he believes that he is directly conscious. “I ex-
perience,” he says, ‘. . . the freedom of choice;”® “ I am
conscious of will, so ample and extended as to be superior to all
limits.”” (The conception of the freedom of the self will be
considered in more detail in another connection.?)

It is most important to realize the meaning of this doctrine
of the self, For if Descartes’s preliminary doubt is justified,
the certainty of myself is the starting point of every philosophy,
and not of Descartes’s only. It is true that philosophy was
defined as the attempt to discover the irreducible nature of
anything; but if I must begin by doubting everything save
my own existence, then the truth that I am must be my point
of departure in the search for ultimate reality. For as Des-
cartes and St. Augustine long before him ° pointed out, itis the
one certainty immediately evident in the very act of doubting.
To be uncertain is to be conscious; and consciousness inev-
itably implies the existence of somebody being conscious. As
surely then as doubt or uncertainty exists on any subject, so
surely a conscious, doubting sclf exists. The nature of this

! “Principles,” Pt. I., Prop. 9. Cf. Definition I., from “Reply to the
Second Objections to the Meditations,” Open Court edition, p. 215. For
a view opposed to that here stated, 7.e. for the teaching that perception
is an “attribute of the soul . . . impossible without the body,” cf. “Medi-
tations,” II., paragraph 5, Open Court edition, p. 32.

2 Ibid., I1., paragraph 5, Open Court edition, p. 33"

8 Ibid., IV., paragraph 7, Open Court edition, p. 67 seg.

* Cf. infra, pp. 44, 91 seq., 265 seq.

8 % De Beata Vita,” 7; “ De Trinitate,” X., 14 ef al; “ De Civitate Dei,”
XI., ¢. 26, Eng. trans. (by Dods), pp. 468—469. “If I am deceived, I am.
For he who is not, cannot be deceived.”
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knowledge of oneself — the foundation stone of Descartes’s
system — should be carefully defined. In a sense, of course,
it is immediate or unreasoned knowledge, the unreflective
sense of one’s own existence which is common to us all.  Yet,
as taken up into philosophy, this knowledge is not instinctive,
uncritical self-consciousness. For it has been reasoned about ;
though itself immediate, it has been shown to be implied in all
doubt. So viewed, it is distinguished from that uncritical
consciousness of self which belongs to the everyday life and
which often may be in no wise distinguished by its degree
of conviction from one’s persuasion of the existence of
physical objects.

¢. The inference from my own existence: the existence of
God

The persistent student of philosophy — the seeker for a
knowledge of the irreducible all-of-reality — may not rest
contented when he has established, by reasoning, this one
conviction of his own existence. For it is evident that what-
ever is required or implied by this truth — whatever, in other
words, may be demonstrated from it — must share in its
certainty. Thus, the next question of the philosopher, who
starts with Descartes’s conviction of his own existence, is
the following: may I demonstrate from my own existence
the existence of any other reality? To this question Descartes
worked out a definite answer. As will appear, he concluded
that, reasoning from his own existence, he could demonstrate
Q@E&g{lp«g of God; and that, reasoning from God’s exist-
ence, he could. prove-the-existence of- the physical world.
Evidently, then, Descartes’s conception of God’s nature and
his arguments for God’s existence are of greatest significance
to a student of his system.

Itis enough, for the present, to say that Descartes means by
God-a-perfeet-(that is,acomplete) spirit or self; a being all-
powerful, all-wise, zill_-good. For the existence of God, he
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has four arguments and these are of two main types: two
ontological arguments, that is, arguments from the character
of the conception of God’s nature, and two causal arguments.
The statement of these arguments, which follows, has becn
made as simple and as clear as possible. The arguments are,
none the less, full of complications and will claim the close
attention of the untrained reader. The critical consideration
of them is postponed to a later section. The point of depar-
ture, it will be remembered, always is the clear and evident
knowledge of one’s own existence.

The first of the ontological arguments may be stated thus:
That ¢ of which I have a consciousness as-elearasmy conscious-
ness-of myself, must exist. But I am as clearly constious of
God as of myself; hence God exists. In Descartes’s own
words, “ Whatever mode of probation I adopt, it always re-
turns to this, that it is only the things I clearly and distinctly
conceive which have the power of completely persuading me.

And with respect to God . . . I know nothing sooner

. than the existence of a Supreme Being, or of God. And

although the right conception of this truth has cost me much

close thinking, . . . Ifeel as assured of it as of what I deem
most certain.” *

The second of Descartes’s ontological arguments is many
times restated in his works, but it is not original with "him.
It was first formulated by.the medieval philosopher, St.
Anselm, and is always known as Anselm’s argument for the
existence of God.> In bricf, as given by Descartes, it is the
following: The idea of God is the idea of an all-perfect Being.
But to perfection, or completeness, belong ail attributes:
power, goodness, knowledge, and also exisience. Therefore
—God,-of necessny, exists. ¢‘When the mind,” says Descar-
tes, ““. . . reviews the different ideas that are in it, it dis-
covers what is by far the chief among them — that of a Being
omniscient, all-powerful, and absolutely perfect; and it ob-

1 “Meditations,” V., paragraph 6, Open Court edition, p. 81
% “Proslogium,” Chapters II. and III.
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serves that in this idea there is contained not only possible
and contingent existence, as in the ideas of all other things
which it clearly perceives, but existence absolutely necessary
and eternal. And just as because, for example, the equality
of its three angles to two right angles is necessarily comprised
in the idea of a triangle, the mind is firmly persuaded that the
threc angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles; so,
from its perceiving necessary and eternal existence to be com-
prised in the idea which it has of an all-perfect Being, it ought
manifestly to conclude that this all-perfect Being exists.” *
Descartes’s causal arguments for God’s existence may both
be summarized in the following propositions: I know th

Iexist and that I am a finite, incorporeal beings-possessed of !

fth%b_f_ﬁ_@d,,ﬂ:ﬁﬁﬁiﬁ%—&ﬂd-pﬁd@lng But both I 3

myself and my idea of God must have been caused by a bemg i
capable of creating and preserving me and the idea of God\

within me. And only an infinite and perfect Being can be
the real or ultimate cause of me, and of this idea of God.

Therefore such an infinite Being, God, exists.? o

Before stating these arguments with the care they demand,
it is important to analyze the concept of causality on which
they are based. Descartes’s fundamental principle of cau-

“sality is the doctrine-that every finite reality has some cause.
This conviction is implied by almost every statement which

he makes about causality. In the second place, Descartes -

believes thw-ﬁniMeality is-a-‘eonserving

—cause’ — that is to say, that it continues while its effect con-
tinues. In other words, he denies the | p0551b1htydtb_at a cause
should cease beTLeus.cﬂechcasesf- Finally, Descartes holds

that each finite reality has a cause which is more than finite —

which is, in other Words, ‘self-existent,” ‘ultimate,’ ‘total,’

e

! “Principles,” Pt. I., Prop. 14. Cf. “Meditations,” V., paragraph 3;
-and “Reply to Second Objections,” Axiom X. (quoted Open Court edition,
P. 219 seq.).

21t may be well for the untrained reader to omit the remainder of this
section in the first reading of the chapter.

3>
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and ‘efficient.” Such a _cause has, he teaches, two essential
characters; it has at least as much reality as its effect;
and it is non-ideal, or in Descartes’s terminology ‘formal,” —
that is, it is no mere idea. Both Descartes’s causal arguments
for the existence of an all- perfect God are based, as will ap-
pear, upon the principles just formulated ~— in other words,
upon the necessity of (1) some cause of every finite reality,
which is (2) a conserving cause and (3) a more-than-finite, —
in fact, an ultimate cause; and, because ultimate, () ‘formal’
or real, and (b) as perfect as its effect.’

The first of the causal arguments for God’s existence, in

“which Descartes embodies these principles, if not entirely

original with Descartes, is so forcibly stated in his discussions
of God’s existence that it is justly known as the Cartesian
argument. In brief, it is this: An all-perfect Being, God,
must exist. For I have the idea of such an all-perfect Being;
this idea must have some cause; I, a finite being, could not
cause in myself this idea of an infinite God ; and indeed God
alone is capable of producing this idea of God which un-
questionably I possess. In Descartes’s own words the ar-
gument is as follows: ‘“There . . . remains . . . the idea
of God, in which I must consider whether there is anything
which cannot be supposed to originate with myself. By the
name God, I understand a Substance infinite, independent, all-
knowing, all-powerful,and by which I myself, and every other
thing which exists, if any such there be, were created. But
these properties are so great and excellent that . . . it is
absolutely necessary to conclude . . . that God exists: for
I should not . . . have the idea of an infinite substance,

! Descartes qualifies this doctrine by the teaching that an effect is “ pro-
duced by that which contains in itself formally or eminenily all that enters
into its composition, in other words by that which contains in itself the
same . . . properties or others that are superior to them.” (" Medita-
tions,” III., paragraph 11 (French translation), Open Court edition, p. .;3?
Ttalics mine. Cf. “Reply to the Second Objections,” Def. IV., and Axiom
1V., Open Court edition, pp. 216, 219.)
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seeing I am a finite being, unless it were given me by some
substance in reality infinite.”” !

This argument explicitly involves all the features of Des-
cartes’s conception of cause, save the doctrine that a cause
must conserve its effect. () It first of all assumes that my
idea of God must have some cause; (2) in the next place, it
assumes that the cause must be real being (or in Descartes’s
term, now outworn, ‘formal’ reality) and not a mere idea
(in Descartes’s words, it cannot be ‘objective’ reality).? “In
order,” Descartes says, “ that an idea may contain this ob-
jective [ideal] reality, Jather than that, it must doubtless
derive it from some®™taugg in which is found at least as much
formal not—ld?al] rcahtg as. the idea contains of objective
[ideal].” * In other words, évery idea is, of necessity, caused
by something which is more real than any idea. - @) This
argument that God exists as inevitable cause of the idea of
God implies, finally, that a cause cannot be less perfect than
its effect. Hence, Descartes argues, I cannot myself be the
cause of this idea of God, seeing that I am not infinitely pow-
erful and good. It follows from these causal principles, that
an infinite God must exist to cause the idea of God. ‘Be-i
cause we discover in our mind,” Descartes says, ‘“the idea
of God, or of an all-perfect Being, we have a right to inquire
into the source whence we derive it; and we shall discover
that the perfections it represents are so immense as to render
it quite certain that we could only derive it from an all-perfect
Being; that is, from a God really existing. For it is not only
manifest by the natural light that nothing cannot be the cause

¥ “Meditations,” III., paragraph 15, Open.CO\lrt edition, p. 54.

? This terminology of Descartes must be carefully borne in mind by the
reader 'of his works. TFor by ‘objective’ he mcans what we often express by
precisely the opposite term (subjective) ; that is, he means object of conscious-
ness, thought, or idea. By ‘ formal,’ on the other hand, he means the oppo-
site of ‘ objective ’ — namely, ‘real,’ in the sense of not-idea. This use of
the word ‘formal’ is foreign to modern usage. It should be contrasted
420 with Descaries’s use of ‘ formal’ in opposition to ‘eminent.” Cf. Note,

p. 28 supre; also Open Court edition, p. 244, Note.
3 “Meditations,” III., paragraph 11, Open Court edition, p. 50.
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of anything whatever, and that the more perfect cannot arise
from the less perfect . . . but also that it is impossible we can
have the idea or representation of anything whatever, unless
there be somewhere . . . an original which comprises, in
reality, all the perfections that are thus represented to us; but
as we do not in any way find in ourselves those absolute per-
- fections of which we have the idea, we must conclude that
they exist in some nature different from ours, that is, in God.”!

This argument is of unquestioned validity, if once Des-
cartes’s conception of cause be accepted, and he, therefore,
needs no other causal argument for God’s existence. None
the less, he formulates another argument, of some complexity,
to prove that God must exist — not merely as cause of my
idea of God_but as cause of me. Descartes’s proof of this
is by elimination. It is evident that there must be some cause
of me, and Descartes seeks to disprove the possibility that any
other being, save God, could be the cause of me. .

(1) I am not, in the first place, cause of mysclf. For, if I
were, I must be conscious of this causality, whereas “I am
conscious of no such power, and thereby I manifestly know
that I am dependent on some being different from myself.”
Moreover, “if I were myself the author of my being I should
doubt of “nothing, I should desire nothing, and, in fine, no
perfection would be wanting to me; for I should have
bestowed upon myself every perfection of which I possess
the idea, and I should thus be God.”? Both these arguments
are based on my immediate consciousness of my own limited
powers and defects; though the latter may be derived, also,
from the principle that the effect may be no more perfect
than the cause.

12) It is equally certain that no being less perfect than God
could have produced me. Descartes argues this mainly on
two grounds: No finite being, in the first place, can be the

1 “Principles,” Pt. I., Prop. 18.
2 «“Meditations,” III., sixth paragraph from end. Open Ccnrt edition,

pp- 57 and 59.
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ultimate cause of me, for every finite being has itself to be ex-
plained by a cause outside itself. Thus a finite being could

“only be the proximate or immediate, not the ultimate, cause

of me; and concerning such a proximate, finite, cause, Des-
cartes says, we should rightly “‘demand again . . . whether
[it] exists of itself or through some other, until, from stage to

™ stage, we at length arrive at an ultimate cause which will be

God.” ' In the second place, even granting that ‘ some other
cause less perfect than God” — that is, some finite cause —

-_ were the cause which created me, it could not be the cause

" which_conserves me during every moment of my conscious
life. But according to Descartes’s conception of causahty,
every real cause;-it-will-be-remembered, must be a conserving
cause. For the cessation of a cause would imply, Descartes
says, that one moment of time could be dependent on a pre-
vious moment of time; and this, he declares, is impossible.
“The whole time of my life,” he says, ‘“may be divided into
an infinity of parts, each of which is in no way dependent on
any other; and accordingly, because 1 was in existence a short
time ago, it does not follow that I must now exist, unless in
this moment some cause create me anew as it were — that is,
conserve me.” > Now no finite cause can be conceived as
existing, not merely through my life, but through the life of
“the~succession of fimite Teings. JThereforc the conserving
cause of me must be an infinite, not a-finitereause.
Evidently these different arguments, against the possibility
that a being less than God has produced me, have involved
not only the principle that every limited reality has a cause,
but also the conviction that this cause is more than finite—in
truth that it is ultimate, that it is a conserving cause, and that
it is no less perfect than its effect. This last principle is at

! “Meditations,” III., fifth paragraph from end.

? Ibid., IIL., sixth paragraph from end, Open Court edition, p. 58. Cf.
“Principles,” Pt. I., Prop. 21; and “Reply to Second Objections,” Axiom
II., Open Court edition, p. 218.

3 The part of this argument which is formulated in this sentence is not
expressly stated by Descartes.
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the root of Descartes’s argument against the hypothesis which
remains to be eliminated. It has been shown that neither I
myself nor any being less than God can cause me. It is, how-
ever/[3) still conceivable that a group of beings, each of them
less than God, might produce me. Descartes outlines this
possibility and argues against it in the following way: “Nor
can it,” he says, “be supposed that several causes concurred
in my production, and that from one I received the idea of
one of the perfections which I attribute to the Deity, and from
another the idea of some other, and thus that all those per-
fections are indeed found somewherg in the universe, but do
not all exist together in a single being who is God; for, on
the contrary, the unity, the simplicity or inseparability of all
“the properties of Deity, is one of the chief perfections I con-
ceive him to possess; and the idea of this unity of all the per-
fections of Deity could certainly not be put into my mind
by any cause from which I did not likewise receive the ideas
of all the other perfections; for no power could enable me to
embrace them in an inseparable unity, without at the same
time giving me the knowledge of what they were.”* Ob-
viously the heart of this reasoning is the principle that a
cause must be no less perfect than its effect. For this reason,
Descartes teaches, no composite cause could produce in me the
idea which I certainly have of an infinite simple being; and
it follows that the cause of me is one ultimate being, resem-
bling in its unity, as well as in its other qualities, the idea of
itself that it produces in me. This disproof of the possibility
that a group of beings produced me of course carries with it
the disproof of the doctrine that “my parents” caused me.
Descartes, however, adds, in opposition to this doctrine, the
statement that one’s parents are the causes only of bodily dis-
positions, not of mind.?
Descartes has, therefore, argued that neither I myself, nor
any other being less than God, nor any group of beings, could

! “Meditations,” III., fourth paragraph from end.
? Ibid., 111., paragraph three from end.
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have caused me. Only one other cause of my existence is
possible. I must believe that God exists, for every finite
reality must have a cause, and only God could cause that
finite reality, myself, of whose cxistence I am immediately
certain.!

In arguing for God’s existence, Descartes has indicated his
conception of God’s nature. It is summed up in the defini-
tion of God as ‘“a Being . . . absolutely perfect.”* From
his absoluteness, follows his entire self-dependence: he is the
absolute substance which ““stands in need of no other thing
in order to its existence.”® From his perfection follow the
positive characters: omniscience, omnipotence, and absolute
goodness. I'rom his absolute perfection, also, according to
Descartes, there result three negative characters. These are
the following: In the first place, “God is not corporeal . . .
for . . . since extension constitutes the nature of body, and
since divisibility is included in local extension, and this indi-
cates imperfection, it is certain that God is not body.” * Fur-
thermore, “God does not perceive by means of senses. .
Since in every sense there is passivity which indicates depen-
dency, we must conclude,” Descartes says, ‘that God is in no
manner possessed of senses, and that he only understands and
wills; that he does not, however, like us, understand and will
by acts in any way distinct, but that he always by an act that
is one, identical, and the simplest possible, understands, wills,
and operates all, that is, all things that in reality exist: for he
does not will the evil of sin, seeing this is but the negation of
being.” ®* From God’s perfect goodness it follows, finally, that

! For a summary of both causal arguments, cf. “Reply to Second Objec-
tions,” Prop. 3, Dem., Open Court edition, p. 221.

? “Principles,” Pt. L., Prop. 14. Cf. “Meditations,” V., paragraph 3.

% “Principles,” Pt. 1., Prop. 51.

* Ibid., Pt. 1., Prop. 23. The second clause belongs not to the Latin
original, but to the French translation.

§ Ibid. The French translation, in place of the second clause quoted, has
the following: “Because our perceptions rise from impressions made upon
us from another source” — 7.e. than ourselves.

D
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God does not deceive. It is impossible,” Descartes says,
“for him ever to deceive me, for in all fraud and deceit there
is a certain imperfection; and, although it may seem that the
ability to deceive is a mark of subtlety or power, yet the will
testifies without doubt of malice or weakness; and such ac-
cordingly cannot be found in God.” !

d. The consequence of God's existence: the existence of cor-
poreal things and of finite selves

Descartes starts out by doubting everything. In the doubt
of himself he finds the certainty of his own existence. From
the existence of himself he demonstrates, as he believes, the
Texistence of an all-perfect God. From this certainty of the
existence of an all-powerful and absolutely good God, he
goes on to demonstrate the existence of corporeal (or material)
things. He argues mainly from the impossibility that a good
God should deceive me. I doubtless possess sense percep-
tions, and I have a clear consciousness that these ideas are
caused by real objects external to me. And as God “has
given me . . . a very strong inclination to believe that those
ideas arise from corporeal objects, I do not see,” Descartes
says, “how he could be vindicated from the charge of deceit,
if in truth they proceeded from anyother source, or were pro-
duced by other causes than corporeal things; and accordingly
it must be concluded, that corporeal objects exist.” > The
same argument, it may be observed, would serve to prove
the existence of limited, or finite,® spirits other than myself.

! “Meditations,” IV., paragraph 2.

? Ibid., V1., paragraph 9, Open Court edition, p. 93.

3 This term ‘finite’ is commonly applied to realities other than God or
the Absolute. The use of the expression ‘finite spirit’ is, however, unfor-
tunate in that it begs the question of the possible infinitude of the limited,
the so-called finite, spirit or self; whereas infinitude, in some sense of the
word, has by more than one philosopher been attributed to selves other
than the divine self. (Cf. infra, Appendix, p. 523 seq.; Royce, “World
and Individual,” I., pp. 554 seg.) ‘To discuss the problem is here
impossible, for it would involve a consideration of the exact meaning
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Descartes assumes their existence, but he might have argued
it. For I surely conceive the existence of human beings as
clearly and distinctly as that of corporeal objects, and the
absolutely good God ‘‘could not be vindicated from the charge
of deceit,” if so distinct a consciousness were a mere illusion.
Descartes has a second, though subordinate, argument for
the existence of corporeal objects. It is the argument, later
emphasized by the English philosopher Locke, on which
most of us depend when we are challenged to prove the reality
of external things — trees or stones, for instance. They must
~ exist, we say, else we should never have these perceptions of
them. My imaginations I control as I will; even my dreams
are copies of my previous experience; but my percepts force
~themselves upon me, I can neither change nor modify them,
they arc unavoidable. Evidently then real objects must exist
outside me to force on me these impressions of themselves.
Descartes makes use of this argument for the reality of physical
things. I am directly conscious of ‘“hardness, heat, and the
other tactile qualities, . . . light, colors, odors, tastes, and
sounds.! And assuredly,” he says, ‘it was not without reason
that I thought I perceived certain objects wholly different
from my thought, namely, bodies from which those ideas
procecded ; for I was conscious that the ideas were presented
to me without my consent being required, so that I could not
perceive any object, however desirous I might be, unless it
were present to the organ of sense; and it was wholly out of
my power not to perceive it when it was thus present. And
because the idegs I perceived by the senses were much more
lively and clear; and even, in their own way, more distinct
than any of those I could of myself frame by meditation, .
it seemed that they could not have proceeded from myself,
of infinity. So far as possible in this book some one of the expressions,
‘limited,” “partial,’ ‘relative,” or ‘lesser spirit’ will be used in place of the
words ‘finite spirit,” and the latter expression, when employed, must be under-
stood merely to mark out the antithesis between divine (or absolute) and

less-than-divine (or less-than-absolute).
! “Meditations,” VI., paragraph s.
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and must therefore have been caused in me by some other
objects; and as of those objects themselves I had no knowl-
edge beyond what the ideas themselves gave me, nothing was
so likely to occur to my mind as the supposition that the ob-
jects were similar to the ideas whicH they had caused.” This
second argument for the existence of material things is based
on an undoubted fact: that our sense perception is forced
upon us, that we must see and smell and hear what we do.

~TItfollows that we do not ourselves voluntarily cause these sense
perceptions; and it is evidently natural for us to refer them to
corporeal objects “wholly different from any thought.” Of
the real existence of these objects, however, we can be assured
only if we know that our inferences are to be trusted — in
other words, if we are sure that God does not deceive us. So
this second argument for the existence of corporeal things
presupposes the first argument.'

Thus Descartes argues for the existence of ‘corporeal ob-
jects.” But precisely what, it must next be asked, does he
mean by the ‘corporeal object’? It is natural to answer that
a corporeal object, a material thing, is a real being possessed
of qualities corresponding to our sensations: that a corporeal
rose, for example, is red and fragrant and smooth and the like.

! The second and third sentences of the following passage show that
Descartes clearly understood the relation of these two arguments. ‘It
cannot be doubted,” he says, “that every perception we have comes to us
from some object different from our mind; for it is not in our power to cause
ourselves to experience one perception rather than another, the perception
being entirely dependent on the object which affects our senses. It may
indeed be matter of inquiry whether that object be God or something differ-
ent from God; but because we perceive, or rather — stimulated by sense —
clearly and distinctly apprehend, certain matter extended in length, breadth
and thickness, the various parts of which . . . give rise tothe sensation we
have of colors, smells, pain, etc., God would, without question, deserve
to be regarded as a deceiver, if he directly and of himself presented to our
mind the idea of this extended matter, or merely caused it to be presented to
us by some object which possessed neither extension, figure, or motion. For
we clearly conceive this matter as entirely distinct from God, and from
ourselves, or our mind. . . . But ... God cannot deceive us, for this is
repugnant to his nature. . . . ” (“Principles,” Pt. II., Prop. 1.)
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Descartes, however, teaches that the corporeal objects whose
existence he holds so certain are not the colored, fragrant,
sounding things which we believe ourselves to perceive. On
the contrary, he says, real, material things are simply ex-
tended things: they have no color, or fragrance, or texture,
or resistance; they have mere shape and figure and extent.
The hardness and color and the rest, which we no doubt
attribute to things outside us, really are mere sensations in us,
due to the ‘different figures and motions’” of extended bodies.
“The nature of body,” Descartes says, ‘‘consists not in
weight, hardness, color, and the like, but in extension alone

. . inits being a substance extended in length, breadth, and
height. . . .”? The real rose, in other words, has no cor-
poreal qualities save its shape and size and movement: to
our sensations of its redness and fragrance there correspond
no similar qualities in the rose itself; these sensations are
caused by modifications of the real extension of bodies, that
is to say, the sensations are caused by motions of the particles
of the real, extended body.

Thus the world of external things, as conceived by Des-
cartes, is a world of extended and moving, but of uncolored,
odorless, soundless things. And different as such a world
is from the world of objects which we suppose ourselves to see
and touch, it is — we must remember — precisely this sort of
physical world which the science of our own time assumes.
According to the teaching of the physicists, our sensations of
light and of color are due to the vibrations of colorless, and
indeed of invisible, ether waves, our sound sensations are pro-
duced by moving air-vibrations, our tastes and smells arc due,
finally, to molecular and atomic movements. The natu-
ral science of Descartes’s day conceived the physical world
in a closely allied fashion as a world of extended bodies and
of moving particles — therefore, Descartes, in this doctrine of
extension as the only quality of objects, is simply adopting

! Motion, Descartes teaches, is a mere modification of extension.
? “Principles,” Pt. II., Prop. 4.
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the widest generalization of the science of his time. But, of
course, Descartes does not make, without argument, the as-
sumption that external things have only one quality, exten-
sion, and that the other sensible qualitics are mere sensations
in us produced by the modifications of extended bodies. He
\ offers, in fact, four arguments for this conclusion, and these
must now be outlined.

(1) Descartes urges, first, that extension is the only bodily
attribute which is clearly apprehended. By ‘clear apprehen-
sion’ Descartes always means the kind of consciousness which
the mathematician has; and evidently, extension is the only
one of the qualities of a body which can be mathematically
known. The rest, ‘weight, color, and all the other qualities
of this sort’ are thought with ‘obscurity and confusion.’

(2) It is certain also, Descartes thinks, that the qualities,
except extension, of corporeal substances are not necessary to
the nature of body. ‘With respect to hardness,” for exam-
ple, “we know nothing of it by sense farther than that the
parts of hard bodies resist the motion of our hands on com-
ing into contact with them; but if every time our hands
moved towards any part, all the bodies in that place receded
as quickly as our hands approached, we should never feel
hardness; and yet we have no reason to believe that bodies
which might thus recede would on this account lose that
which makes them bodies. The nature of body does not,
therefore, consist in hardness.””?

(3) In the third place, Descartes points out, this theory
that motion may produce in us sensations, of color, odor, and
the like, is in accord with the admitted fact that certain sen-
sations — those in particular of pain and of ‘titillation’ —
are due to moving things. ‘“The motion merely,” he says,
““of a sword cutting a part of our skin causes pain. And it is
certain that this sensation of pain is not less different from the
motion that causes it . . . than are the sensations we have

1 “Principles,” Pt. II., Prop. 4.
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of color, sound, odor, or taste. On this ground we may con-
clude that our mind is of such a nature that the motions alone
of certain bodies can also easily excite in it all the other sensa-
tions, as the motion of a sword excites in it the sensation of
pain.” !

(4) It is probable, Descartes argues finally, that the re-
mote, physical causes of sensation are movements of extended
things, since it is everywhere admitted that the immediate
physiological, or bodily, conditions of all sensations are ‘local
motions’ of the nerves and brain organs. There is no reason,
Descartes believes, to think “that anything at all reaches the
brain besides the local motion of the nerves themselves. And
we see that local motion alone causes in us not only the sensa-
tion of titillation and of pain, but also of light and sounds.
For if we receive a blow on the eye of suflicient force to cause
the vibration of the stroke to reach the retina, we see numer-
ous sparks of fire . . .; and when we stop our ear with our
finger, we hear a humming sound, the cause of which can
only proceed from the agitation of the air that is shut up
within it.”?

e. Descartes’s summary of his positive teaching: the
substance doctrine

This account of Descartes’s doctrine has followed mainly
his “Meditations.” In the end of Part I. of that later work,
the “Principles of Philosophy,” from which quotation has
repeatedly been made, Descartes summarized and supple-
mented his metaphysical system, in a terminology resembling
that of medi@val philosophy, as a doctrine of substances.
This form of his teaching must now be outlined, partly
because it forcibly restates the essentials of Descartes’s
doctrine, as already considered, partly because it brings
out more clearly his conception of matter, and finally,

1 “Principles,” Pt. IV., Prop. 197. 2 Ibid., Pt. 1V., Prop. 198.
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because it is the form in which Descartes’s doctrine exerted
a strong influence on the course of philosophical thought.!

By ¢substance,” in the strict sense of the term, is meant,
Descartes says, ““a thing which exists in such a wayas to stand
in need of no other thing in order to its existence.”?
Evidently, if substance be thus defined, “there can be con-
ceived but one substance . . . and that is God.” The abso-
luteness of God is accordingly taught by Descartes in the
doctrine that God is Substance.

But besides the one absolutely independent Substance, there
exist — as Descartes believes that he has found — realities
directly dependent on God, and these Descartes calls ‘cre-
ated substances.” Of these there are two sorts, ‘corporeal’
and ‘ thinking’substances.® Every thinking substance has“one
principal property which constitutes its nature or essence;”
namely consciousness, or ‘thinking.” Every corporeal sub-
stance also has a ‘principal attribute,” extension. “IFor
every other thing,” Descartes says, ¢ which can be attributed
to body presupposes extension.” Corporeal as well as think-
ing things are termed ‘substances’ because “they stand in
need of nothing but the concourse of God.” In other words,
though dependent on God, they are relatively self-sufficient.
The thinking substance, myself, for example, is fundamental
to, and in this sense independent of, its own thoughts and
ideas; it is also — Descartes teaches — independent of cor-
poreal substances. Our mind, he says, is “‘of a nature en-
tirely independent of the body.”* It must be noted that
Descartes, though he constantly refers to many substances,
also speaksof two substances —thought and matter. In these
passages, however, he very clearly means by ‘substance,’
kind or class of substance. Because of a misunderstand-
ing of his teaching at this point, Descartes has sometimes

- 1 Cf. for less complete treatment of the substance doctrine, “Medita-
tions,” VI., paragraphs g-ro.
Z “Principles,” Pt. I., Prop. 51. * “Discourse,” V., last paragraph.
8 Ibid., Prop. 52, 53.
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been unjustly accused of attributing a fictitious reality to a
mere general notion.!

The belief that a created substance is independent save
of God leads Descartes, as has appeared, to conclude that
every such created substance is independent of every other,
and in particular that any extended substance is independent
of any thinking substance, and wvice wversa. One of the
corollaries of this doctrine is of especial importance. For
from the independence (save on God) of each created sub-
stance it follows obviously that a bodily organism is unin-
fluenced by what is called its soul. Every body, animal or
human, is consequently a mere extended thing, a machine
subject only to mechanical — or, more strictly, to mathe-
matical —laws. Descartes does not shrink from this con-
clusion in its application to animals. An animal, he teaches,
is an automaton, a mere body without soul, a machine made
by the hands of God. ‘ Were there machines,” he says, ““ ex-
actly resembling in organs and outward form an ape and any
other irrational animal, we could have no means of knowing
that they were in any respect of a different nature from these
animals.”?> But Descartes could not bring himself to regard
the human body as utterly independent of spirit. Both the
logic of his substance doctrine and the analogy with his
teaching about animals require this conclusion, yet he
tcaches that ‘the reasonable soul ... is joined and

! That Descartes does not conceive ‘substance in general’ realistically,
as if it were a single reality, is evident from many passages. In “Principles,”
Pt. 1., Prop. 0, he discusses ‘universals’ thus: “Universals arise merely from
our making use of one and the same idea in thinking of all individual objects
between which there subsists a certain likeness; and when we comprehend
all the objects represented by this idea under one name, this term likewise
becomes universal.” This view of universals makes of the ‘two substances’
our ideas of the likeness existing between the members of each of the groups
of real created substances.

?# “Discourse,” V., second paragraph from end, Open Court edition, p. 6o.
Descartes finds a cor firmation for the doctrine in the observation that a life-
less body iscapable .7 movements. ‘“We see heads,” he says, “shortlyafter

they have been struck ., still move and bite the earth although no longer
animated.”

/
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united . . . to the body, in order to have sensations
and appetites.” * In perception, the soul is affected by the
bodily changes due to the stimulus of external objects; and
by volition the soul or spirit causes bodily movements. It is
true that Descartes reduces to its lowest terms this influence
of body on soul and of soul on body. He teaches that most
nerve excitations produce, not consciousness, but unconscious
reflex reactions. Therefore, he believes that the soul affects
only the direction, never the amount, of bodily movement;
and he teaches that the mind immediately influences the body
at one small point only, the pincal gland of the brain.? Yet,
though he minimizes, thus, the power of spirit over body,
Descartes none the less regards human bodies as related to
human spirits, not as absolutely independent of them. The
inconsistency of this teaching will later be emphasized.

So Descartes, who started out by doubting all things, has
arrived at the certainty that he himself, God, other human
beings, and extended objects do exist. The first of these
convictions is an immediate certainty, supported by the reflec-
tion that the existence of a self is implied in every doubt;
from this conviction of his own existence, that of God is,
Descartes holds, a necessary inference. And once the
existence of the absolute and perfect God is established, the
existence of all other realitics, so long as they are clearly
conceived, follows from the impossibility that God could
deceive us. Thus has Descartes won back, with suspicious
facility, all that world of reality which, at the outset, he had
yielded to his passion for certainty.

IIT. CriricAL ESTIMATE OF DESCARTES’S SYSTEM
This study of Descartes has, up to this point, concerned
itself to outline clearly his philosophical theory and to make

! “Discourse,” V., last paragraph, Open Court edition, p. 63
? “Meditations,” VI.; cf. “Les Passions de ’Ame,” Prem. Partie, Art. 31.
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distinct the arguments by which he sought to establish it.
But the student of philosophy has not merely the task of
understanding a metaphysical system; it is his duty, also, to
estimate it critically, to challenge its assertions, to scrutinize
its arguments. It is necessary, therefore, to review after this
critical fashion the main teachings of Descartes and to ren-
der an independent though preliminary judgment of their
validity. But before this critical estimate is undertaken, a
warning sounded in the preface of this book must be emphati-
cally repeated. Adequate criticism at this stage of philosophi-
cal study is impossible. 1If it is true, as will be argued, that
Descartes did not fully understand, in all their bearings, the
problems which he discussed, still more is it true that without
a study of other systems no one is fitted to criticise Descartes.
It follows that our estimate must be made with utmost care,
and that it will be modified by the study of later philosophers.
Such criticism will in any case be unsuccessful if it does not
recognize the significant meaning even in doctrines in them-
selves erroneous, and if it does not preserve this inherent
meaning in the transformed doctrines which it substitutes.!

a. The adequate basis of Descartes’s system: my own
existence

The writer of this book believes, as firmly as Descartes
believed, that I as conscious self exist and that I know my
own existence, not only in knowing anything whatever, but
even in doubting everything. In a later chapter the cffort
will be made to show that the critics who have questioned the
existence of a self really have throughout implied and as-
sumed it For the present it will be taken for granted that
the reader either admits or grants for argument’s sake Des-
cartes’s foundation teaching: that I myself exist.

1 Cf. infra, Chapter 10, pp. 367-8, on Hegel’s method.
? Cf. Chapter 6, on Hume, especially pp. 179 seg.



44 Pluralistic Dualism

But while insisting on the significance and the truth of Des-
cartes’s teaching, I doubt and in doubting I exist, it is cer-
tainly possible to criticise, at certain points, his conception of
the ‘I’ or ‘self.’” Ie is right in insisting that the nature of a
self is to be conscious and that any self is more than a
mere series of ideas. But he does not adequately conceive
the relation of a self, or soul, cither to external objects or to
God. In particular, Descartes assumes without discussion
the frcedom of the self, or soul. He never recalizes, or at
least he never solves, the difficulty involved in conceiving that
God is all-powerful and all-good, and yet that finite selves
have the freedom to make mistakes and to commit sin.!

b. Descartes’s inadequate arguments for God’s existence

From his own existence Descartes infers that of an all-per-
fect God. The arguments on which he bases this conclusion
must be scrutinized with special care, for —as has been
shown — the existence of a perfect God is to Descartes the
warrant for all other reality. The existence of God is thus,
as it were, the second foundation stone of Descartes’s system.
Every other conclusion is derived, not from the certainty
implied in every doubt of his own existence, but from the
demonstrated existence of God.> One by one, therefore, it
will be wise to cxamine Descartes’s arguments for God’s
existence. :

According to the first of the ontological arguments,® God is
known to exist because I conceive him as clearly as I con-
ccive myself. Obviously the argument involves the follow-

! For fuller discussion of the nature of a self, cf. Chapters 4, 5, 6, 7, and
especially 11, pp. 116 Seq., 179 seq., 229 seq., and 407 seq.
2 The course of the argument may be schematically ;ePresented thus: —
Myself .

God—>other beings.
8 Cf. supra, p. 26.
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ing assertions: that I do clearly conceive myself, that T do
clearly conceive God, and finally, that clear conception is
a test of reality. But, carefully considered, cvery one of
these assertions may be challenged. I have, it is true, a cer- |
tainty of myself, but this is far from being a clear conception :
on the contrary, everybody must admit that the consciousness
of self is fluctuating, often vague, and still more often engulfed
and almost lost in the consciousness of external objects.
When we remember that Descartes’s example of clear con-
sciousness is the geometer’s consciousness of surface and
volume, this assertion that I have a clear consciousness of
myself becomes even more questionable. It is at least equally
doubtful whether I have what may rightly be called a clear
consciousness of God. Descartes himself admits that he
may not comprehend the nature of God, though in the same
breath he says that we ‘“know clearly” God’s perfections.!
Undoubtedly Descartes is justified in the conviction that an
incomplcte perception of God or of any other reality may be
clear. Yet the occurrence of a clear consciousness of God is
not beyond question.

But, after all, the dispute about the existence of a clear con-
ception of myself and of God is of slight importance. In
granting the existence of both, it is far from evident that the)
clear consciousness of anything is a proof of its reality. We
have a clear and vivid consciousness of the pageants in our
dreams, yet we do not ascribe to them reality ; our imaginings
are often of sharply cut outlines and of distinct objects, yet
our imaginings are not counted as real. Descartes’s first
argument for God’s existence, at least in his formal statement
of it, must be abandoned, therefore, since it adopts a false
standard of reality. Not everything which we clearly
conceive exists outside our thought; even God’s existence
therefore is not proved by this argument.?

! “Principles,” Pt. 1., Prop. 19. Cf. “Meditations,” III., eighth
paragraph from end, Open Court edition, p. 55°
? It is possible that Descartes urged these considerations, not as an argu-
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According to the second ontological argument, God is
known to exist because the conception of God is that of an all-
perfect being, and because perfection — that is, complete-
ness — means the possession of all attributes, therefore of
existence.! A strong objection may be brought forward to
this teaching. The argument, it may be said, makes too
little of the distinction between conception (or idea) and exist-
ence. Unquestionably the idea of God includes the idea of
really-existing, but the idea of real existence, like any other
idea, does not, it is pointed out, carry with it actual existence.
I may, for instance, carry out in imagination the demonstra-
tion of a geometrical proposition concerning the angles of a
triangle. But though I clearly visualize a perfect triangle,
this does not prove that the triangle has actual existence.
So, though Descartes is right in the teaching that the idea of
existence belongs to the idea of God as certainly as the idea of
equality to two right angles ‘“‘is comprised in the idea of a
triangle,” he may, nevertheless, be unjustified in his con-
clusion that the idea of an existing God inevitably implies an
existing God.

It would be unjust to Descartes to suppose that this diffi-
culty did not occur to him. ‘‘Though,” he says, ‘I cannot
conceive a God unless as existing any more than I can a
mountain without a valley, yet, just as it does not follow
that there is any mountain in the world merely because T con-
ceive a mountain with a valley, so likewise, though I conceive
God as existing, it does not seem to follow on that account
that God exists; for my thought imposes no necessity on
things. . . .”’? It will be admitted that the difficulty could
not be more adequately stated, but Descartes’s answer is not
equally satisfactory. It is most clearly formulated in his

ment for the existence of God, but as a psychological explanation of our
conviction of his existence. This view (suggested to me by Professor M. S.
Case) is borne out by the fact that Descartes does not employ the argument
in his “Reply to the Second Objections.”

* Cf. supra, p. 26. ? “Meditations,” V., paragraph 4.
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“Reply to the Second Objections to the Meditations.” ! Here
he says, “In the idea or concept of a thing existence is con-
tained because we are unable to conceive anything unless
under the form of a thing which exists; but with this differ-
ence that, in the concept of a limited thing, possible or con-
tingent existence is alone contained, and in the concept
of a being sovereignly perfect, perfect and necessary existence
is included.” ~ Thus Descartes argues the existence of God,
not on the ground that the idea of mere existence implies
actual existence, but on the groundfthat the idea of necessary
existence implies actual existence§ Now no finite thing of
which T have an idea has more than contingent existence, for
I can always imagine that such a finite thing was never
created; for example, I can imagine a demon without know-
ing that heexists. But it is impossible to conceive the neces-
sarily existing being as perhaps non-existent.  In other words,
Descartes here teaches that the idea of God-as-existing differs
from the idea of a finite-thing-as-existing, —say, the idea of a
mountain, — since to the idea of a finite thing belongs merely
the idea of contingent, created existence, whereas to the idea of
God belongs that of necessary existence. But this argument
merely pushes back the difficulty without meeting it. My
idea of God does indeed, as Descartes shows, differ from my
ideas of finite things herein, that it includes the idea, not of
possible, but of necessary, existence. But my idea of God
none the less can contain only the idea of necessary existence;
in other words, from my idea, even of the necessarily existing,
actual necessary existence cannot be directly inferred.?

There remain Descartes’s causal arguments for the exist-
ence of God. The first of these, it will be remembered,
urges that God must exist on the ground that I possess the

1 Axiom X., Open Court edition, pp. 219-220.

2 Descartes does not deny this conclusion with respect to other “true
ideas which were born with me.” (Cf. “Meditations,” V., paragraph 5,
near end.) For a fuller statement of this criticisin on Descartes, cf. infra,

Chapter 7, pp. 247 seq. For an outline of a metaphysically valid form of
the ontological argument, cf. Chapter 11, pp. 418 seq.
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idea of God and that God only could cause this idea in my
mind.! This argument, as was shown, involves three as-
sumptions. The first of these, that every phcnomenon has
some cause, may be admitted, and for the present without
argument.” The second assumption, that every cause is
‘formal,” meaning not-idea, is opposed to our own observation.
We certainly know by direct experience that an idea may be
caused by another idea or by other ideas. My fear, for exam-
ple, may be due to my imaged ideca of a burglar; my resolve
to walk to the city is duc to my anticipated need of coal; my
image of an Italian scene is due to a previous imaged repe-
tition of a line of Browning. Descartes has no reasoning by
which to combat this conclusion from experience that an idea
may be caused by an idea. Granting, even, that Descartes
could prove that a ‘real Being,’ not an idea, must be the cause
of my idea of God, he does not substantiate his third assump-
tion: that this real cause must be no less perfect than its
effect, in other words, that God must be all-powerful, all-
knowing, and all-good, just because my idea of God is the
idea of a being with these attributes. On the other hand,
observation furnishes us with countless examples of a cause
unlike the effect.® Descartes himself points out, in another
connection,* that corporeal motion has effects so unlike itself
as sensations of sound, color, and pain. And we have all
observed that the contact of wires causes a spark, that friction
causes flame. These last illustrations of an effect unlike the
cause are, it is true, of corporeal bodies, not of ideas; but one
is justified in alleging them, for Descartes later admits the

1 Cf. pp. 28-30.

2 For discussion, cf. Chapter 5, “The System of Hume,” 153 seq.

8 Cf. James, “ Principles of Psychology,” I., pp. 136 seq. Descartes, it
is true, admits that a cause (and in particular the ‘first and total cause’)
may be ‘eminently’ as well as ‘formally’ like its effect: in other words,
that it may possess properties corresponding to those of the effect but supe-
rior to them. But this is virtually to yield the principle of the likeness of
effect to cause. Cf. supra, p. 28, note.

* Cf. supra, p. 38.
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reality of corporeal phenomena and he always assumes the
general validity of the causal law and does not narrow its
application to ideas. It follows that Descartes has not
proved either that a real Being, or that an all-perfect
Being, is the necessary cause of my idea of an all-perfect,
real Being.

Descartes’s last ‘proof’ argues for a God as necessary cause
of myself.! To this end Descartes attempts to disprove
successively the possibilities that I myself, that any other being
less perfect than God, and that any group of beings could have
produced me. In the first of the subordinate conclusions of
this argument by elimination, Descartes, in the opinion of
the writer, is correct. It is indeed impossible to hold in the
face of my utter unconsciousness of such a relation, that I
cause myself.

Descartes next argues, it will be remembered, that a being
less than God could not have caused me.? For this conclu-
sion, he offers two arguments, of which the less important is
the statement that no being, less perfect than God, could be
the permanent and preserving — or, in Descartes’s term, the
conserving — cause of me. This argument assumes (1) that
everything has not merely a cause, but a conserving cause,
which exists along with its effect; and (2) that finite causes
cannot be conserving causes. But the first of these positions
cannot be sustained. It is not clear that every cause must be
a conserving cause. The friction of two bits of wood may
light a fire which goes on burning long after the sticks have
been thrown aside. In fact, the combustion of every mo-
ment may be said to have its cause in the conditions of the
preceding moment. Observation thus substantiates what
Descartes names impossible : the dependence of one moment,
and its content, on a previous moment and the contents of
the earlier moment. There is no need, then, to examine the
assumption that finite causes may not be conserving causes,

! Cf. infra, p. 30 seq. ? Ibid.
E
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since Descartes has failed to prove the necessity of the con-
serving cause.

Descartes argues finally that God, and no being less than
God, must be cause of me, since —as he teaches — every
finite reality must have an ultimate cause and since no finite
being can be ultimate. Evidently, this argument is further
reaching than the others.  Forif it be true that there exists an
ultimate cause, then from its ultimacy we may argue (what
Descartes has not succeeded in proving directly) that it is a
conserving cause and an all-perfect being. It is necessary,
therefore, to examine the argument with especial care. Des-
cartes is, in the first place, unquestionably right in insisting
that every finite reality, because finite, has itself a cause, and
that it is, therefore, incomplete, dependent — in a word, not
ultimate. For, as he recognizes, only a self-sufficient being
can be ultimate. The cogency of his argument turns, there-
fore, on the validity of its major premise, ‘every finite reality
must have an ultimate cause.” If this be true, then there must
indeed exist an ultimate cause of me, who am a finite being.
We turn, therefore, to the reasoning by which Descartes seeks
to establish this proposition. ~We find him arguing for an
ultimate cause which is also a first cause. There must be a
first cause of me — this is the implication of his argument —
for if the cause of me were finite, it also would require a cause,
finite or infinite. And if the cause of the cause of me were
finite, it too would requirc a cause, finite or infinite; and so
on ad infinitum. And such an ‘infinite regress,” Descartes
holds, is impossible;* hence there must be a first cause, that
is, an uncaused cause, which is self-caused, self-sufficient,
ultimate. The difficulties with this argument are the follow-
ing: In the first place, the conception of a first cause involves

t Cf. “Meditations,” II1., paragraphs 5 and 6 from end, Open Court edi-
tion, pp. 59—60. The specific reason which Descartes urges against the infi-
nite regress is that so there would be no conserving cause. (It has been
shown already that he has no right to the argument, since he has not suc-
ceeded in proving that the finite reality must have a conserving cause.)



The System of Descartes 51

a contradiction. For that which is first is, by hypothesis, a
temporal reality, and it is the nature of everything temporal
to be necessarily connected with a past as with a future; in
other words, when we procced ‘from stage to stage’ in a tem-
poral series, we must conceive it as extending endlessly and
have no rcason to assume any first cause. And in the second
place, so long as we think of the cause of a finite reality as
belonging to a temporal, or indeed to an anywise conditioned
series, we have no right to conceive it as ultimate, or self-
sufficient, for every term, even the first term, of a series is in
some sense conditioned by all the others, whereas an ultimate
cause must be unconditioned. Descartes’s conception of a
first cause which is ultimate is really therefore an attempt to
combine the irreconcilable.

We must conclude that Descartes has not proved, from the
alleged impossibility of an endless series, that a finite reality
must have an ultimate cause. He has, however, made defi-
nite the conception of a self-sufficient, an ultimate cause; and
he has apprehended, more by insight than by reasoning, that
the ultimate is implied by the finite, the unlimited by the
limited. Later thinkers will establish this insight, will argue
cogently for the existence of an ultimate reality, which is not
indeed first, or temporal, cause, but which is yet ground or
explanation of me.!

We have reached, then, the last stage of Descartes’s argu-

! This criticism of Descartes has revealed the fact that there are two
conceptions of cause. According to one of these, a cause (whatever else
it is) is the temporally prior; according to the second, a cause (whatever
else it is) is the adequate explanation or ground. (A cause in this sense,
if ultimate, cannot, as has just been argued, be a temporal event.) In the
opinion of the writer it is more convenient to apply the term ‘cause’ exclu-
sively to the temporal event, since there are other terms — as reality and
substance — to express what is meant by cause in the other sense. It will
later appear that Hume invariably means by ‘cause’ a temporal event; that
Berkeley employs the term only in the second sense; and that Kant and
Spinoza carefully distinguish the two meanings, but employ the word in both.
Cf. infra, pp. 210, 238, 260 seq., and 299 seq. Cf. also A. E. Taylor, “Ele-
ments of Metaphysics,” pp. 165 seq.
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ment, his attempted disproof of the possibility that “several
causes concurred in my production.””' To this, Descartes
makes the objection that a combination of causes could not
possibly have endowed me with the idea, which I possess, of
God’s unity, But this argument obviously requires the as-
sumption, already challenged,” that a cause must be as per-
fect as its effect, for only so — and not certainly so — would
it follow that the idea of a simple being must be produced by
a simple being. The argument, moreover, flatly contradicts
the results of experience, for mechanics, to go no farther,
offers us repeated instances of a composition of causes where
the effect is simple.

All Descartes's arguments, ontological and causal, for the
existence of God have thus been reviewed (with the acknowl-
edgment that criticism at this early stage of philosophical
study is, in the nature of the case, inadequate). If the criti-
cisms on these arguments are valid, it results that the argu-
ments, as they stand, do not prove the existence of God. Of
course it by no means follows that God does not exist, for it
is always possible that a correct doctrine is based on an in-
valid argument; and it is even possible that Descartes’s
reasoning was more cogent than his formulation of it. Thus
the writer of this book questions the validity and the adequacy
of Descartes’s doctrine as he states it, yet agrees with him,
not only in a general way in his conception of God’s nature
and in the conviction that it is possible to establish the truth
of God’s existence, but in the conviction that God is neces-
sarily the existing explanation of the universe.®

¢. Descartes’s inadequate argumenis for the existence of
other finite realities

The admission of the failure of Descartes’s argument to
prove the existence of God carries with it consequences of

1 Cf. supra, p. 32. 2 Cf. supra, p. 48.
3 Cf. especially Chapters 10 and 1r1.
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the gravest import to Descartes’s system. For on the truth
of God’s existence depends, for Descartes, the truth that
spirits, other than myself, and external objects exist. He ar-
gues the existenceof spirits and objects alike, on the ground of
God’s veracity; and his argument loses all its force if the very
existence of a veracious God is uncertain.

Besides this fundamental reason, there is still another for
rejecting Descartes’s attempted proof of the existence of
material things. His argument, as has just been stated, is
based on the fact that we are clearly and distinctly conscious
of external objects as the causes of our sense perception, and
on the truth that God, the perfectly veracious being, is in-
capable of deceiving us in this clear and distinct conscious-
ness. But Descartes himself impugns the veracity of God
by admitting that we are deceived in our belief that external
objects are not merely extended, but colored, fragrant, and
tangible as well. To be sure, he attempts to reconcile the
inconsistency by insisting that we are not clearly and dis-
tinctly conscious of any qualities save extension; and by ad-
mitting that God allows us to be in error in the case of our
obscure and confused consciousness. But this attempted
reconciliation involves two arbitrary assumptions. It im-
plies, first of all, that we have not a clear and distinct con-
sciousness of color, sound, and the rest; and yet most of us
will insist that we are as clearly and distinctly conscious of
the color and the fragrance of a rose as of its shape. Des-
cartes would object that we are not conscious of color as a
geometer is conscious of shape; but we might reply, this
proves only that we do not know as much about the relations
of color as about those of shape,and does not in the least dis-
prove the clearness and distinctness of our direct conscious-
ness of color. / In a word, Descartes cannot well be justified in
the arbitrary selection of the mathematical consciousness as
the only form of clear and distinct consciousness which has
to do with external qualities." In the second place, it may be

! For fuller discussion, cf. Chapters 5 and 7.
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objected that if any of our errors imply God’s deccitfulness,
then all must imply it. For, according to Descartes, God is
our creator and is thus responsible alike for our indistinct
and for our distinct apprehension.! In truth, Descartes’s
argument proves too much. He cannot well be right both
in the teaching that we cannot be mistaken in supposing that
material things exist, and in the doctrine that we must be
mistaken in supposing that material things are colored and
tangible.

d. The inadequacy of Descaries’s qualitative dualism

One general difficulty with Descartes’s teaching has already
been pointed out: it was the first to trouble his immediate
successors; and indeed it constitutes one of the fundamental
issues of philosophy. This is the problem of the relation
between ‘a spirit’ and what is called ‘its body.” Descartes,
it will be remembered, teaches that a spiritual substance and
an extended substance are realities utterly independent of each
other. And yet he teaches that bodily conditions, for instance
the changes of the retina in the light, affect the mind with per-
ception; that the mind by willing causes conditions in the
pineal gland which result in the altered direction of muscular
movement; and that God, who is an incorporeal being, pro-
duces matter. It is evident that such interaction between
minds and bodies is quite incompatible with the asserted
independence of the spiritual and the corporeal. Either a
spirit and a body do not really affect each other,— but in that
case God could not create corporeal objects, and objects
could not cause perceptions, and the will could have no effect
on bodily movements, — or there are not, after all, two entirely

! Descartes’s explanation of the occurrence of error, in spite of God’s
goodness, is, briefly, the following: Finite beings have free will, and when
their will occupies itself with subjects beyond the limits of the finite under-
standing, “it readily falls into error” (“Meditations,” III., paragraphs 79,
Open Court edition, pp. 67, 69). The main difficulty with this doctrine is

the fact that Descartes fails even to recognize the problem of reconciling
human freedom with God’s infinite power.
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independent sorts of reality. The attempt to reconcile these
concepts forms the starting point of the philosophies im-
mediately succeeding on that of Descartes, all of them strongly
influenced by his teaching.*

Other criticisms, some of them trivial or unjustified, some
well founded, have been made on the system of Descartes.
It is not, however, necessary to consider these criticisms of
detail, sceing that there is, as has been shown, good reason to
impugn the completeness or the cogency of the arguments
by which Descartes seeks to demonstrate the existence of God,
and with it the existence of the world outside me. Such a
negative estimate of the decisiveness of Descartes’s argument
is entirely consistent with a deep conviction of the value of
Descartes’s contribution to philosophy. His most significant
achievement is his vigorous teaching that the existence of a
self is immediately certain and implied in every doubt; and
that philosophical inference must start from this certainty.
The defects of his system are due to his abandonment of this
starting point and to his adoption of other foundation prin-
ciples — for example, the alleged criterion of ‘clear thought’
and the uncritically assumed law of causality. But even Des-
cartes’s defective arguments have at least the merit of stating
clearly inevitable problems of philosophy. He formulates,
in enduring outlines, a qualitatively dualistic, numerically
pluralistic, theistic system. He conceives the universe as
made up of finite beings, either spiritual or corporeal, in sub-
ordination to an Infinite Spirit, God. He holds this doc-
trine neither as an unsubstantiated insight, nor as a revealed
truth, but as a result of philosophic reasoning. Even when
this reasoning proves unsatisfactory, Descartes does good
service by so clearly stating the issues involved. Succeeding
systems, as will appear, have their starting point in the attack
on some one of Descartes’s vulnerable positions, or in the
development of the truth inherent in some one of his faulty
arguments.

1 Cf. Chapters 3 and ¢4, especially pp. 56 and 72.



CHAPTER III

PLURALISTIC MATERIALISM: THE SYSTEM OF
HOBBES*

“T1 fat loué et blamé sans mesure; la plupart de ceux qui ne peuvent
entendre son nom sans fremir, n’ont pas lu et ne sont pas en état de
lire une page de ses ouvrages.” — DIDEROT.

I. Tue MAaTERIALISTIC DOCTRINE OF HOBBES

MoperN philosophy, as has  appeared, starts from the
qualitatively dualistic standpoint natural to the stage of life
at which reflection begins, but it is almost inevitably led to
the correction of this dualism. The difficulty inherent in
qualitatively dualistic systems such as those of Descartes and
of Locke is clearly the following: Granted that reality is of
two fundamentally unrelated kinds, spiritual and material,
how does it happen that an individual of the one sort has an
influence on an individual of the other? Why do material
things affect a mind so as to produce sensations, and why does
a mind induce voluntary movements in a body, if —as
Descartes teaches — material substance is independent of
any spiritual substance save only God? Must not we even
ask how God, a spiritual substance, can create or influence
material things, if spirits and material realities are totally
unrelated? The difficulty thus involved in asserting on the
one hand the unrelatedness, on theother thenecessary relation,
of minds and bodies, is the problem met by the systems of
qualitative monism. These systems remove the source of
the difficulty by denying the twofold nature of reality.
Bodies and minds, they declare, affect cach other simply

! Materialism, like idealism, is a form of qualitative monism. The
term ‘materialism’ is used for simplicity in place of the fuller expression,
‘qualitatively monistic materialism.

56
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because they are inherently one in nature; the apparent
unlikeness is subordinate to a real unity.

Two main forms of monism are logically possible. The
monist may teach that all realities are ultimately ideal, that is,
of the nature of consciousness; or he may teach that all reali-
ties are fundamentally non-ideal, not of the nature of con-
sciousness and existing independently of any selves or any
ideas. Of non-idealism also there are two forms. Ultimate
and non-ideal reality may be conceived as material, that is, as
partaking of a character (or of several characters) of the phys-
ical universe — it may be conceived, for example, as motion
or as energy; or ultimate reality may be conceived as an
unknown reality, neither ideal nor material, but manifested
both in minds and in bodies. The earliest of English philoso-
phers, Thomas Hobbes, better known for his philosophy of
government than for his metaphysics, developed a striking
system of materialism. In truth, his inimitably vigorous
treatises, both philosophical and political, breathed a defiance
of traditional beliefs in curious contrast to his personal
timidity. The works of Hobbes were later published than
those of Descartes, though he was by eight years the older.

_He conceives of all reality, bodies and so-called spirits,
physical processes and ideas, as ultimately corporeal in their
nature. et

a. Preliminary skeich of the doctrine

“The Universe being the Aggregate,” Hobbes says, “of all
Bodies, there is no real part thereof that is not also Body.”*

1 “Leviathan,” Pt. III., Chapter 34, Works, edited by Molesworth,
Vol.I11.,p. 381 ; Open Court edition, p. 174. (References to Hobbes, through-
out the footnotes of this chapter, are made to the Molesworth edition, and
also, wherever it is possible, to the volume of Selections, issued by the Open
Court Company. The quotations from the “Leviathan” are, however,
made from a copy of the first edition, in the possession of the writer, and follow
the orthography of the original text.) The student is counselled to read, be-
fore entering upon this chapter, at least the following: “Concerning Body,”
Chapters 1, 6-10, 25; ‘“Human Nature,” Chapter 2; “Leviathan,” Chapters
11, 31, 34 (Open Court edition, pp. 5-80, 113-134, 157-180).
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Bodies, he teaches, are of two sorts, less and more subtle. The
less subtle —in other words, the visible and palpable —
bodies are commonly known as bodies, or external things.
The more subtle bodies, on the other hand, are called spirits
and are further distinguished from bodies of the more pal-
pable sort, in that they contain within themselves the repre-
sentations of other things.! In the words of Hobbes, ‘“some
natural bodies have in themselves the patterns almost of all
things, and others of none at all.”’? Descartes had taught that
the universe is made up of God, finite spirits, and bodies.
Hobbes accepts the words of this teaching but insists that
finite spirits and infinite spirit are alike corporeal in nature.
The existence of finite spirits he acknowledges without
argument. For the existence of a supreme being, God, he
argues much as Descartes had done: “ . . . He that from
any effect he seeth come to pass, should reason to the next
and immediate cause thereof, and from thence to the cause
of that cause, and plunge himself profoundly in the pursuit
of causes; shall at last come to this, that there must be (as
even the Heathen Philosophers confessed) one first Mover;
that is,a First and an Eternal cause of all things; which is that
which men mean by the name of God.”® But beyond the
certainty that God is really somewhat, since “body is
doubtlessly a real substance,” * and the rcasoned conviction
that he is “first cause of all causes,” we have, Hobbes teaches,

! Cf. “Human Nature,” Chapter 11 (4), Works, IV., p. 60; “Levia-
than,” Pt. IV., Chapters 34 and 36, Works, III., pp. 382 and 672%; Open
Court edition, p. 175. )

? “Concerning Body,” Pt. IV., Chapter 25 (1), Works, I, p. 389%;
Open Court edition, p. 115.

8 “Leviathan,” Pt. 1., Chapter 12, Works, III., pp. 95—96; Open Court
edition, p. 168. Cf. “Human Nature,” Chapter 11, Works, IV., p. 59.
Hobbes appeals to Scripture for confirmation of this doctrine that God is
corporeal, asserting that ‘“the Scripture favoureth them more that hold
angels and spirits corporeal than them that hold the contrary ” (“Human
Nature,” Chapter 11 (5), Works, IV., p. 62; cf. “Leviathan,” Pt. III.,
Chapter 34, and Pt. IV., Chapter 45.)

* “ Answer to Bishop Bramhall,” Works, IV., p. 383.
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no knowledge of his nature. We may not attribute to him
figure or place, nor ascribe to him sight, or knowledge, or
understanding, or passions, for ‘‘that were,” Hobbes declares,
““to circumscribe him within the limits of our fancy.”* Thus,
he says, ‘“all that will consider may know that God is, though
not what he is.”?

Along with natural bodies, thus enumerated, Hobbes also
recognizes what he calls the commonwealth. “Two chief
kinds of bodies . . . offer themselves,” he says, “to such as
search after their generation and properties; one whereof
being the work of nature, is called a natural body, the other is
called a commonwealth, and is made by the wills and agree-
ment of men.  And from these spring the two parts of philoso-
phy, called natural and civil.”” * This is not the place in which
to discuss the civil philosophy of Hobbes, though he is best
known by his brilliant and paradoxical political theory. As
is evident from the preceding summary, his natural philosophy
or metaphysics is really a system of physics, a doctrine of
body. Accordingly, he names his chief metaphysical work
“De Corpore (Concerning Body),”” and divides it into three
parts: (1) The First Grounds of Philosophy; (2) The
Properties of Motions and Magnitudes; (3) Physics or the
Phenomena of Nature. Under this last head, Hobbes de-
scribes both the world of external nature, of “light, heat and
colours, cold, wind, ice, lightening and thunder” (to quote
from his chapter headings), and also the inner world of con-
sciousness, of ‘‘sight, sound, odour, savour, and touch.” His
whole philosophy is simply a development of the teaching
which he summarizes in these words, ‘“the world (I mean
the whole massof all things that are) is corporeal, that is to say,
body; . . . and that which is not body is no part of the
universe.” *

1 “Yeviathan,” Pt. II., Chapter 31, Works, III, p. 352; Open Court
edition, p. 173.

2 “Human Nature,” Chapter 11 (2), loc. cit.

3 “Concerning Body,” Pt. 1., Chapter 1 (9), Works, I, p. 11; Open

Court edition, p. 14.
¢ “Leviathan,” Pt. IV., Chapter 46, Works, 111, p. 6722
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b. The docirine of Hobbes concerning the nature of bodies

This preliminary sketch of the doctrine of Hobbes must
be supplemented by a closer study of his conception of body.
He defines body as ‘“that which having no dependance upon
our thought is coincident or co-extended with some part of
space.” ' This definition assigns to body two characteristics:
(1) independence of thought, and (2) spatialness or extension.
A consideration of the first of these characters reveals a cer-
tain ambiguity in Hobbes’s expression. As it stands, the
statement that body is independent of thought implies the
dualistic doctrine that thought as well as body has reality.
But the reiterated statements of Hobbes, that spirit is a form
of body, forbid this view and justify us in the conclusion that
Hobbes means by body that which is ultimately non-con-
sciousness, not-ideal.

The second and more positive character of body is its co-
incidence with some part of space. Space, which ““is the same
thing,”” Hobbes says, with extension or magnitude, is here to
be understood as ‘real space.”? It does not “depend upon
our cogitation”; it is a property or ‘accident’ or ‘faculty’
of body.® Iicre again, Hobbes’s doctrine of body is in har-
mony with that of Descartes.

A third and once more a positive character of body is often
recognized by Hobbes, though not included in the definition
just quoted. This is motion, which he defines as “a contin-
ual relinquishing of one place and acquiring of another.” *
Thus conceived, motion seems to be a complex attribute of

! “Concerning Body,” Pt. I., Chapter 8 (1), Works, I., p. 102; Open
Court edition, p. 53.

? “Concerning Body,” Chapter 8 (4), Works, I., p. 105%; Open Court
edition, p. 552

8 Ibid., Pt. 1I., Chapter 8 (2), Works 1., p. 103; Open Court edition,
PP- 53-54. Cf. “Leviathan,” Pt. III., Chapter 34, paragraph 2, Works,
III., p. 38, Open Court edition, p. 1742

* Ibid., Chapter 8 (10), Works, I., p. 109; Open Court edition, p. 59.
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body, consisting of spatial position and temporal succession.
Hobbes, however, though he often implies that motion is
subordinate to extension, more often regards it as an attribute
of body codrdinate with spatialness: ““Motion and Magni-
tude,” he says, “are the most common accidents of bodies.”!
He is at pains to emphasize also two subsidiary theories con-
cerning motion, both following from the doctrine that reality
is corporeal. The first is the teaching that all forms of change
are motion. ““Mutation,” he says, ‘‘can be nothing else but
motion of the parts of that body which is changed.”? This is
obviously true on Hobbes’s principles. For if all reality is
body, and if body is spatial, then the only change possible
certainly is change of place, that is, motion.* The second of
the corollaries of his materialistic doctrine concerns the cause
of motion. Hobbes teaches that ‘there can be no cause of
motion except in a body contiguous and moved.”* The
proof which he offers for this teaching that motion must be
caused by the impact of a moving body is, in his own words,
the following: ‘““a cause is such that being supposed to be
present it cannot be conceived but that the effect will follow.”
But if a body be untouched by any other and ““if it be sup-
posed to be now at rest, we may conceive it will continue so
till it be touched by some other body. . . . And in like
manner seeing we may conceive that whatsoever is at rest will
still be at rest, though it be touched by some other body,
except that other body be moved, therefore in a contiguous
body which is at rest there can be no cause of motion.”

! “Concerning Body,” Pt. III., Chapter 15 (1), Works, I., p. 203; Open
Court edition, p. 95. Cf. the title of Pt. III., “Proportions of Motions
and Magnitudes.”

? Ibid., Pt. I1., Chapter 9 (9), Works, 1., p. 126; Open Court edition,
p. 75°. Cf. Pt. IV., Chapter 25 (2).

3 Hobbes argues this doctrine from the proposition that motion is the cause
of change (cf. below). But this argument involves the improved assump-
tion of the necessary likeness of cause and effect (cf. above, Chapter 2,
p- 48).

4 Ibid., Pt. II., Chapter g (7), Works, L., p. 124; Open Court edition,
p. 73



62 Pluvalistic Materialism

It is needless to discuss in further detail Hobbes’s doctrine
of the nature of reality. His philosophy becomes, indeed, a
mixture of geometry and mechanics. He discusses “ Motion
Accelerated and Uniform,” “The Figures Deficient,” ‘“The
Equation of Strait Lines with the Crooked Lines of Parabo-
las,”” “Angles of Incidence and Reflection,” ¢ The Dimension
of a Circle,” “Circular Motion,” “The Centre of Equipon-
deration,” ‘“‘Refraction and Reflection.” ! On most of these
subjects his views are — to say the least — now antiquated,
and he was never other than an amateur in mathematics;?
but his introduction of these topics is entirely consistent. For
if “every part of the universe is body,” the mathematical laws
of the physical world are indeed the principles of all reality.

¢. The argument of Hobbes

From this outline of the system of Hobbes it is necessary
now to turn to a consideration of the arguments by which he
reaches his conclusions. It is fair to say that he himself lays
little stress on these arguments, and that for the most part he
asserts and makes plausible, instead of arguing, his material-
istic teaching. Nevertheless, two arguments are at least im-
plied by Hobbes in support of the doctrine that reality is
ultimately of the nature of body. The first of these takes the
indirect form of the disproof of the alternative theory. Evi-
dently (Hobbes implies, though he does not in so many words
say) ultimate reality must be either consciousness or non-
consciousness. For him, indeed, the non-conscious is iden-
tical with the corporeal, so that he would state the alternative:
thought or body. But there are at least three reasons for
denying that consciousness is ultimately real. (1) It is uni-
versally agreed, Hobbes first points out, that certain ideas —
in particular, reflections in mirrors and dream-images — are

! These are titles, or part-titles, of chapters in ““Concerning Body,” Pt. III.

? Cf. G. C. Robertson, “Hobbes,” pp. 167 seq.; as also the comment on
“Concerning Body,” Open Court edition, p. xix.
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‘merely phantastical.’! But there is no inherent difference
between one visual image and another: if the figure in the
glass be fantastical, so must be that percept of the figure
which the reflection exactly resembles. (2) It is certain,
Hobbes also argues, that the same object produces different
ideas in different people. For instance, “it is apparent
enough,” he says, “that the smell and taste of the same thing
are not the same to every man.” But surely, he implies,
an ultimate reality must be characterized by permanence
and independence. The fact that ideas vary with the in-
dividuals who hold them argues, therefore, for the phan-
tasmal nature of the ideas. (3) An idea, Hobbes urges fur-
ther, — for example, the idea of a bright light, —may be
produced not only by an external object, but by a physical
distemper or injury.> But the consciousness which can be
brought about in such various ways, by the presence of exter-
nal objects or by bodily shock, cannot, he assumes, have an
ultimate reality of its own.?

But besides arguing for the unreality of consciousness and
inferring thence that body is the ultimate reality, Hobbes
argues directly and far more persuasively that consciousness,
because caused by motion, is itself a form of motion. Con-
sciousness, Hobbes points out, is the inevitable consequent
of brain and nerve excitations; and these in turn follow upon
motions in the external object. For example, “it is evident,”
he says, “that fire worketh by motion. . . . And further, that
that motion whereby the fire worketh, is dilation and contrac-

! “Human Nature,” Chapter 2 (5), Works, IV,, p. 4; Open Court edi-
tion, p. 158.

? “Human Nature,” Chapter 2 (7), Works, IV., p. 5; Open Court edi-
tion, p. 159.

3 Hobbes uses these same arguments primarily to prove that sensible
qualities (excepting figure and extension and motion) are ‘not in the thing.’
(Cf. especially, “Human Nature,” Chapter 2, paragraphs 1—10.) This doc-
trine, common to Hobbes with Descartes and Locke, was later, by Berkeley,
turned to idealistic use. (Cf. Chapters 2 and 4.) For Hobbes, the more
important bearing of the teaching is, however, the conclusion emphasized

\\in this chapter, that ideas are fundamentally unreal.
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tion of itself alternately. . . . From such motion in the fire
must needs arise a rejection or casting from itself of that part
of the medium which is contiguous to it whereby that part also
rejecteth the next, and so successively one part beateth back
another to the very eye; and in the same manner the exterior
part of the eye presseth the énferior . . . and therefore the
motion is still continued thereby into the drain. . . . And
thus all vision hath its original from such motion as is here
described. . . .”' It follows, Hobbes believes, that opera-
tions of the mind, or as he calls them, “conceptions and appari-
tions are nothing really but motion in some internal substance
of the head; which motion not stopping there but proceeding
to the heart must there either %elp or hinder the motion which
is called wvital; when it helpeth it is called delight . . . which
is nothing really but motion about the heart as conception is
nothing but motion in the head . . .; but when such mo-
tion . . . hindereth the vital motion then it is called pain.”?*
This is the familiar argument which has given all materialistic
theories their force. Consciousness is observed to follow,
and, in some sense of the word, to depend, on physical pro-
cesses, notably those of the brain, and is, therefore, easily
conceived as itself a form of physical process, a function of
the brain.?

II. Critical EstivMATE oF THE DocTrRINE of HOBBES

The attempt to estimate the system and the arguments of
Hobbes, thus outlined, must follow on this exposition. To

1 Op. cit., Chapter 2 (8), Works, IV., p. 6; Open Court edition, p. 160.

2 Ibid., Chapter 7 (1), p. 31. Cf. “Concerning Body,” Pt. IV., Chapter
25 (12), Works, I., p. 406%; Open Court edition, p. 131!; also “Levia-
than,” Pt. I., Chapter 1, Works, IIL., p. 2: “All which qualities called Sensible
are in the object that causeth them, but so many several motions of the
matter, by the which it presseth our organs. . . . Neither in us that are
pressed are they anything else but divers motions (for motion produceth
nothing but motion).”

3 Cf., for fuller statement and discussion of this argument, Chapter 3,

p. 132 seq.
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begin with the indirect argument, that consciousness is un-
reliable, it will doubtless be granted by all readers that it fur-
nishes at most a suspicion of the ultimacy of consciousness,
instead of proving, as if ought, the exclusive reality of matter.
It assumes, in fact, that if consciousness cannot be trusted,
matter must be ultimately real; but the conclusion does not
follow from the premise, since our error might be due to our
private defects, not to the essential unreality of consciousness.
According to the second argument of Hobbes, because motion
causes consciousness, therefore consciousness is motion. To
this conclusion several objections may be raised. In the first
place, Hobbes does not prove, any more than Descartes had
proved,! that effect and cause must resemble each other.
Everyday observation shows us many exceptions to the rule.
Even therefore if one grant that consciousness is caused by
motion, it does not follow that Hobbes is right in his constant
assertions that consciousness is a form of motion, ‘motion
and agitation of the brain,” as he says.?

From this indication that Hobbes does not prove his point
we may go a step farther. When he says that a given con-
sciousness — conception, or pleasure, or pain —is ‘nothing
really but motion,” he must mean that this consciousness is
a kind of motion. Now the final authority on the nature of
consciousness is consciousness itself; in other words, by in-
trospection only may one know what consciousness is.* But
introspection of any given consciousness will assure any one
that it is not identical with the brain excitation which is its
physical correlate. The sensation of red may be caused or
accompanied by ‘motion and agitation’ of the brain, but the
sensation of red, as directly known by us, is not identical with
the brain excitation which occasions it. One could not, for
instance, replace the term ‘color sensation’ by the term

A/'

! Cf. supra, pp. 48 seq.
2 “Human Nature,” Chapter 8 (1), Works, IV., p. 34.
8 Cf. Hobbes’s virtual admission of this, 0p. cit., Chapter 1 (2), Works,
IV, p. 1.
F
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‘occipital lobe excitation,” as would be possible if the two
terms stood for an identical reality.

A final objection of an utterly different sort may now be
urged against the materialism of Hobbes.! Even if one”
granted the validity of his arguments, his doctrine would
refute itself, for body, conceived as he conceives it as the
‘space-filling’ or ‘moving,” turns out to be a mere nothing or
else itself a form of consciousness., This objection must be
made good by a careful reéxamination of his teaching about
body, or matter.

Body, it will be recalled, is conceived by Hobbes as (1) in-
dependent, as (2) spatial, and as (3) possessed of motion.
The first of these is obviously a negative character. Spatial-
ness, on the other hand, has the appearance of a positive
attribute of body. But space (magnitude) is defined by
Hobbes as the ‘peculiar accident of every body’;? and ac-
cident is defined as ‘that faculty of any body by which it
works in us a conception of itself’;® so that real space, ac-
cording to Hobbes, is no more than this: cause of the concep-
tion of space. In other words, space is defined in terms of
consciousness. Our only clue to the nature of real space is
then our acquaintance with the idea of space. But such a
view endows consciousness with a more certain and primary
reality than that of body; and this conception, though plainly
implied by the definitions just quoted, is of course at utter
variance with the materialistic doctrine of Hobbes: the con-
sciousness or idea of anything is indeed, on his view of it, the
mere phantasm or appearance of body — less real, not more
real, than body. Combining the conclusions of Hobbes him-
self, we have then the following curious result: —

The peculiar attribute of body is space.

! The untrained student is advised to omit the remainder of this section
in his first reading of the chapter.

? “Concerning Body,” Pt. II., Chapter 8 (5), Works, I, p. 1053; Open
Court edition, p. 56.

3 Ibid., Chapter 8 (2), Works, I., p. 103; Open Court edition, p. 54.
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Space can be defined only as cause of the consciousness of
space.

The consciousness of space is the effect of space, it has only
superficial reality of its own.

In other words: x is the cause of ¥, and ¥ is the effect of x,
and this is all that is true of either of them.

The statement that Hobbes has no positive conception of
body is justified, therefore, so far as the independence and the
spatialness of body are concerned. How, then, does it fare
with the third attribute, motion? Hobbes’s definition of
motion has been quoted, ‘the continual relinquishing of one
place and acquiring of another” He conceives motion, in
other words, as succession of places (that is of spatial modifi-
cations). This space-factor of the conception need not be
further considered, for it has just been shown that, on the
principles of Hobbes himself, space is either mere conscious-
ness (a conclusion which Hobbes denies), or that it is the un-
known cause of consciousness. The character which, added
to spatial position, gives motion is succession. How then
does Hobbes define succession? Has it that positive character
which we are secking, in order to give positive meaning to
body? The words of Hobbes are these: ““As a body leaves a
phantasm of its magnitude in the mind, so also a moved body
leaves a phantasm of its motion namely an idea of that body
passing out of one space into another by continual succession.
And this idea, or phantasm, is that . . . which I call Time.” !
Succession is thus defined by Hobbes as the reality which
corresponds to the idea, time. As space was found to be the
cause of the idea of space, so succession becomes that-whose-
idea-is-time. And in the case of succession, as in that of
space, the idea seems to be more important than the real suc-
cession, seeing that this latter virtually is defined in terms of
the idea. Such a conclusion again runs counter to Hobbes’s
formal doctrine, and we are forced to decide that his concep-

! “ Concerning Body,” Chapter 7 (3), Works, I, p. 94%; Open Court
edition, p. 46.
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tion of succession — that character which, added to spatial-
ness (place), gives motion —is entirely vague. The results
of the teaching of Hobbes about motion may then be stated
somewhat as follows: —

An essential attribute of body is motion.

Motion is a complex of spatial positions in a succession.

Succession can be defined only as ‘cause of the idea of suc-
cession (time)’; and space only as cause of the idea of space.

Yet ideas of spatial position and of succession have no char-
[ acter except that of being effects of space and of succession.

There is no escape for Hobbes from the inconsistency of
insisting that bodies only, and not ideas, have reality, and at
the same time of conceiving body only as it is related to ideas.
The difficulty could, to be sure, be avoided by admitting that
ideas are realitics and not mere appearances of something
else. Often, indeed, Hobbes seems almost to embrace this
view. He defines time — a most obstinate reality, it would
seem — as an idea; he makes the ‘impossibility of conceiving
the opposite’ a test of causality; thus setting up conscious-
ness, the so-called phantasm, as test of physical causality; he
calls place a ‘phantasm’ which is ‘nothing out of the mind’;
and he defines not only space, succession, and motion, but
infinity, line, surface, and the like, in terms which presuppose
the existence of consciousness. ‘Everything,” he says, “is
FINITE OT INFINITE according as we imagine or do not imagine
it limited or terminated every way.” ! “If a body which is
moved be considered as long, and be supposed to be so
moved, as that all the several parts of it be understood to
make several lines, then the way of every part of that body
is called breadth.” * From these definitions, it would appear
that our imagining and considering and understanding are
essential features of reality, not mere unreal appearances.®

1 « Concerning Body,” Chapter 7 (11), Works, I., p. 98%; Open Court
edition, p. 50

2 Ibid., Chapter 8 (12), Works, I., p. 111; Open Court edition, p. 61.

3 The essential idealism of Hobbes’s view of body is still further evident
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Hobbes never realizes the significance of these idealistic
implications of his teaching; he never yields the view that
consciousness is too shifting, too capricious, too slippery to
possess an ultimate reality; he never fails to conceive the uni-
verse as a totality of material things. And in spite of the ob-
jections to his system, he has certainly achieved two results:

y He has formulated, in the first place, a materialism more

\complete than any since the days of Demokritos —a ma-
terialism which embraces man, society, and God. He has

| suggested, in the second place, two arguments which must be

! squarely met by all opponents of materialistic systems: the
argument based on the fact that consciousness is mutable and

{ illusory — unfit, therefore, to be looked upon as ultimate
reality; and the argument drawn from the admission that
consciousness is dependent on nerve excitation.

Ay

The main influence which Hobbes exerted was not, it must
be confessed, upon strictly metaphysical thought. He is
best known by the teaching of his ethics and his politics: the
doctrine that all men are essentially selfish and that morality
and government alike arise only after experience has shown
that ‘each man for himself’ runs greater risks and gains less
satisfaction than through coéperation. The ethical systems
of Cudworth, Cumberland, and Shaftesbury — to name no
others —are reactions against this teaching, and that of
Mandeville was a variation upon it. Yet in spite of the pre-
dominance of practical philosophy among British thinkers,
and in spite of the uncritical condemnation of Hobbes’s
metaphysics along with his loudly deecried ecthics and politics,
his materialistic teaching none the less rcappcars. John
Toland, best known for his ‘deistical writings,” —in other

from the fact that in the earlier paragraphs of Chapter 7 (on “Place and
Time”’) he uses the expression ‘space,’ without the limiting prefix, ‘imaginary,’
to refer to the idea or phantasm. Cf. Chapter 7 (2), Works, p. 94; Open
Court edition, p. 45, where he defines ‘space’ thus: “space is the phantasm
of a thing existing without the mind simply.”
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words for his defence of reasoned as contrasted with revealed
religion, —teaches, as Hobbes had taught, that all reality is
corporeal, “that thought is the function of the brain as taste
of the tongue”’;* and like Hobbes he lays stress on the essen-
tial activity of matter. To such a materialistic conclusion
Harteley tends in his “ Observations on Man,” arguing that
soul no less than light may be material and that the traces or
vibrations in the brain are our ideas. And later still Joseph
Priestley asserts unequivocally the materiality of the soul and
of God, using the arguments already outlined and insisting
_ also on the difficulties of Cartesian dualism. All these Brit-
ish materialists, including Hobbes himself, are convinced of
the existence of God,” and are hereby sharply contrasted with
the French materialists of the eighteenth century; for these
believe that God is logically de #rop in a world which is purely
material. La Mettrie, rejecting all the spiritualistic side of
Descartes’s doctrine, reasons from the analogy of Descartes’s
automaton animal body to the conclusion that man also is a
mechanism, 2homime machine, as he expresses it in the title
of his most important book. And Holbach and Cabanis with
equal vigor insist that thought is a function of the brain and
that God is superfluous in a world ruled by mechanical
law. But even more important than the reassertion of
materialism is the reaction upon it; to the consideration of
this we must now turn.

1 “Pantheisticon,” p. 15 (1710).

? Hobbes, indeed, and Toland (in his earlier writings) are theists, not mere

deists, that is, they admit the authority of revelation, though they insist on
interpreting it in accordance with reason.



CHAPTER IV

PLURALISTIC SPIRITUALISM: THE SYSTEM OF
LEIBNIZ®

“The great idealist who did not find individuality at all incompatible
with universality.” — WILLIAM WALLACE.

TrHE philosophy of Hobbes was a reaction against that
dualistic pluralism of the Middle Ages which assumed the ex-
istence of God, finite spirits, and material bodies. Descartes
had, it is true, challenged these doctrines, but he had too
uncritically reinstated them all, by his teaching that the cer-
tain existence of myself implies the existence of a perfect God;
and that God, because perfect, is [ncapable of deceiving us in
our clear conviction that the wqrld outside us exists. In
spite of Hobbes, Cartesianism (thé-philosophy of Deseartes)
reigned supreme throughout the seventeenth century; even
the philosophers who differed from Descartes built up their
philosophy on his principles. Most important of these
systems, supplementing and correcting that of Descartes, are
the teachings of Geulinx and Malebranche. Descartes, it
will be remembered, inconsistently asserts both the utter un-
relatedness and, on the other hand, the interrelation of a
spirit with a body. Geulinx seeks to avoid this inconsistency
by his teaching that finite spirit and finite body do not really
affect each other, but that God works changes in a given

! The full description of this system would be, by the title, numerically
pluralistic, qualitatively monistic, and idealistic spiritualism. But spiritual-
ism is a form of idealism, as idealism of monism, hence these terms are
superfluous; and it has been agreed to imply the terms ‘numerical’ and
‘qualitative’ by the order of the words which they are meant to qualify.

It should be noted that the word ‘spirit’ and its derivative adjectives,
especially current in the time of Leibniz and of Berkeley, are used throughout
this book as synonyms for the terms ‘self,” ‘person,’ or ‘I, and the corre-
sponding adjective, ‘personal.’

71
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spirit on the occasion of changes in the corresponding body,
and changes in a body to correspond with the changes in a
particular spirit. Thus, he teaches, God is the real cause of
all changes, spiritual and bodily, and the interaction of
finite spirit and finite body is only apparent. Similarly Male-
branche denies the activity alike of finite minds and of finite
bodies, teaching that God is the only ground of activity and
that we perceive, not things external to us, but the ideas of
these same things in the mind of God. Unquestionably both
these doctrines meet the particular difficulty in Descartes’s
teaching which they were framed to correct. They are
powerless, however, against at least two other objections to
qualitative dualism. In the first place, both Geulinx and
Malebranche admit the existence of corporeal bodies without
offering any sufficient reason or argument for their being;
whereas it may well be argued that if, as they teach, God
alone causes our perceptions, we need infer no objects cor-
responding with these perceptions.! And, in the second place,
neither doctrine overcomes the difficulty of the relation of
God to matter, since, if he be pure spirit, in Descartes’s
sense, it 1s difficult to understand how he created matter or
how he can even have ideas of matter.

Hobbes, as we know, has another solution of the difficulty
which Geulinx and Malebranche, without full success, have
tried to meet. The relation between bodies and spirits is,
according to his teaching, readily explained, since spirits are
ultimately bodily in nature. But this teaching, though it
would indeed meet the difficulty, has been found to be in itself
objectionable. For Hobbes not only does not base the doc-
trine on valid argument, but when he tries to define body, he
conceives it always in terms which apply solely to spirit. His
philosophy, therefore, though an uncompromising assertion
of materialism, really is an implicit argument for idealism —
the doctrine that there is but one kind of reality, the imma-

1Cf. Appendix, p. 464.
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terial. Such a doctrine, no less than materialism, evidently
meets the difficulty of the dualistic, two-substance doctrine.
Gottfried Wilhelm von Leibniz, first of the great German
philosophers, adopts this idealistic solution of the problem
involved in René Descartes’s dualism.! In other words,
Leibniz teaches that there is fundamentally but one sort of
reality, the spiritual, or, as he would say, the soul-like. The
purpose of this chapter is, first, to outline the argument
by which Leibniz reaches his conclusion; and second, to
summarize his doctrine in its different applications. These
aims, however, are particularly difficult of attainment. For
Leibniz never wrote a complete and systematic treatise on
philosophy. In truth, philosophy was but one of his
many intellectual interests. He was mathematician, jurist,
and historian, as well as metaphysical thinker. More than
this, he lived always the active lifc of the diplomatist and
courtier, never the life of the academic or professional
philosopher. He spent nearly ten years, after leaving the
university, in the service of the elector of Mainz and in dip-
lomatic journeys; and in 1676, when he was but thirty years
old, he entered on his long service to the House of Hanover.
So it came about that he was mainly occupied with practical,
rather than with speculative, concerns; and his philosophical
works were not written with the purpose of setting forth con-
secutively and logically the principles of his system, but for
the most part each with some special purpose: to estimate
some recent book, to outline the system for the use of a friend,
to meet some special difficulty, or to answer some definite
criticism. Only two of Leibniz’s philosophical works —a
thesis written during his university days, and the *“ Theodicy,”
written for the Princess Sophie-Charlotte, appeared, during
his life, in book form. For the most part, therefore, his philo-

1 Tt is perhaps best for the beginner in philosophy to omit this chapter on
the first reading of the book. The immaterialism of Leibniz is later presented
in Berkeley’s philosophy, the subject of the next chapter, and’ Berkeley’s
writings are simpler and clearer, if less profound, than those of Leibniz.
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sophical writing consisted of his correspondence, still largely
unpublished, and of papers contributed to the Acta Erudi-
forum and to other leammed journals of his day. To derive
from these unsystematic, occasional writings a clear, consist-
ent, and comprehensive account of Leibniz’s philosophy is a
task of greatest hazard and difficulty. Only, indeed, by
verifying and supplementing one statement by many others,
and by allowing for the particular attitude of the person for
whom Leibniz was writing, is it possible to frame any such
statement at all.!

I. TaE SYSTEM oF LEIBNIZ

The universe, that is, the all-of-reality, consists, in Leibniz’s
view, of an indefinite number of ‘monads,’” or soul-like sub-
stances dominated by one supreme monad, God. It willbe
convenient to expound this doctrine, at first without any save
incidental criticism. This exposition will fall under two
main heads: (@) the argument for the doctrine that the
universe consists of immaterial and distinct realities, or
monads; (b) the teaching about the nature and the classes of
the monads. It will be followed by a critical estimate of the
system.

! Cf. Appendix, pp. 483-4. The footnotes of this chapter indicate the
sources on which it is mainly based. The student is advised to read (1)
“The Discourse on Metaphysics,” (2) ‘“Letters to Arnaud,”. especially
VI, IX., XI., and XIII. (both works obtainable in translation in a volume
published by the Open Court Company), (3) “Monadology,” (4) “The
New System.” Very useful, also, are (5) “Principles of Nature and Grace”
and (6) the Introduction to the “New Essays.” The section just cited of the
Appendix indicates the different editions and translations in which these
works may be found. When the references of the chapter are to numbered
sections or paragraphs, e.g. of the “Discourse” or of the ‘“Monadology,”
the pages of special editions are not given. Otherwise references are regu-
larly to the paging of the Gerhardt edition, and occasionally to some one of
the translations.
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a. The argument for the doctrine that the universe consists
of immaterial monads

Leibniz accepts without question Descartes’s doctrine
that I myself and other spirits, or souls, exist.! Thus, the
fundamental problem of philosophy is for him the follow-
ing: is the spiritual the only sort of reality or do ultimately
non-spiritual realities also exist? (Such realities, according
to Leibniz, would be corporeal or bodily; he does not take
into account the later conception of a kind of reality neither
spiritual or corporeal, but fundamental to both.?) Now the
attributes, according to Descartes and Hobbes, of corporeal
reality are extension, or figure, and motion.® The problem
from which Leibniz starts reduces itself therefore to this:
are figure and motion ultimately real? This question he
answers in the negative. Every extension is, in the first
place, he points out, infinitely divisible. There is no surface
so small that it is not abstractly possible to break it up, in
conception, into smaller surfaces. But endlessness, Leibniz
holds,* is an irrational conception, therefore that which is
by nature endlessly divisible cannot be an ultimate reality.
“It is impossible,” he says,® ““to find the principles of a true
unity in matter alone . . . since matter is only a collection or
mass of parts to infinity.”” For, as he elsewhere says, “a
continuum is not only divisible to infinity, but every particle
of matter is actually divided into other parts different among
themselves. . . . And since this could always be continued,

! The terms ‘spirit, ‘soul,’ ‘mind,” ‘self,” ‘person,” ‘I, — with the ad-
jectives corresponding to many of these expressions,— are used by Descartes
and by Leibniz, and in general by the writer of this book, as synonyms.

? For discussion, cf. infra, Chapter 5, pp. 116 seq.; Chapter 6, pp. 179
seq.; Chapter 11, pp. 409 seq.

% Of course Descartes regards motion as a form of extension.

4 “Material atoms are contrary to reason ”’ (‘“New System,” § 11). Cf.
discussion of Descartes’s arguments for God’s existence, supra, pp. 50 seq.

8 “New System,” § 3, cf. § 11; also, “Letters to Arnaud,” XVI., Ger-
hardt edition, Vol. II., p. 97; XVII.,, Open Court edition, pp. 191-192.

o
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we should never reach anything of which we could say, here
is a real being.”! In other words, since by ‘ultimate’ is
meant a further irreducible reality, that which is endlessly
divisible cannot be ultimate.

It is even more obvious that motion is not an ultimate, a
self-dependent, sort of reality. “Motion,” Leibniz says,
“if we regard only its exact and formal meaning, that is,
change of place, is not something entirely real, and when
several bodies change their places reciprocally, it is not pos-
sible to determine by considering the bodies alone to which
among them movement or repose is to be attributed.”?
Evidently, that which is always relative to something else is
not ultimately real.

As merely extended or moving, non-spiritual, or corporeal,
things are not, Leibniz teaches, ultimately real. But it is
possible, he suggests, to conceive of these non-spiritual things,
not as static, but as dynamic realities, that is, as forces.
“Motion,” he says, ‘‘that is, change of place, is not something
entirely real. . . . But the force or the proximate cause of
these changes is something more real.”*

Motion and extension are thus conceived as manifestations
or expressions of an underlying force. According to this
view, the universe would be made up not of spiritual realitics
together with non-spiritual, extended, and moving things
but of spiritual realities together with non-spiritual forces.
But when he seriously asks himself the question, ‘What is
force?” Leibniz finds that he has no definite conception of
force except as spiritual. The thought of anything as a force
is a conception of it as in some sense like a willing, striving,

1 Cf. “Entretien de Philaréte et d’Ariste,” Gerhardt edition, Vol. VI.,
. §79.

B g“Discourse on Metaphysics” (Gerhardt edition, Vol. IV., Open Court
edition), Prop. XVIII. Cf. ibid., XVIL., which by showing that the motion
is not always constant makes for the doctrine of the relativity and the ulti-
mate unreality of matter.

8 “Discourse,” XVIII'. Here, it should be noted, reality or substance
is treated as a cause of phenomena,
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working self. Thus, from the conviction that the nature of
real unities ““consists in force, it follows,” Leibniz says,
“that it would be necessary to conceive them in imitation of
the notion which we have of souls.”*

Leibniz’s result is the following: He began by assuming
the existence of non-spiritual realities — bodies. He dis-
covers that these alleged non-spiritual things are in their
ultimate nature spiritual. He finds confirmation of this
conclusion in Descartes’s doctrine about the non-spatial
qualities of so-called corporeal things. Descartes had ad-
mitted that hardness, color, sound, and the rest are not the
qualities of ultimately real and non-spiritual things, but
themselves the modifications or experiences of conscious
minds; on the other hand, he had insisted that extension is
the real attribute of non-spiritual objects. Leibniz argues
that extension and motion are on a par with the other quali-
ties of supposedly non-spiritual things, and that if color and
the rest are modifications of spirit, so, also, are size and mo-
tion. ““Size and motion,” he says, ¢ . arc phenomena
like colors and sounds . . . although they involve a more
distinct knowledge.” > Leibniz does not elaborate this teach-
ing, but his meaning is clear. All that I know about color,
sound, and odor, and similarly all that I know of exten-
sion and motion, I know through perception. I describe
my perception of a supposedly non-spiritual thing in — let
us say — the assertion, “I perceive a round, fragrant, red
apple.” But if the assertion be challenged,—if some one
clse assert that no round, red, and fragrant object is here, —
then I find myself able to say with assurance only this, that
I am conscious in definite ways which I describe as color,
smell, and form consciousness. In other words, that which
is indisputably real in the thing turns out to be a complex

! “New System,” § 3.

2 “Letters to Arnaud,” XXII., Gerhardt edition, Vol. II., p. 118%;
XXII, Open Court edition, p. 222. Berkeley later reaches this conclusion,
arguing more satisfactorily and in more detail. Cf. infra, pp. 119 seq.
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modification of consciousness. And it is utterly arbitrary
to hold with Decscartes that, whereas the redness and the fra-
grance are modifications of spirit, the roundness is a non-
spiritual character. ‘“He who will meditate,” Leibniz says,
“upon the nature of substance® . . . will find that the whole
nature of bodies is not exhausted in their extension, that is
to say in their size, figure, and motion, but that we must
recognize something which corresponds to soul, something
which is commonly called substantial form.” * “The essence
of the body,” he writes a little later in a letter to Arnaud,®
“cannot consist in extension, and we must necessarily con-
ceive of something which is called substantial form.” How
Leibniz conceives this ‘substantial form’ is clearly shown in
another letter. “Substantial unity,” he says, “calls for a
thoroughly indivisible being, naturally indestructible. . . .
This characteristic cannot be found cither in forms or mo-
tions, both of which involve something imaginary. . . . It
can be found, however, in a soul or a substantial form, such
as is the one called the I. These latter are the only thor-
oughly real beings.” *

So Leibniz reaches the conclusion that the alleged non-
spiritual, or corporeal, realities are in the last analysis
spiritual. This he argues on the ground that a corporeal
reality must be conceived either as extended and moving or
as a force; that an extension because endlessly divisible and
a motion because always rclative arc not ultimate; that
extensions and motions accordingly are to be conceived as
effects or expressions of forces; finally that a force is incon-

! Leibniz uses the terms ‘substance’ or ‘substantial form’ for what I
have called the ‘fundamental’ or the ‘ultimate’ reality. The expression
substantial form is a conscious paraphrase of the Platonic €ldos, and refers
to the substance realized-as-ideal, that is, to the monad.

2 “Discourse,” XII .

8 Letter IX., Open Court edition, p. 135. Cf. Letter XIIL., bid., p. 154 %

4 Letter XIV., Open Court edition, p. 161. Cf. “Systtme Nouveau
(New System),”” § 11, “Il y a une veritable unité, qui repond a ce qu’on
appelle mof en nous.”
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ceivable except as spirit. He confirms the doctrine by the
observation that our only unchallenged assertions about
extensions and motions — as about colors and hardnesses —
concern these qualities conceived as modifications of spirit.

The argument to show that ultimate reality is, all of it,
spiritual should be followed by an attempt to prove the second
of Leibniz’s fundamental doctrines, the manifoldness, or
numerical plurality, of the universe. Leibniz, however,
never argues, he merely assumes, this fundamental multi-
plicity. It seems to him too obvious to need argument.
Evidently, he holds, the universe, whatever its constitution,
is composed of many realities.

b. Leibniz's doctrine of the classes of monads and of their
nature

There are, Leibniz teaches, four main forms of monad, or
soul-like reality. These are, the supreme monad, God, and,
dependent on him, three types of finite monad: the rational
souls; the sentient but irrational monads; the bare or simple
monads, organic bodies and inorganic masses.'

1. The supreme monad, God

By God, the supreme monad, Leibniz means, as Descartes
had meant, an infinite, that is, utterly perfect spirit —a
Person of absolute power, wisdom, and goodness. This is,
of course, the traditional conception of God which Leibniz
takes over from his predecessors. His arguments for God’s
existence closely resemble Descartes’s, though Leibniz
himself lays undue stress on certain points of difference.
These arguments will be later discussed in more detail.

1 Cf. “Monadology,” 19-29; “Letter to R. C. Wagner,” Gerhardt
edition, Vol. VII., p. 528; “Principles of Nature and Grace,” 4.
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Fundamentally, they are these: (1) From the possibility
of the conception of an absolutely perfect being follows the
existence of this being. (2) From the fact that concrete
things and abstract truths exist, it follows that there must
be a God, a perfect being, as their source; else there would
be no sufficient reason of their existence.

The supposed demonstration of God’s existence has im-
portant consequences in Leibniz’s system. For from God’s
perfection it follows both that the world of his creation is the
best possible world, and also that all the finite monads must
depend utterly on God. Leibniz’s view of the nature of
God will thus become more evident in the course of the dis-
cussion which follows, first of the nature of rational, of merely
sentient, and of simple monads; and second, of their rela-
tions to God and to each other.

2. The finite* monads
(¢) The characters common to all finile monads

By monad, Leibniz means, as has appeared, a soul-like
reality — that is, a reality of the nature of the I. In my
knowledge of myself, I have therefore, Leibniz teaches, the
key to all reality. Accordingly, his method of discovering
the characters of monads is mainly that of discovering the
characters of the self. “In order to determine the concept of
an individual substance,? it is good,” he says, “to consult the
concept which I have of myself.”® The characters which
Leibniz attributes to all limited realities — or, in his terms,
to ‘individual substances,” ‘monads,” —are the following:
(1) dependence on the supreme monad, God; (2) activity;
(3) separateness or isolation; (4) the unification of its own

! Ci. supra, note on p. 34.

2 Cf. footnote on p. 78.

8 “Letters to Arnaud,” VIIL., Gerhardt edition, Vol. II., p. 452%; Open
Court edition, p. 1162
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experiences; (5) the character of expressing the universe;
(6) the character of being predetermined by God to harmony
with other monads.

(1) Every monad depends on God

Every monad is, in the first place, Leibniz teaches, in con-
formity with his doctrine of God’s perfect power, dependent
on God, the supreme monad, as its creator. Creation is
expressly likened to the production of thought; the finite
monad proceeds from God ‘by a kind of émanation’; he
produces it ““just as we produce thoughts.” There are many
individuals, simply because God ‘‘regards all aspects of the
universe in all possible manners” . . . and ‘“‘the resultof
each view of the universe as seen from a different position is
a substance.”!

(2) Every monad is active

Leibniz always asserts, and scldom argues, the activity of
the monads. ‘“Substance,” he says at the very beginning
of the “Principles of Nature and Grace,” one of the com-
pletest summaries of his teaching, ““is a being capable of
action.”  But though Leibniz does not supply a definition of
activity or an argument for it, most of his readers will agree
with him in assigning to the rational monad, the myself,
an aspect of spontaneity, independence, or assertiveness
which may well be called activity. And empirical observa-
tion makes it fairly easy to transfer, in imagination, to corpo-
real objects the activity originally realized as characteristic of
a self. Leibniz’s teaching is thus the common doctrine that
our notion of activity is gained wholly by observation of our-
selves; that in attributing activity to inanimate objects we

1 “Discourse,” XIV%.; cof. XXXII. Cf. also, “Ultimate Origination of
Things,” paragraph 8, Gerhardt edition, Vol. VIIL,, p. 302.
G
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really endow them with the sort of activity which we perceive
in ourselves; and that, in fact, there is no activity save soul
activity.!

(3) Every monad is absolutely separate from every other

The doctrine that “every individual substance is . . . a
world apart, independent of everything else excepting God” 2
is reiterated in each one of Leibniz’s formulations of his
doctrine: ‘A particular substance,” he says, in that
earliest of his mature statements of doctrine, the ““ Discourse
on Metaphysics,” ‘““never acts upon another particular sub-
stance nor is it acted on by it.”’® It is not possible,” he
writes, nearly ten years later, ‘. . . that any true substance
should receive anything from without.” * “There is no way,”
he says, in one of the very latest of his philosophical works,
“of explaining how a monad may be altered or changed in
its inner being by any other created thing; . . . the monads
have no windows by which anything may come in or go out.”?

It will be admitted that introspection seems to testify to the
fact that every self is isolated. Our

¢, . . spirits live in awful singleness,
Each in its self-formed sphere of light or gloom;”’

I am myself, no one else, a unique self; in being myself I
am what nobody else is or can be. I am conscious, indeed,

! For criticism, cf. summary of Hume’s doctrine; for a contemporary re-
statement of the doctrine, cf. Renouvier, “Le personnalisme,” Chapter
II1,, p. 11.

? “Letters to Arnaud,” IX., Gerhardt edition, Vol. IL., p. 57; Open Court
edition, p. 133.

3 “Discourse,” XIV2 * “New System” (1695), § 14.

5 “Monadology” (1714), § 7. This last quotation introduces the name
by which Leibniz finally characterized his ultimate realities, which he had
begun by calling ‘substantial forms.” In calling them monads — that is,
singles or units — he of course laid special stress on their uniqueness, their
separateness, their incapacity of being directly influenced by anything out-
side themselves.
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of a chasm separating me from all other selves; and nothing
can affect me except what belongs to me or is a part of me.
It appears, in truth, as Leibniz insists, that “nothing can
happen to us except thoughts and perceptions, and all our
thoughts and perceptions are but the consequence, contingent
it is true, of our precedent thoughts and perceptions, in such
a way that were I able to consider directly all that happens
or appears to me at the present time, I should be able to sce
all that will happen to me or that will ever appear to me.
This future will not fail me, and will surely appear to me even
if all that which is outside me were destroyed, save only that
God and myself were left.””!

Besides asserting, on the basis of his knowledge of the
‘myself,” the separateness and uniqueness of the monads,
Leibniz argues for this character on the ground of the rela-
tion of the monads to God. Since each monad is, in truth,
one of God’s views of the universe, it must reproduce God’s
characters, including his sclf-dependence; it must, therefore,
be “independent of everything except God.” To this
reasoning, Leibniz adds the wholly insufficient argument,
that because a monad cannot have ‘‘a physical influence on
the inner being of another,” therefore the influence of one
monad on another requires ‘“the intervention of God.”?
Of course, the premise of this argument is true, since so-called
physical reality has been proved to be spiritual; but the
possibility of a non-physical influence of finite monad on
finite monad is not thereby denied. An unexpressed argu-
ment at the base of Leibniz’s doctrine of the isolation of the
monads may, however, readily be discerned. It is this:
multiplicity, if fundamental and not superficial, implies
separateness. For things which influence each other are
not really many realities, but rather parts of one reality, that
is, members of a system or group. But one of Leibniz’s

! “Discourse,” XIV %
? “Monadology,” 51. Cf. “Principles of Nature and Grace,” 2; “Second
Explanation of the New System,” quoted infra, p. 89.
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fundamental doctrines is that of the multiplicity of reality.
In so far as he is justified in this teaching, he is correct in the
logical inference from it — the doctrine that the fundamen-
tally many realities are unique and separate. (It will be
shown, however, that Leibniz assumes without proof the
ultimate multiplicity.)

It follows from the isolation of the monad — as Leibniz
does not fail to point out — that it is indissoluble and ingen-
erable. For if incapable of being affected by anything
outside itself, it can neither be ended nor could it ever have
been begun. “Only by a miracle,” Leibniz says, could “a
substance have its beginning or its end.”

(4) Every monad is a unity of its own siates

“The individual concept of each person,” Leibniz declares,
“includes, once for all, everything that can ever happen to
him.”* In the end, this assertion, like all others which con-
cern the monads, is based on the knowledge which each one
of us has of himself: I am, or include within myself, all that I
experience; and I have none the less an identity in spite of
change; the present I is, in a sense, identical with the I
which endured certain past experiences; and my future ex-
periences will be referred to this same I. In Leibniz’s own
words, therefore, ‘it must needs be that there should be some
reason why we can veritably say that . . . the I which was
at Paris is now in Germany.” ? '

But Leibniz is not satisfied with this mere appeal to expe-
rience, and proceeds to explain the identity of the monad by
a logical analogy. ‘‘My inner experience,” he says, ‘“‘con-
vinces me a posteriori of this identity, but there must also
be some reason a priori. It is not possible to find any other

! “Discourse,” XIII.
% “Letters to Arnaud,” VIIIL, Gerhardt edition, Vol. IL.,, p. 43'; Open
Court edition, p. 112.
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reason, excepting that my attributes of the preceding time and
state as well as the attributes of the succeeding time and state
are predicates of the same subject. . . . Since from the very
time that I began to exist it could be said of me truly that this
or that would happen to me, we must grant that these predi-
cates were principles involved in the subject or in my complete
concept, which constitutes the so-called I and which is the
basis of the interconnection of all my different states. These
God has known perfectly from all eternity.”* The identity
of the self is further shown, Leibniz teaches, by an analysis
of the concept of change. For, in order that there may be
change, not mere succession, there must surely be something
which changes; and this something must be one throughout
its succeeding states.

(5) Every monad mirrors or expresses all reality

But Leibniz teaches not only that a monad is a unity of all
its own experiences; besides these, “in its full concept are
included . . . all the attendant circumstances and the whole
sequence of exterior events.”? ‘“There was always,” Leibniz
says, ‘“in the soul of Alexander marks of all that had hap-
pened to him and evidences of all that would happen to him

. . . forinstance that he would conquer Darius and Porus.” 3
Therefore, “that which happens to each one is only the con-
sequence of its complete idea or concept, since this idea already
includes all the predicates and expresses the whole universe.”” *

! “Letters to Arnaud;” cf. “Discourse,” VIII. Contemporary com-
mentators have shown that Leibniz reached this conception of the monad,
largely because of his occupation with the logical relation of subject to
predicate. Cf. “Discourse,” VIII%.: “The content of the subject must
always include that of the predicate in such a way that if one understands
perfectly the nature of the subject, he will know that the predicate apper-
tains to it also. This being so, we are able to say that this is the nature
of an individual substance.” Cf. Russell, “Tbe Philosophy of Leibniz,”
§ 17, p- 43.

? “Discourse,” IX. 8 Ibid., VIIL., end. 4 Ibid., XIV2
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Leibniz teaches, it thus appears, not only that in a sense every
substance is absolutely complete, but that it expresses all
reality.

For this doctrine, Leibniz advances an argument like that
on which he had based his doctrine of the isolation of the
monads. Every monad is the emanation or effective thought
of God. But God is absolutely perfect or complete, therefore
that which expresses him must share in his completeness.
“It is very evident,” Leibniz says, in a passage already
quoted in part, ‘“that created substances depend upon God
who preserves them and can produce them continually by a
kind of emanation just as we produce our thoughts, for when
God turns, so to say, on all sides and in all fashions, the gen-
eral system of phenomena which he finds it good to produce

. and when he regards all the aspects of the world in all
possible manners, . . . the result of cach view of the universe
as seen from a different position is a substance which expresses
the universe conformably to this view, provided God sees fit
to render his thought effective and to produce the substance.

It follows . . . that each substance is a world by it-
self.” ' In other words, because every monad is one of God’s
ways of viewing the universe and because God is perfect, or
complete, therefore every monad ““expresses” — or, as Leib-
niz often says “mirrors’” — ‘“the whole universe according
to its way.”” * By this statement, Leibniz explains, he means
that every monad, in that it is an I, is conscious of the whole
world — that, to a degree, it knows the whole universe.* In
my own person, thercfore, I reconcile the separateness and
the apparent harmony of the individual. I am my separate
isolated self, incapable of getting out of myself, or away from

! “Discourse,” XIV.

? “Letters to Arnaud,” IX., Gerhardt edition, Vol. II., p. 57; Open
Court edition, p. 133.

3 Ibid., XXII., Gerhardt edition, Vol. IL., p. 112, XXIII., Open Court
edition, p. 212%: “Expression is common to all forms and is a class of

which ordinary perception, animal feeling, and intellectual knowledge are
species.”
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my own experience; and yet I find myself conscious of other
selves and things. I mirror and portray the universe, in
knowing it — and yet my knowledge never takes me outside
my separate and distinct self.

This theory obviously involves two difficulties. It may be
truc that I express the universe by being conscious of it, but
it is hard to see how an inanimate object —say a rock —
expresses the universe in this way.! But if Leibniz has been
successful in the proof that all realities are souls, it must
follow that they are conscious? A second problem is the
following : How can Leibniz teach that a finite monad knows
the whole universe? For is it not obvious that no single,
finite self, or monad, can know the entire universe? Leib-
niz answers squarely by reaffirming that each soul “knows
the infinite, knows all; ” * and he secks to justify the teach-
ing by insisting that we have an indistinct and confused con-
sciousness of much that we do not clearly know. Of such a
character, he holds, is our knowledge of that which we do not
immediately experience or logically infer. To the considera-
tion of both difficulties we shall later recur.

(6) Every monad has been predetermined by God fo be in
harmony with every other

The preéstablished harmony of the monads is a theory
which Leibniz formulated in the face of the following diffi-
culty: His doctrine that each monad expresses the entire
universe seems to oppose his equally emphasized doctrine
that each monad is separate from every other. Ie teaches,
as has just appeared, that given Adam, all the events of the
universe are given, or that given Alexander, the conquest of
Darius is therewith assured.  But if the existence of Adam is

! Cf. “Letters to Arnaud,” XIX., Gerhardt edition, Vol. II., p. 105,
XX., Open Court edition, p. 203? (from Arnaud ‘o Leibniz), to show

that this difficulty was felt by Arnaud.
? Ci. infra, p. 5. 8 “Principles of Nature and Grace,” § 13%
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implied by my existence, it may well be urged that Adam and
I are not absolutely separated and independent of each other.
It may be urged, also, that the interrelatedness of minds, or
spirits, with things is at least as obvious to ordinary observa-
tion as their separateness. I am not merely conscious of my
isolation, I am equally conscious of my vital connection with
the other spirits of my world. I live not only in ‘awful
singleness,” but in close relation to these other spirits; and
this must mean, it is urged, that I affect them and am in turn
influenced by them. To such mutual influence, not to a per-
fect isolation, all the facts of social intercourse —for example,
question and answer, and codperation in labor — seem to bear
witness. So-called physical realities, also, are closely bound
together in the relation of cause and effect, so that from the
condition of one object we may actually infer that of another.
All these commonplaces of observation tell against Leibniz’s
doctrine of the isolation of realities; and he himself admits
this apparent interconnection, saying that “phenomena
maintain a certain order conformably to our nature (from
whence it follows that we can . . . make useful observations,
which are justified by the outcome of the future phenom-
ena).”’ !

Leibniz’s way of reconciling these apparently opposed
characters of monads, their isolation and their conformity of
behavior, is by what is known as his doctrine of preéstab-
lished harmony: God, from whom each of the created
monads emanates, as a thought from its thinker, has so con-
ceived, or created, each soul, that each of its thoughts and per-
ceptions shall correspond with each of the changes in all the
other monads which together constitute the universe as finite.
“God,” he says, ‘“has first created the soul, or any other real
unity, so that everything shall grow out of its own depth, by
a perfect spontaneity on its own part and yet with a
perfect conformity to outside things. . . . And so it comes

! “Discourse,” XIV.
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about that, though each of these substances exactly repre-
sents the universe after its manner and according to a certain
point of view, . . . and though the perceptions or expressions
of external things arrive in the soul in virtue of its own laws,

. and as if there existed nothing save God and the soul —
still, there will be a perfect accord among all these substances,
which produces the same effect as if they communicated with
each other. . . . It is this mutual relation, regulated in ad-
vance, within each substance of the universe, which brings
about what we call their communication.”?

In replying to the difficulties found by Foucher? in this
system of preéstablished harmony, Leibniz made use of an
illustration which at once associated itself with every state-
ment of the theory. ‘“Imagine,” he says, “two clocks and
watches which keep exactly the same time. Now this may
come about in three ways. The first is that of mutual in-
fluence; the sccond is to put them in charge of a clever work-
man who shall keep them in order and together, at every
moment; the third is to make the two timepieces with such
art and precision that one assures their keeping time together
in the future. Now put the mind and the body in place of
these two clocks; their accord may come about in one of
these three ways. The theory of influence is that of the every-
day philosophy; but since onc cannot conceive of material
particles which could pass from one of these substances to the
other, this conception must be abandoned. The theory of
the continual assistance of the Creator is that of the system of
occasional causes; but I hold that this is to make God inter-
vene, as a Deus ex machina, in a natural and ordinary situation
where, according to reason, he ought to codperate only as he
does in all other natural phenomena. Therefore there re-
mains only my hypothesis, that of harmony. From the begin-
ning, God has made each of these two substances of such a
nature that in following only its own laws, received with its

! “New System,” 14. 2 Journal des Savants, 12 September, 1695.
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being, it none the less is in harmony with the other, just as it
would be if they mutually influenced each other.”' The
relatedness of the different monads is thus, fundamentally,
an ‘‘interconnection among the resolutions of God.” ?

(b) The classes of created monads
(1) The rational monads: conscious, moral selves

By rational monad, Leibniz means such a self, or spirit, as
any human being knows itself to be: Leibniz, Spinoza, or the
Electress Sophia. Leibniz does not argue for the existence
of the rational self, but asserts it on the unimpeachable tes-
timony of consciousness. The existence of many human
selves, other than the mere myself, Leibniz usually assumes,
for it does not occur to him that this could be questioned. Yet
his teaching that a varied, multiple universe follows from the
infinite variety of God’s perfections offers a general argu-
ment for the multiplicity of selves. From all other finite
substances, the rational monadsare distinguished by the clear-
ness and distinctness of their consciousness. This cardinal
difference implies two contrasts. Rational selves alone have
reason, in addition to perception and memory; and rational
selves alone are morally free and responsible. The char-
acter of freedom involves such difficulty that it must be con-
sidered at more length.

Rational monads, Leibniz teaches, incline to ‘‘choices
under no compulsion of nccessity.” So far as this means
merely that a rational being is under no compulsion from
other finite beings, it is of course entirely consistent with

1 “Second Explanation of the New System.” Note that Leibniz applies
the theory explicitly to the relation of a soul to its body.

2 “Letters to Arnaud,” VIII., Gerhardt edition, Vol. IL,, p. 37; Open Court
edition, p. 104. Cf. Letter IX., Gerhardt edition, Vol. IT., p. 48; Open Court
edition, p. 120. This form of words is a more accurate expression of Leib-
niz’s apparent meaning than that of the “Monadology,” which speaks of the
“relationship . . . of things to each other.”
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Leibniz’s teaching. But Leibniz seems to mean more than
this, namely, that the individual, rational soul, and not God,
is author of its own choices.! The proof he offers for the
theory is the attempted demonstration that the acts of the
finite rational self are contingent acts, therefore not necessary,
therefore free. To prove the acts of every rational being
contingent, Leibniz makes and emphasizes the contrast be-
tween necessary truths, or truths of reason as he calls them,
whose opposite is not possible, and contingent truths, whose
opposite is possible.?  The truths of geometry — for example,
the theorem that the sum of the angles of a triangle is equal to
two right angles or the theorem that alternate internal angles
are equal — are examples of necessary truths: their opposite
is inconceivable. On the other hand, the fact that Leibniz
visited Spinoza in The Hague is a contingent truth; for Leib-
niz might ‘possibly’ have found Spinoza at Amsterdam, or
he might have gone from Paris to Hanover without visiting
Spinoza. From this justifiable distinction between necessary
and contingent truths, Leibniz then draws the following con-
clusion: the acts of a rational being can be imagined as differ-
ent from what they actually are, — that is, their opposite is
conceivable, or possible; therefore these acts are contingent,
and as contingent they are free, not necessary. But this
conclusion is invalidated by the ambiguity of the word ‘pos-
sible” Leibniz uses it first as equivalent to ‘conceivable,’
that is, ‘imaginable,” and second as equivalent to ‘contingent,’
that is, ‘not necessary.” Now, in the first sense, the opposite
of a given action certainly is ‘possible’ — that is, one may
always imagine a given person as behaving otherwise than in
the way in which he actually behaves; for example, one may
imagine Leibniz as going not to The Hague but directly to

! “Discourse,” XIII., XXX., XXXI.; cf. “Theodicy,” e.g. Abrégé,
Objections 4 and 5.

2 Cf. “Discourse,” XIII., and “Theodicy,” cited above. Cf. “New
Essays,” Bk. L., for a discussion of truths of reason and truths of fact without
special reference to this bearing of the doctrine on the freedom conception.
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Hanover. Butit is illogicaltoarguefrom the fact that one may
imagine Leibniz as going to Hanover on a certain day, to the
conclusion that it was really possible for him to go to Hanover
on that day. In truth, this conclusion seems wholly incon-
sistent with Leibniz’s teaching that both Leibniz and Spinoza
were created by God, and that it was contained in God’s
conception of both philosophers that they should meet, in
1676, at The Hague.!

It must be admitted, then, that Leibniz does not prove that
the acts of rational beings are contingent, or free. Yet he
holds to the doctrine of freedom, doubtless because only so
can he reconcile the fact of moral evil with his doctrine of the
goodness of God, and because, also, the belief in freedom and
responsibility seems to him necessary to the moral life of
rational selves.? In this mainly unargued conviction the
force of Leibniz’s doctrine of freedom really lies; and on the
facts of the moral consciousness an argument for freedom,
far stronger than his, may be based.

(2) The sentient monads: irrational souls

Leibniz sharply distinguishes the merely sentient, irrational
souls of animals from the rational, self-conscious souls of
human beings. Animals’ souls, he teaches, have perception
and memory, but they have neither explicit self-consciousness
nor reason nor moral freedom. The difference is, he holds,
a difference in clearness of perception: both animal and
rational souls perceive, and thus express, the whole universe,
but the animal souls only confusedly.? This important
distinction of clear from confused consciousness will be con-

! Leibniz himself seems to the writer virtually to admit this by his teach-
ing that ‘contingent’ truths are certain. Cf. “Discourse,” XIII., XXX.,
XXXI.

2 Cf. infra, Chapter 7, pp. 259 seq.; and Chapter 11, pp. 446 segq. On
the tcaching of Leibniz, cf. Russell, 0p. cit., § 118.

8 “Principles of Nature and Grace,” 4 and 5.
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sidered in discussing Leibniz’s doctrine of the third group of
created monads.

(3) The simple monads

Simple monads, according to Leibniz, constitute the reality,
as distinct from the appearance, of what are known as organ-
ized bodies and masses of inorganic matter. Corresponding
to my idea of my own body or of my hat there is something real
— or, more definitely, a collection of reals. These realities
are simple monads, perceptive, soul-like substances, each an
active, complete, isolated expression of the universe. It is
essential to the understanding of Leibniz to realize that he
never teaches that to each animal or inorganic body, as it
appears to us, there corresponds but one monad, or soul.
Such a view, he holds, is contradicted by the fact that every
material body is subject to division and to transformation:
a block of marble, for example, may be split into smaller
blocks, and animal bodies may be mutilated or even reduced
to ashes.! If a body, as it appears to us, were a soul, it would
follow then that the soul is divisible and destructible — for
Leibniz, an impossible conclusion. Leibniz, in fact, regards
every body, organic and inorganic, not as itself a monad,
but as an idea in our minds to which corresponds a constantly
changing collection of simple monads. These simple monads
are in continual flux, forming part now of one body, now of
another, and changing place either ‘little by little, but con-
tinuously,” as in nutrition, or “all at one time,” as in con-
ception or in death.?

The only sense in which the particular, animal body, thus
conceived, may be said to have unity is because of the subordi-
nation of the simple monads, which compose it, to the sentient
soul, or dominating monad. With this meaning, Leibniz

! Cf. the detailed discussion of this subject in the “Letters to and from

Arnaud,” XI., XIIL., XIV., XVI., XVII., XX., XXIII.
? “Principles of Nature and Grace,” 6.
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says, in the ““Letters to Arnaud ”’:* “A body is an aggregation
of substances, and is not a substance, properly speaking.”
“Bodies by themselves, without the soul,” he says in a
slightly earlier letter,? “have only a unity of aggregation, but
the reality which inheres in them comes from the parts which
compose them and which retain their substantial unity
through the living bodies that are included in them without
number.””?

It is not hard to assign a reason for Leibniz’s teaching that
inorganic and organic bodies represent a distinctive reality.
There must exist, Leibniz argues, realities corresponding
with our sense ideas or percepts. It is natural to believe that
these realities behind sense ideas are things independent
of consciousness, but Leibniz has argued that non-spiritual
realities, whether conceived as extensions or as forces, are
iltusions, and that monads, soul-like substances, are the only
realities. Berkeley, as will later appear, in face of this situa-
tion, boldly claims that God is the reality behind the external

1 Tetter XXVI., March 23, 1690, Gerhardt edition, Vol. IL., p. 135%;
Open Court edition, p. 244%

% Letter XVII., April, 1687, Gerhardt edition, Vol. II., p. 100'; Open
Court edition, p. 195.

31In discussing with Des Bosses the dogma of the ‘real presence’ in the
Eucharist, Leibniz develops another doctrine of the relation of the organic
body to the soul. In this view, mind and body form together a substance
which has unity. (Cf. “Epistolac ad Des Bosses,” Gerhardt edition, Vol. 1I.,
pp- 201 seq.)  Suchatheory appears to the writer,and to many students of
Leibniz, to be quite at variance with his fundamental teaching. It is certainly
possible to regard it as an unintentional misrepresentation by Leibniz, of his
own teaching, a misreading due to his constant impulse toward harmonizing
diverse systems and to his special effort to persuade Des Bossesthat Leibnizian
metaphysics does not oppose Romanist theology. Itis only fair to add, how-
ever, that two critics, Jacobi and Kuno Fischer, look upon this second theory
as representative of Leibniz’s real teaching; and that the “Letters to Arnaud”
contain—side by side with the unequivocal expressions, already quoted, of the
body-aggregate theory — certain apparent implications of the view that soul
and body together make a unity. (Cf. Letters, Gerhardt edition, pp. 110,
75%; Open Court edition, pp. 223% 159%) The interpretation given in this
chapter is that of Erdmann. For a clear statement of the issues of the con-
troversy, cf. Russell, op. cit., Chapter 12, § 89 seq.
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thing, and regards the thing as God’s idea which he shares
with me. But Leibniz, holding closer to the analogy of self-
consciousness, preserves for the ‘external’ object a peculiar
reality, a distinct soul of its own. The difference, he teaches,
between the simple and the sentient monad, the so-called
material thing and the sclf (animal or human), is simply in
the degree of the consciousness possessed by each. The
simple monad, like the sentient monad, is ‘perceptive’ —
Leibniz never wavers in this declaration — else it would lose
its soul-like character, but its perception is so indistinct, so
confused, that the simple monad is fairly called insentient —
a ‘sleeping’ monad, as Leibniz often says.?

To show the plausibility of this conception of the so-called
inanimate world as peopled with very dimly conscious souls,
Leibniz recurs again and again to the difference, observed by
cach one of us, between the attentive and the inattentive
consciousness. “There are a thousand indications,” he
says, “leading to the conclusion that at every moment there
are within us an infinity of perceptions, but without appercep-
tion and reflection, that is to say, that there are changes in
the soul which we do not apperceive, because the impressions
are too small or too numerous or too united, so that nothing
distinguishes them. . . . So, habit prevents our noticing
the movement of a mill or of a waterfall when we have for
some time lived beside it. It is not that this movement does
not always strike upon our organs and that there does not
occur something in the soul corresponding thereto, . . . but
these impressions are not strong cnough to draw our attention
and our memory.” * The perceptiveness of the simple monad

! Cf. infra, p. 130. Leibniz admits the possibility of this conception, in
the case of imagination. Cf. “Letters to Arnaud,” XII., Gerhardt edition,
Vol. II., p. 73*; XIIIL, Open Court cdition, p. 156"

2 It must be observed that modern psychologists would use the terms
‘sentient’ and ‘perceptive’ in a precisely reversed sense.

3 «New Essays,” Preface, paragraph 6 seq., Langley, p. 47° seq.
Leibniz complicates this sound psychological doctrine of the distinction
between attentive and inattentive consciousness, by the untenable teaching
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is parallel, therefore, to our own inattentive, sleepy, unre-
membered consciousness. In other words, Leibniz teaches
that, corresponding with every so-called percept of an object
that I have, there exists a confusedly conscious soul, or collec-
tion of souls. And, to say the least, he shows the possibility
of other-than-human-and-animal souls.

We may well linger over the completed outline of Leibniz’s
picture of the universe. It is a living, spiritual world of ac-
tive forces, or souls, each complete in itself and working out
its own ends in obedience to its own laws, each distinct from
every other, yet harmonized with all the rest in its purpose and
in its capacity to mirror all the universe. The creator and
harmonizer of all these spiritual forces is the supreme monad,
God, a conscious being of absolute power, wisdom, and good-
ness. And closest to him in the scale of perfection are the
free, self-conscious souls, forming, as Leibniz says, a ‘repub-
lic of spirits’ of whom, none the less, God is monarch.!

TI. CriticAL ESTIMATE OF THE SYSTEM OF LEIBNIZ

From this summary of the principal teachings of Leibniz,
it is evident that Leibniz agrees with Descartes and with
Hobbes in conceiving the universe as made up of many in-
dividuals. The system of Leibniz is, in other words, numeri-

that there must be a consciousness, however faint, corresponding with every
distinguishable part of a physical stimulus. “To hear the roar of the sea,”
he continues in the passage quoted above, “I must hear the partial sounds
which produce it, that is, the noise of each wave.” The tendency of modern
psychology is to condemn this doctrine and to teach that a stimulus must
attain a given strength before it is accompanied by any consciousness, and
that perception due to a composite stimulus is not perception of every con-
stituent of that stimulus. (Cf. James, “Principles of Psychology,” I.,p. 154.)
The teaching of Leibniz on this subject has, it must be observed, contributed
to the misrepresentation of his doctrine. For the comparison of the simple
monad’s perceptions with the sentient soul’s relations to the indistinguishable
parts of a physical stimulus has made it easy to regard the simple monad
unconscious — a doctrine quite at variance with the teaching of Leibniz.
! “Discourse,” XXXVI.
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cally pluralistic; indeed, Leibniz lays far greater stress than
Descartes, or even Hobbes, on the multiplicity of the universe
and on the consequent uniqueness and separateness of the
individuals who constitute it. In contrast with Descartes,
and in agrecment with Hobbes, Leibniz further teaches that
there is but one kind of reality — in other words, his philoso-
phy is qualitatively monistic. But in strong opposition to
Hobbes, Leibniz holds that this one kind of reality is imma-
terial or ideal. Whereas Hobbes formulates a pluralistic
materialism, Leibniz teaches a pluralistic idealism — and
more definitcly, a spiritualism. Both by his monism and
by his idealism Leibniz meets real difficulties in the systems
of his predecessors. His monism, that is, his teaching that
all real beings are fundamentally of one sort, spiritual, avoids
the absurdity of Descartes’s doctrine that bodies and spirits,
though unlike and utterly independent, none the less affect
each other, and avoids as well the difficulty in Descartes’s
teaching that extension only, of all the qualities of corporeal
bodies, is independent of mind. And Leibniz’s idealism
meets also the inconsistencies and difficulties of the material-
ism of Hobbes.

But Leibniz’s system must be estimated, not only by a
valuation of its results, in comparison with the conclusions of
his predecessors, but by a scrutiny of the cogency of his argu-
ments. Thus estimated, his philosophy is frankly disap-
pointing, largely because of the unsystematic development of
his thought and expression. Indeed, the value of Leibniz
consists rather in the presentation of his own insights than in
the organized argument for his conclusions. Here and there,
it is true, for specific parts of his doctrine, he attempts detailed
proof; but often serious argument fails altogether, often it
is barely suggested, not sufficiently developed, often, finally,
the validity of his argument cannot be admitted. This gen-
eral comment must be made good by re-stating, summarizing,
and supplementing the criticisms made already on Leib-
niz’s arguments. It is perhaps unnecessary to remind the

H
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reader that criticism at this stage of our study must be pro-
visional only, and that it must wait for completion on a wider
and deeper acquaintance with philosophical systems. Such
criticism may be based on the following brief outline of the
doctrine, which omits entirely the discussion of subordinate
questions, even when they are intrinsically important.
According to Leibniz,
A. The ultimately real is
I. Immaterial
II. Multiple

B. The many, immaterial beings (monads) include
I. God, the perfect monad

a.Rational
II. Created spirits| and free

(sentient souls) | b. Sentient ) Dependent ] Active
only on God |
Harmonious | Separate
III. Simple monads
(insentient but Expressing J
perceptive) J universe One

a. Estimate of Leibniz’s docirine of reality as immaterial
and manifold

The first doctrine to be estimated is, it is evident, the
teaching that the ultimately real is immaterial. The signifi-
cance of Leibniz’s adoption of idealistic doctrine is the greater,
because Leibniz was no mere metaphysician. As he him-
self says, he “departed very young from the domain of the
scholastics,” charmed by the “beautiful way” in which the
mathematicians and the physicists explained nature.! Both
to mathematics and to physics Leibniz made contributions of
the highest value; and to mechanical laws — which he con-
ceived as ordered ways, in which ‘material’ reality, the
mass of simple monads, appears to us?’—he always attrib-
uted a great, though a subordinate, importance. Thus

1 “New System,” 2. ¢ Ibid., 2 and 17.
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Leibniz’s deliberate conclusion that force, the physical ulti-
mate, is spiritual in nature has peculiar value in that it is the
conclusion of a man who is scientist as well as philosopher.

The writer of this book accepts Leibniz’s doctrine, that the
real is the immaterial, and accepts the assertions on which it
is based : (1) the assertion that extension and motion are not
ultimately real but manifestations of a deeper reality — either
of force or of spirit; (2) the assertion that force can be con-
ceived only as spiritual. But Leibniz barely indicates the
arguments for these conclusions, leaving to later philosophers
the detailed and explicit demonstration of his results. He
might have argued in detail, as Berkeley did, for the doc-
trine that extension is on a par with color, sound, and the
other non-spatial qualities admitted to be modifications of
spirit. He might, also, have examined in detail the concep-
tions of force as immaterial, and could then have shown that
‘force’ means to the materialist either (1) motion, or else (2)
the unknown cause of physical phenomena. In the first sense,
however (as Leibniz might have proved), force would be,
like extension, codrdinate with the admittedly ideal qualities
of color and the rest. In the second sense, ¢ force’ would
mean ‘cause of ideas,” and therefore, because related to
ideas, force could not be material in the full sense of the
term, since it would not be unrelated to consciousness.! To
recapitulate: though Leibniz might, in the opinion of the
writer, have justified the idealistic monism of his system,
though he might, in other words, have proved what he
taught, that reality is through and through immaterial, yet he
never carries out this proof with sufficient clearness and detail.

The second part of Leibniz’s teaching is the doctrine that
the universe consists, ultimately, of many distinct beings.
This doctrine, also, is insufficiently established. For Leib-
niz bases it on superficial observation and on defective argu-
ment. He urges in its favor, first, the mere observation that

! For development of these arguments, cf. énfra, pp. 128 seq., 174 seq.
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there are many different beings in the world ; and second, the
argument that every finite being must be ultimately different
from every other, since each is a distinct expression of the
nature of God.! But the undeniable fact that we observe
many people, things, and thoughts does not disprove the pos-
sibility that these are ultimately parts of one, including being.
And the argument based upon the relation of each finite being
to God is invalidated by the inconclusiveness, which will next
be set forth, in Leibniz’s arguments for God’s existence. In
technical terms, once more, the numerical pluralism of Leib-
niz, like that of his predecessors, is not satisfactorily demon-
strated. He takes for granted and does not prove the exist-
ence of an ultimate multiplicity of monads — utterly isolated
beings.

From this comment on the foundation of Leibniz’s teaching,
it is necessary next to consider his specific doctrines about the
multiple, immaterial universe —in a word, to comment on the
monad doctrine.

b. Estimate of Leibniz’s doctrine concerning God

Leibniz’s arguments for the existence of God must first be
considered, for from the existence of God, the supreme monad,
a being infinite, eternal, and perfect—that is, an all-powerful,
an all-knowing, and an absolutely good spirit — follow, as
has appeared, many of the characters of the other monads.
Leibniz’s arguments, it will be observed, bear so strong a
likeness to those of Descartes that they need not be discussed
in detail. Like those, they are of two sorts, ontological and
cosmological, or, in Leibniz’s terms, ‘a priori’ and ‘a pos-
teriori.’

Leibniz’s statement of the ontological argument is the
following: “God alone (or the Necessary Being) has this
prerogative that if he be possible he must necessarily exist, and

! Cf. supra, pp. 83 seq.
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as nothing is able to prevent the possibility of that which in-
volves no bounds, no negation, and consequently no contra-
diction, this alone is sufficient to establish @ priori his
existence.” ' This statement of the ontological proof supple-
ments that of Descartes by giving reason why the idea of God,
alone among other ideas, contains the idea of necessary exist-
ence? The reason is simply this, that no contradiction is
involved in the idca of a perfect being.* Leibniz’s meaning is
clearly the following: We may rightly question whether
there corresponds to our idea of a given limited reality any
existing thing; for not only are some ideas obviously self-
contradictory,—as, for example, the idea of a square circle,—
but even such an idea of a particular thing as has scemed
to involve no contradiction may prove self-contradictory,
since some of its supposed characters may turn out to be in-
compatible with others. But I mean by God a perfect being,
one possessed of all positive characters, thercfore no char-
acter asserted of him can contradict another. In other
words, the idea of God involves nccessary, because uncon-
tradictable, existence; hence — as Descartes had argued —
God necessarily exists. ’

Leibniz adds nothing to the ontological argument save this
reason for asserting that the idea of God includes that of nec-
essary existence. There are difficulties in the teaching, but
comment upon it is needless, for it after all leaves the onto-
logical proof in essentials unchanged: Leibniz still argues
from my idea of a necessarily existent, perfect being to the
actual existence of that being; and the objection therefore
holds against him which was urged against Descartes. What

! “Monadology,” 45; cf. ‘‘Discourse,” XXTII.

? Leibniz, however, is hardly justified in claiming this as an entirely novel
teaching. For Descartes had clearly suggested it in his “Reply to the Second
Objections to the Meditations.” Cf. supra, pp. 47 seq.

# The context makes it clear that Leibniz uses the term ‘possible’ in this
sense of ‘without self-contradiction.” When therefore he goes on to say that
God ‘‘involves no bounds, no negation,” he doubtless means that God
includes all qualities or characters.
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Leibniz claims to prove is that the idea of uncontradictable,
and thus of necessary, existence belongs to God. What he
does not and cannot prove is that God, though conceived as
necessarily existing, does for that reason necessarily exist.

Besides this a priori, or ontological, argument for God’s
existence, Leibniz, like Descartes, lays stress on a causal or,
as he calls it, an a posteriori argument. The argument is
twofold : it is necessary, Leibniz teaches, to infer God’s
existence as explanation, first of contingent things, and sec-
ond, of eternal truths. The assumption on which both these
arguments depend is known by Leibniz as the “principle of
sufficient reason.”‘ He lays great stress upon it throughout
his writing, always treating it in connection with the “prin-
ciple of contradiction” as a self-evident and unquestionable
truth. “Our reasoning,” he says, “‘is based upon two great
principles: first that of contradiction, by means of which we
decide that to be false which involves contradiction, and that
to be true which contradicts or is opposed to the false. And
second, the principle of sufficient reason, in virtue of which we
believe that no fact can be real or existing and no statement
true unless it has a sufficient reason why it should be thus and
not otherwise.”” ' The principle of sufficient reason is thus
identical with Descartes’s postulate of an ultimate cause.
Like that, it contains two parts: first, the teaching that every
finite being has a cause — that no limited being can be con-
ceived, except as linked to some cause of itself; and second,
the unproved assumption that there must exist some ultimate,
satisfactory —in Leibniz’s term, sufficient — cause.

There are “two kinds of truth,” Leibniz teaches,” which
must have a sufficient reason. These are the truths “of
reason and those of fact.” By truths of fact, he means
simply external things and ideas, ‘“bodies and the representa-
tions of them in souls.”® And for the whole ‘‘sequence of

1 “Monadology,” 31-32; cf. “Principles of Nature and Grace,” 7.

? “Monadology,” 33.
8 “Principles of Nature and Grace,” 8.
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the things which extend throughout the universe,” ! there
must be a sufficient reason; in other words, it would be
‘“‘possible to one who adequately knew to give a sufficient
reason why things are as they are and not otherwise.” 2 But
no one fact, whether external or internal, can be sufficiently
explained by another fact, for the alleged explanation will
itself need explanation and will not be ultimate. In the words
of Leibniz: “Though the present motion . . . comes from
the preceding one, and that from the still preceding one,
we gain nothing however far back we go, for there remains
always the same question. Thus it is necessary that the suf-
ficient reason, which has no more neced of another reason,
should be found outside the series of contingent things, in a
substance, which is cause of the contingent things, — that is,
in a necessary being carrying in itself the reason of its exist-
ence: otherwise there would still be no sufficient reason at
which one could end. Now this last reason of things is called
God.”* And God must be existent, Leibniz sometimes adds,
since existent things demand an existent cause. (This last
stage of the reasoning, from existent things to existent cause,
is evidently based on Descartes’s principle, already criticised,
that the cause must contain at least as much reality as the
effects.)

But God’s existence is not merely necessary, Leibniz
teaches, to explain the existence of concrete, finite things,
‘truths of fact’; it is required, also, to account for the exist-
ence of necessary truths, ‘truths of reason.” These truths of
reason, truths for example of geometry or of arithmetic,* are,
he insists, actual facts of our experience; we are as truly

1 ¢«

Monadology,” 36. ? “Principles of Nature and Grace,” 7.

§ “Nature and Grace,” 8. Cf. “Ultimate Origination of Things,”
where, as in “Monadology,” 39, Leibniz adds to this reasoning an argument,
from the fact of the connection among finite beings, to prove that this ‘last
reason of things’ is a single Being (une seule source). Cf., also, p. 51, foot-
note; and notice that Leibniz, like Descartes, often seems to confuse the con-
ception of the temporally first cause and the ultimate cause.

¢ Cf. “New Essays,” Introduction, paragraph 3.
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conscious that 3*=27 as that a room is cold. They are
distinguished in two ways from contingent facts. The
certainty of them is not, in the first place, derived from repe-
tition of experience; the sum of the angles of a triangle is as
certainly known to be two right angles in the first apprehen-
sion of the theorem as at any later time, whereas one’s cer-
tainty of any sense-truth, as that the sun will set every twenty-
four hours, is dependent on frequent repetition. It follows
that one’s certainties of fact are not universal: in Nova
Zembla, for example, the sun does not set once in twenty-
four hours; whereas the truths of rcason are everywhere
cogent. Truths of reason are distinguished, in the second
place, Leibniz teaches, from truths of fact, on the ground that
“they are necessary, and their opposite is impossible,”
whereas truths of fact ““are contingent and their opposite is
possible.” ' Now the peculiar reality of these truths of
reason can be accounted for, Leibniz teaches, only if they are
regarded as dependent in a special way on God. The pe-
culiar reality which distinguishes, for example, my conviction
that 2 X 2=4, from my belief that it will stop snowing, must
lie in the truth that the former idea is a truth of God’s mind.
In this sense, Leibniz calls the understanding of God ‘““the
region of the cternal truths.” ? ‘It needs must be,” he says,
‘““that if there is a reality . . . in the eternal truths, this
reality is based upon something existent and actual, and, con-
sequently, in the existence of the necessary Being in whom
essence includes existence.” 3

The difficulties with these causal arguments for God’s
existence have rcally been indicated in the criticism upon

1 “Monadology,” 33. Cf. “Discourse,” XIII. It has been shown
already (cf. p. 9r) that the opposite of contingent truth is possible only in
the sense of being imaginable.

2 Ibid., 43.

8 Ibid., 44. In spite of this doctrine that eternal truths depend for their
reality on God, Leibniz teaches that the eternal truths are not arbitrary
and do not depend on God’s will (“Monadology,” 46). He never completely
coordinates these two views. Cf. Russell, op. cit., pp. 178 segq.
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Descartes. The postulate of both arguments, the assumption
that things and truths must have not merely a cause, but an
ultimate cause, has first to be questioned. For it is not
proved by Leibniz, any more than by Descartes, that an
ultimate cause, or sufficient reason, for everything must exist.
Both Leibniz and Descartes show, it is true, that a reason is
always sought, and that a finite reason must be insufficient;
but neither proves, though in the view of the writer both
‘might have proved, that a sufficient reason is inevitably to
be found. But waiving this objection, and admitting the
necessity for an ultimate cause, another difficulty must be
pointed out. On Leibniz’s principles, such a sufficient cause
must be distinct from the finite things —in other words,
must be possessed of the monad’s distinctness —and must
even be outside the series of finite things. This second
character follows from the fact that an ultimate, a satisfac-
tory, a sufficient, cause must be itself uncaused. But if the
sufficient reason be both distinct from the finite things and
out of the series of them, surely it cannot be related to them
as their cause. The dilemma seems a hopeless one: if the
ultimate cause be in any sense in the series of the finite things,
it is itself in need of a cause, in other words, it is not really
ultimate; if, on the other hand, the supposed cause be outside
the series of finite things and distinct from them, it cannot be
related to them at all, and evidently therefore cannot be the
cause of them.! ‘

To this estimate of Leibniz’s argument for God’s existence
should be added a criticism of his conception of God’s nature.
Like Descartes, Leibniz holds that the perfection, or complete-
ness, of God involves his goodness. But this conception has
peculiar difficulties, because God’s perfect goodness, in con-
junction with his absolute power, seems incompatible with

! The only escape from this dilemma is through the conception of God
as the One Reality of which finite things are the partial expression. Cf.
Chapters 8, 10, 11, pp. 286 seq., 378 seq., 418 seg. Cf. also Kant’s attempt to
escape the dilemma by the doctrine of the two causalities.
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the flagrant misery and evil of the world. Leibniz tries in
many ways to meet the difficulty. He suggests, for example,
that the unhappiness of rational souls may be balanced by the
happiness of a greater number of irrational souls, or that the
unhappiness of any individual may be overbalanced by the
higher quality of his happiness. He urges also that evil may
be only partial, in other words, a transcended element in the
good.! No one of these assertions, every careful reader of
Leibniz will admit, is conclusively proved; and Leibniz in
the end always gives up the task of explaining how unhap-
piness and sin may be reconciled with the goodness of an all-
powerful God, contenting himself with the insistence that
God must be good, because he is perfect (complete), and that
his created universe, in spite of appearances, must be good
at heart.?

The result of this criticism is to admit that Leibniz has not
proved the existence of God. Yet it must be pointed out that
he has at least a greater right than Descartes to the ontologi-
cal and to the causal arguments. The ‘ontological proof’
argues from idea to reality; and for Descartes, who held that
a portion of reality is non-spiritual, this inference from idea to
reality is obviously less valid than for Leibniz, to whom the
whole universe is ideal. Again, when the ‘causal proof’
maintains that there is a sufficient reason for each finite fact,
Descartes’s system leaves a loophole for the fear that this
principle of sufficient reason may not apply to that foreign
sort of reality, body. Leibniz meets no such difficulty, since
it is at least likely that his spiritual world is a reasonable
world. In a word, Leibniz’s proofs of God’s existence,
though as they stand inadequate, are entirely consistent with

! Leibniz’s discussion of evil is most complete in his “Theodicy.” Cf.,
also, the “Abrégé” (“Abbreviation of the Theodicy”), Gerhardt edition.
Vol. VL., pp. 376 seq.

2 Cf. “Abbreviation of Theodicy,” Objection VII., Reply: “One
judges [the plan of the universe] by the outcome . . .; since God makes
it, it was not possible to make it better.”” For the fuller discussion of
this problem, cf. Chapter 11, pp. 430 seq.
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idealistic doctrine. Indeed, it well may be that philosophers
after Leibniz will discover God as deepest reality and ulti-
mate explanation of the universe.

c. Estimate of Leibniz’s doctrine of the finite monads

The failure of Leibniz to prove the existence of God
undermines the rest of his teaching, for to him the universe is
a concourse of souls, ranging from rational to insenticnt,
with the supreme soul, God, as its creator, preserver, and
monarch. From God emanates each soul, rational or insen-
tient; to God is due the completeness and the harmony of
the souls, each utterly isolated from all save God; and to
God’s perfection is due the ultimate goodness of this often so
evil-appearing world. In more detail: those characters,
attributed by Leibniz to the finite monads, which he
argues on the ground of God’s existence, must be yielded
as unproved. First of these, obviously, is the dependence on
God: Leibniz’s universe, with God left out, is a world of
self-dependent and codrdinate spirits. And the other charac-
ters which Leibniz attempts to prove, from the relation
of the limited monads to God, are their perfect harmonious-
ness, their completeness, their capacity to express the entire
universe, and even their isolation from each other.! It
follows, if Leibniz has not succeeded in proving God’s ex-
istence, that he has left these characters of his monads
unsupported.

It must be noted, in the second place, that the doctrine
of the activity and of the internal unity of each monad is un-
affected by the failure to prove God’s existence and the con-
sequent relation of the monad to God, for these characters,
as has been shown, are established by self-observation: I

! For the isolation of the monads he has also the insufficient argument

which consists in the disproof of physical influence (cf. supra, p. 83); and

the unexpressed argument from the (unproved) ultimate multiplicity of the
monads.
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know myself as an active self, a unit of all my own
experiences. And so far as Leibniz has established a
right to conceive the universe as ultimately spiritual, he
is justified in conceiving every real being as active, and
as internally a unity. It is possible on Leibniz’s principles
to rescue two more characters of the monads: their har-
moniousness, and their isolation if that is not conceived as
absolute. For both characters are established by the
certainty I have of my own experience. The facts of my
social consciousness — the observed sympathy, imitation, and
loyalty, inherent in me — indicate that I am a related self,
not a lonely self; and yet my aggressiveness, my inde-
pendence, and my sense of responsibility mark the distinct-
ness of myself from other sclves. A monad, then, if it is
a soul-like reality, must possess a relatedness, and a relative
distinctness, as well.

The results of this commentary on Leibniz’s doctrine con-
cerning the nature of the monads is, then, the following:
In the writer’s opinion, Leibniz rightly holds, however inef-
fectively he argues, that each monad is one and is active; he
rightly holds that it stands in relation to other monads and that
it yet is unique among them; he fails to complete his proof
that there exists a God on whom each monad is dependent;
nor does he prove that each monad completely includes and
expresses the universe, and that it is utterly separate from
every other monad and unaffected by it. To have pictured
in ineradicable outlines a universe of unique yet related spirits
is thus the unassailable value of Leibniz’s philosophy. He
did not, it is true, complete the building of his city of spirits.
It was left to succeeding philosophers to lift the breastworks
of his argument and to bridge the chasms of his doctrine.
More literally: Berkeley first among modern philosophers
elaborated and expanded Leibniz’s argument against ma-
terialism; and the idealists since Kant’s day have at least ap-
proached more nearly than Leibniz approached both to the
reconciliation, within the finite self, of uniqueness with related-
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ness, and to a cogent argument for the existence of a complete
Self. But we should be untrue to history if we failed to trace
to its source in Leibniz’s writings one of the most significant
tendencies in contemporary philosophy — the emphasis upon
the truth of personality.



CHAPTER V

PLURALISTIC SPIRITUALISM (Continued): THE SYSTEM
OF BERKELEY

“Berkeley . . . the truest, acutest philosopher that Great Britain has
ever known.” — G. S. MORRIS.

THE problems of philosophy which have so far been con-
sidered are fundamentally these two: how many kinds are
there of ultimate reality? and what are these kinds? The
earliest answer of modern philosophy to both questions is
formulated in the pluralistic dualism of Descartes, which
teaches that there are two kinds of reality, spiritual and ma-
terial. But the impossibility of accounting for the relation of
two ultimately separate kinds of reality, and the equal im-
possibility of regarding them as unrelated, lead Hobbes and
Leibniz to answer differently the first of the questions and to
acknowledge but one kind of reality, instead of two. In
other words, Hobbes and Leibniz replace Descartes’s qualita-
tive dualism by a qualitative monism. To the question, of
what nature is this one reality, they offer different answers.
The universe consists of corporeal bodies, says Hobbes. The
universe is made up of conscious beings, soul-like substances,
Leibniz answers.

All these philosophers, Descartes and Hobbes and Leibniz,
despite their varying beliefs about the kinds of reality, — one
or two, corporeal or spiritual, — none the less agree in the
assumption that the universe, the all-of-reality, is, numerically
considered, a plurality. They agree, in other words, that the
universe is constituted by a multitude of individuals, spiritual
and material, or only spiritual, or only material ; and Leibniz,
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indeed, lays especial stress on the plurality of the unique
individuals. A radically new movement in philosophy might
then be initiated by raising the question: is the plurality of
individuals fundamentally real? or are they but the manifes-
tations of an underlying One, of a single, ultimately real being ?
But George Berkeley, the philosopher, whose system we are
next to study, does not raise this new question. Nor has he
any distinctively new answer to the question, how many and
what kinds of reality? He assumes, as his predecessors have
assumed, that the all-of-reality consists of a multitude of in-
dividuals; and he teaches that these individuals are imma-
terial. His system is, in other words, like_those of all his
predecessors, numerically pturalistic. Like that of Leibniz,
it is qualitatively monistic and spiritualistic. Yet, though
Berkeley so closely approaches Leibniz, it will appear that he
diverges from him in highly important ways.

It has been the fashion of certain critics to undervalue
Berkeley’s speculative strength, to view his philosophy as
the natural attempt of a churchman and bishop to establish
the theology of his sect, and to regard his philosophical writ-
ings, like his political tracts, as effervescence of the missionary
zeal of an orthodox and philanthropic Irishman. A care-
ful reading of the works of Berkeley suffices to refute this
estimate. His thought is indeed incomplete, but it is inde-
pendent and creative. Historically his system is neither a
reénforcement of Leibniz’s teaching nor a reaction from the
materialistic pluralism of Hobbes. _It is, rather, a correction
of the dualism of Berkeley’s predecessor, John Locke. The
philosophy of Luocke need not be set forth in any detail, for in
essentials it repeats Descartes’s teaching. Like Descartes,

~Locke taught that the universe consists of a multitude of
finite substances, spiritual and material, subordinated to one
infinite spirit, God. Locke reached these conclusions much
as Descartes did, though the emphasis of his teaching is
sometimes different. The most significant of these differ-
_encesis _his analysis of material substance. Descartes had
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attributed to matter but the one quality, extension; Locke,
on the contrary, teaches that the essential — or, as he calls
them, the ‘primary’ — qualities of material substances are
extension, with its modifications, and solidity." Furthermore,
Locke lays more emphasis than Descartes lays on the impor-
tant teaching that all other so-called qualitics of bodies —
color, sound, odor, and the like — do not really belong to
material substances. On the contrary they are, so he
holds, mere sensations in us produced by the primary
qualities of material things, “i.e. by the bulk, figure, texture,
and motion of [their] insensible parts.”” > That is, Locke
teaches, as Descartes had taught, that real bodies, or material
things, are without color or sound or fragrance: they are
mere masses of colorless, extended, solid, and moving par-
ticles, which produce in us (1) ideas resembling these quali-
ties — ‘primary’ ideas of extension, solidity, and motion;
and (2) ideas unlike the qualities themselves, ‘secondary’®
ideas of color, fragrance, and the like.

Berkeley’s point of departure is this distinction between
qualities and ideas. He takes issue with Locke mainly by
teaching that even the primary qualitics are ideal. In other
words, Berkeley teaches that extension and solidity, as well

l as color and sound, are ideas of the mind. Thus, he reduces
the material part-of Locke’s universe to immaterial reality,
and turns things into thoughts, somewhat as Leibniz had
transformed Descartes’s corporcal bodies into simple

~monads.

! Cf. Appendix, p. 493%

? “Essay concerning Human Understanding,” Bk. II., Chapter 8,
paragraph ro.

3 Locke himself does not speak of primary and secondary ideas, but of
primary and secondary qualities. He calls the powers of the primary
qualities to produce ideas unlike themselves the ‘secondary quali-
ties’ of material things. It is, however, more in accord with his teach-
ing to apply the terms ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ (as this text does), not to
qualities, but to ideas. (Cf. Locke’s admission, “Essay,” Bk. II., Chapter 8,
paragraph 8, that he confuses the terms ‘quality’ and ‘idea.’)
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I. BERKELEY’S DOCTRINE OF THE REALITY IMMEDIATELY
KNOWN: MYSELF AND My IDEAS?

“It is evident to any one,” Berkeley says, at the beginning
of his “Principles of Human Knowledge,” “that the objects
of human knowledge are ideas. . . . But, besides all that
endless variety of ideas or objects of knowledge, there is
likewise something which knows or perceives them . . .
what I call MIND, SPIRIT, SOUL, MYSELF.”  According ta
Berkeley, thercfore, I know mysclf in knowing my ideas.
He goes on to distinguish the I, or myself, from the mere suc-
cession of ideas.  “‘I know or am conscious of my own being;
and that I'mysclf am not my ideas but somewhat else, a think-
ing, active principle that perceives, knows, wills, and operates,
about ideas. I know that I, one and the same self, perceive
both colors and sounds: that a color cannot perceive a
sound, nor a sound a color: that I am therefore one indi-
vidual principle, distinct from color and sound; and, for
the same reason from all other . . . . ideas.”?

It is important to observe that Berkeley does not seek to
establish the existence of a self deeper than its own ideas in
“any other way than by a direct appeal to consciousness. . He
holds that each man has an immediate, that is,an unreasoned,
certainty of his own existence.*  And it should be added that
whoever denies the existence of himself can go no step further

! This study of Berkeley’s doctrine is based on his “Principles of Human
Knowledge” (1710), and his “Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous”
(1713). One of these little books, or preferably both, should be read before
entering upon this chapter. The relatively disproportionate length of this
exposition of Berkeley’s teaching is due in part to the peculiar fitness of these
texts to introduce students to idealistic doctrine.

? “Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous,” III., Open Court edition,
pp. 9596

8 It should be carefully noted that this doctrine does not deny the occur-
rence of a mediated, reflected-on, consciousness of myself. Such a reflective
consciousness we all gain. The core and centre of it is, however, that imme-
diate awareness of self which is the guarantee of its own validity. (On
immediacy, cf. A. E. Taylor’s “Elements of Metaphysics,” pp. 30, 32.)

1

S0
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with Berkeley, for every other positive doctrine of his system
rests-upon-the-acknowledgment of the existence of this self.
The writer of this book believes, with Descartes and Berkeley,
that introspection testifies to the existence of such a sclf;
that in every pulse of consciousness one is certain of a self
which ‘is conscious’ or ‘has ideas.”!

Before discussing in greater detail the characteristics attrib-
uted by Berkeley to ‘myself’ (the subject of knowledge),
it is necessary to consider his analysis of the ‘objects of my
knowledge,” my ideas. This discussion will involve certain
rather barren technicalities, but these are necessary to a real
understanding of Berkeley, and will form but a brief intro-
duction to the discussion of more vital subjects. Berkeley
seems to group ideas (in the sense of ‘objects of knowledge’)
into twoclasses: first,ideas (in a narrowersense) ; and, second,
notions. He further subdivides ideas, in the narrower sense,
into two classes: (1) ideas ‘actually imprinted on my senses,’
without ‘dependence on my will’; and (2)ideas excited by
me ‘in my mind’ at pleasure, that is, ideas of imagination.
The ‘ideas of sense’ he describes as ‘more strong, lively, and
distinct than those of the imagination,” adding that “they
have likewise a steadiness, order, and coherence.”? Of
‘notions,” also, Berkeley recognizes two classes: (1) notions
“of our own mlnds of spirits, and-active brings, whereof in a
strict sense-we have not ideas,”?® and(( 2) notions ‘“of relations
between things and ideas, which relations are distinct from the
ideas or things related.” * This enumeration of the objects
of knowledge may be summarized as follows: —

! For discussion of the opposition to thisdoctrine, cf. Chapter 6, pp. 179 seq.

2 “Principles of Human Knowledge,” § 30.

3 Ibid., 89. Cf. ibid., 27, and “Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous,”
I11., Open Court edition, p. 93.

4 Berkeley does not explicitly recognize this distinction, which, however,
he everywhere makes between the wide and the narrow sense of the term
‘idea.’ The distinction, between ideas (in the strict sense) and notions, first
appears in the second edition of the “Principles.” For a suggestion of it in
the first edition, cf. “Principles,” 140. In the first edition, Berkeley included
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Objects of Knowledge (Ideas, in the wide sense)

Ideas (in the strict sense) Notions
———N e —— ———————————
Passively Controlled Of spirits Of rela-
received by me and their tions
— (Percepts) (Images) operations

It would not be hard to criticise this summary of the objects
of knowledge, for example, on the ground that notions of the
firstclass are not codrdinate with the three other groups of
‘objects of knowledge.” Such criticisms do not, however,
affect fundamental philosophical problems and need not be
pressed. It is most important, on the other hand, to grasp
clearly two of the characters which Berkeley attributes to
ideas and to notions. He teaches, in the first place, that ideas
and notions are, in a way, the copies of something else.  Ideas,

" he holds, are copies of other ideas; and notions are, in some
(_sense, ‘like’ the spirit which is known through them. This
doctrine, as will later appear, has an important bearing on
Berkeley’s system.! In the second place, Berkeley lays
stress on the inactivity of ideas. “All our ideas, sensations,
notions, . . .” he says, “by whatsoever names thcy may
be distinguished, are visibly inactive — there is nothing of
Power or Agency included in them. To be satisfied of the
truth of this, there is nothing requisite but a bare observa-

tion of our ideas. . . . Whoever shall attend to his ideas,
whether of sense or reflection, will not perceive in them any
power or activity. . . . The very being of an ideca implies |

passiveness and inertness in it, insomuch that it is impossible

under the head of ideas both “ideas perceived by attending to the passions
and operations of the mind,” and “ideas formed by help of memory and
imagination, either compounding, dividing, or barely representing those
originally perceived . . . (“Principles,” § 1).” Many of the statements
of the first edition, like that just quoted, are left by Berkeley, side by side with
the altered terminology of the second edition. In the remainder of this
chapter the word ‘idea’ will be used in the narrower sense of ‘percept or
image,” unless specific mention of the wider use is made.

! “Principles,” 8, 27, 89. See below, pp. 145 seq. Notions in the sense
of ‘ideas of relation’ seem not to be treated as resemblances.
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for anidea to do anything . . . : neither can it be the resem-
blance or pattern of any active being.” * It will be easier to
comprehend what Berkeley means by the passivity of ideas,
after considering what he says concerning the correlative
activity of spirits. But even at this point of the discussion,
most readers will be inclined to agree with Berkeley that intro-
spective attention to the train of ideas reveals-ne ‘activity’
of any one idea in its relation to another.  This is the view
already suggested by Bacon and later developed by Hume.?
It should also be noted that in the section just quoted, the
first in which the subject is considered, 1nwwtrlbuted
rt ‘ideas’ in. the -wide sense of the term,.including even
ngtlons Later, when Berkeley realizes.the impossibility
that a ‘passive idea’ should resemble an-active spirit, we find
\ hlm limiting the passivity to.ideas-in-the narrow-scnse.

From this study of Berkeley’s doctrine of the nature of
ideas, it is necessary to return to a discussion of the characters
which he attributes tg__mzs_c]i,__thaLg,‘sM_ng “For to
these three words he gives, as he explicitly and repeatc
says, precisely the same meaning. ‘““What I am mysel¢ - .
that which I denote by the term [ —is the same with w.:at

‘.:is meant p_.y__s_o_gﬁl__qp.spj.r__it}lal sub-st‘an_ge.” # The most signifi-
“cant negative characteristic of spirit has already been empha-
ii\i]zed; the fact that it has a reality fundamental, and thusin a
ay superior, to that of ideas. This follows from the charac-
teristic doctrine of Berkeley, the teachlng that the whole
reality of 1deas consmtsonanbemg perceived,” < ¢ ‘hereas,”
W “a soul or spirit is an active being whose exist-
ence consists, not in being perceived, but in perceiving ideas
“and thi: thinking.” Posﬂwely“tHé’re%re this unlikeness of spirit
to idea consists in the activity of spirit. This is the aspect
of spirit on which Berkeley lays most stress.* Spirit is, in-
deed, never described, exceptasan ‘active’being or substance,

1 “Principles,” 25: cf. 27, 139. 2 Cf. Chapter 6, pp. 163 seq.
3 “Principles,” 139; cf. 2 and 27. Cf. notes on pp. 70, 406.
4 Ibid., 139; cf. 2, 8, 25, 137. 8 Cf. Leibniz’s teaching, p. 81.
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an‘agent,’ a ‘power’ or—moresimply —as *“ that which acts,”
“which operates.” Inthe ordinary use of the word, therefore,
_spirit is called ‘active’ just because it is the knower of ideas,
whereas ideas are called passive, since their reality consists
in their being known. In a more restricted sense of the word,
the ‘activity’ of spirit is referred to its volitional or creative
function.  “It’is no more than willing, and straightway this"
or that idea arises in my fancy; and by the same power it is
obliterated and makes way for another. This making and
unmaking of ideas doth very properly denominate the mind
active.” ' The mind, or I, is characterized, Berkeley teaches,
not mcrel_y by activit ,.bm;.by.a. certain sort of unity, contrasted
v1th the ‘variety’ or ‘succession’ of ideas, and with a per-
manence ogpéscd to the ﬂeetlng and transitory nature of
thf_a_ {deas “T know,” he says,” in a passage already quoted,
“that I, one and the same self, perceue both colors and
sounds.” The expression ‘substance,” or ‘support, of ideas,’
Whl(‘h he constantly uses with reference to spirit, lays stress
ce of the self; the epithets ‘simple’ and ‘in,
¢ - ible’ imply the unity.’ Berkeley further believes tha
the soul is immortal, but founds the doctrine rather on ths
traditional opposition between ‘immortal’ spirit and ‘dead
matter than on any adequate discussion.

II. BeErRkELEY’S NEGATIVE DocTRINE: THE DISPROOF OF
THE EXISTENCE OF MATTER (NON-IDEAL REALITY)

Up to this point, nothing distinguishes Berkeley in a
marked way from his predecessor, Locke, the dualist. For
Locke and, in fact, Descartes taught that I may be immedi-
ately certain of the existence of myself, an active, unified

! “Principles,” 28.

? “Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous,” III., Open Court edition,
p- 95.

3 “Principles,” 27, 89. Cf. “Dialogues,” Open Court edition, p. 92.

¢ “Principles,” 141 et al.
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spirit, and of the existence of my ideas. But closely inter-
woven with his positive doctrine, that I myself and my ideas
exist, is Berkeley’s negatwe teaching, the denial of non-ideal
or non-spiritual reality. ~According to his view and that of
“Leibniz, the unlnghnw_@matenal
a_universe of consciousness, of spirit and idea. Alleged
non-ideal reality is reducible, therefore, either to-spirit or

‘to dea

——— - . . .
Before discussing Berkeley’s argument it is necessary to
define precisely the nature of what he calls ‘matter,’

According to Berkeley so-called matter has two essential char-

.. acters, both negative: itisin the first place conceived as inde-

©

m

pendent of consciousness, that is, of mind. By this is meant
that ‘matter’ would exist unchanged though every conscious
- being and every conscious process were annihilated.!  In the

9, second place, matter;s.atb.er_.tba.n_cwess, radically and

essentially different-from-consciousness. It is thus obvious
that Berkeley uses the term in a sense wider than that of the
philosophy of our own day, including under it not merely
—physical phenomena of the world which we directly perceive

but also whatever non-ideal reality may be inferred to exist.

. He argues against both these conceptions: the everyday

view of matter as sum of the physical objects which we
see, hear, and touch; and the doctrine of matter as unknown
cause or background of our percepts. We must follow both
arguments in some detail.

a. Berkeley’s teaching thai immediately perceived ‘material’
things exist only as ideas

Berkeley’s doctrine, that no material reality exists, strikes
us at first thought as utterly absurd, for it seems certain that
we actually see, hear, taste, or touch material things — trees,
thunder, apples, or chairs, for example. But Berkeley never
for an instant denies the existence of these directly perceived

1 Cf. Hume, loc. cit. infra, p. 172; and Royce, “The World and the
Individual,” First Series, pp. 97 seq.
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external objects or things. He believes as firmly as Locke
or Descartes or you or I that the trees and chairs which we
perceive really exist, but he denjes that they exist outside
the mind; in a werd,-he denies that immediately perceived
things are realities which would exist though no one were
conscious of them. Positively, therefore, Berkeley teaches
that things are ideas. “The table I write on,” Berkeley
says, ‘‘exists, that is, I see and feel it; and if I were out of my
study I should say it existed, meaning thereby that if I was
in my study I might perceive it or that some other spirit
actually does perceive it. There was an odor, that is, it
was smelled ; there was a sound, that is, it was heard ; a
color or figure, and it was perceived by sight or touch.”*
Berkeley has, therefore, to prove that the immediately

perceived thing 1 iea de.o_t_fllwwr;.imal,\a
it into its parts. A given ‘thing’is, let us say, perceived
to be colored, fragrant, soft, and round: in other words, it is

known as the sum of its qualities. If, now, it can be shown
that ea e perceived qualitie existence indepen-

dent of perception, it will follow, Berkeley holds, that th

ived thing is itself a modification_ o ciousness, in a
yord, thatit is ide tter. The question at issue is

therefore, simply this: do we directly perceive colors, odors,

and forms as belonging to realities which would exist though

there were no perceiver? Berkeley urges that, on the con-
trary, color, odor, and form as we directly know them vary
with the condition of the perceiver.

In the “ ¢_Dialogues b n Hy nd Philonous,”
he argues thls, in detail, for thﬁ..dlﬂge_n’t,msg-_q__a]nms
“Suppose,” he begins, “one of your hands hot and the other
cold, and that they are both at once put into the same vessel
of water in an intermediate state; will not the water seem cold
to one hand and warm to the other?”? But if, as the every-

! “Principles,” 3.

? “Dialogues,” I., Open Court edition, p. 18. Philonous, the setter-
forth of Berkeley’s views, is the speaker.

/
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"day theory assumes, hot and cold were qualities belonging to
an object existing independently of consciousness, then it
would be necessary to suppose that a thing has at one and
| the same time two opposite qualities, heat and cold. This,
! Berkeley says, is ‘to believe an absurdity.” On the other
hand, though an object may not be at the same time hot and
| cold, a perceiving self may, he holds, at one and the same time
, have the ideas-ef hot-and eold. Not merely perceived heat
" or cold, but taste, varies with the perceiver. “That which
at other times seems sweet shall to a distempered palate
appear bitter. And nothing can be plainer than that divers
persons perceive different tastes in the same food, since that
which one man delights in, another abhors.” And how could
this be, Berkeley asks,' ““if the taste was really something
inherent in the food ?”” Berkeley’s meaning is clear. If in
tasting food we directly perceived the quality of an object
existing independently of us, then the same food must taste
the same to different people eating it. But it is admitted
that a given food ‘tastes’ differently to different people; it
follows that these different tastes are different ideas of dis-
tinct people. Similar reasoning is applied by Berkeley to
the other sense-qualities. Colored objects change their
hue as we approach them; “the beautiful red and purple we
see on yonder clouds” are “only apparent colors.” They
are not really in the clouds, for these ‘““have in themselves
[no] other form than that of a dark mist or vapor.” # And
in the same way it may be shown that perceived odors
and sounds vary with the perceiver. But all this would be
impossible if, in tasting and seeing, hearing and smelling,
we directly perceived the qualities of ‘material things,” that
is, of things existing independently of our consciousness of
them.
So far, Berkeley has considered only what Locke called the

1 “Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous,” I., Open Court edition,
p. 21.
? Ibid., p. 26.
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secondary qualities. He has merely amplified and empha-
--sized-Descartes’s and Locke’s arguments to reach this con-
clusion, thmgﬁd,
and color, are ideas in the mind, not qualities of things inde-
ourselves, LocEe and Eerke ley agree exactly with moderm
science. ‘THE physicists tcach us that there is nothing in
m;rsmal world exactly corresponding to the different
colors, sounds, degrees of heat and cold, flavors, and odors of
the nature world as we know it. Colors and the rest, they
teach, are mere ideas, and the ‘real causes’ of these ideas are
forms of vibration. Thus the external world of the physicist
is essentially the corporeal universe of Descartes and Locke,
a silent, colorless Wom_mon. But Berkeley
goes on to rob the material world, which we suppose ourselves
to perceive directly, of even the so-called pri alitie
of fofﬁ"ﬁd-mlﬁm%w
extéﬁm{lich we directly know,
vary with the perceiver as truly as heat and taste and color
do. It is easy to multiply illustrations of his meaning:
The figures which are like moving pigmies as I look down
at them from a tower, turn out to be full-sized men;
the nut which resists the pressure of a child’s hand is crushed
between a blacksmith’s fingers; the trees which ghde by me
as I am swiftly rowed along the river’s bank become immov-
able when I check the motion of the boat. Now if, in per-
.ceiving form, hardness, and motion, I were directly conscious
of the qualities in an object existing independently of mind, it
w %M@Lﬂlﬂ&y@ﬂa@éhﬁfwet
h’lgb_gha.t_&n ell 1s both hard and so a given tree
1 otion and at rest. The absurdity of such Tesults
drives Berkeley to the conclusion that the varying figures,
hardnesses, and motions, which we directly perceive, are
changing ideas in us. From the fact that “as we approach
“fo or recede from an object, the visible extension varies,

being at one distance ten or a hundred times greater than
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at another,” it follows, he argues, that extension “is not
really inherent in the object.”*

The doctrine of Descartes and Locke concerning the physi-
cal world — which is, as has been shown, the doctrine of
modern science — is, thus, in Berkeley’s view, utterly incon-
sistent. According to this familiar way of thinking, colors,
sounds, tastes, and odors — the seeondary gualities——are

Wleas in our minds, caused by ‘real’ material qualities of form
and motion. But the argument which convinces Locke
that color, taste, and the rest are no real qualities, inherent in
material things, is the fact that they vary with the perceiver;
and form, hardness, and weight are variable in precisely the
same way: they are, therefore, as truly as color and taste,
ideas in the mind. There is, in a word, no reason for dis-
tinguishing this one ne group of thing-qualities — form, motion,
and solidity — from the others.

Against this argument, so long drawn out by Berkeley,
it may be urged that though unquestionably it proves that the

primary qualities are as variable as the secondary qualities,
1t nevertféMsde}gpLWLquahtlengnmary
as well as secondary, belong o objects independ 'gto\fmmd
In other words, Berkeley assumes, without proving it, that
¢h1ngsez<15tu;g__n@endently of a perceiver would be unchang-
ing, and leaves unassailed the p0551b111ty that an object inde-
pendent of consmmgmﬁ'm be both hot and cold,
now_‘@ge, now small. A full dlscussmn\f tﬂiﬁiculty
need not here be undertaken, for the truth is that Berkeley
has another and a more fundamental reason for the belief that
the things and qualities, which we directly see, touch, and feel,
do not exist independently of mind. It isthis: When I ask
myself what I am directly and immediately sure of, in per-
ceiving, it is evident that I am immediately certain only of
the fact of my being conscious in this or that way. The very
simplicity of this consideration makes it hard to grasp. Let

1 “Dialogues,” I., Open Court edition, p. 33; cf. p. 34, end.
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us make it concrete. I say, for example, that I am directly
certain of the existence of a red rose. Exactly what is it of
which I am evidently sure? Iam sure that I have sensational
experiences of redness, greenness, fragrance, thorniness,
coolness. ‘There is absolutely nothing in the ‘thing’ of which
Iam dlrectl)Lcertam, save of this complex fact of my experi-
ence. I am perhaps certain of more than this, but my other
certainties, if they exist, are inferences from this one direct
certainty. -~Fhe-material thing then, as directly known, is
proved by appeal to the consciousness of every observer to

" 5’ ithin conseciousness, not independent of it. The
‘thmg is, therefore, an “idea. erkeley’s own words : g

“Tt is an mﬁm prevailing amongst men, that
houses, mountains, rivers, and in a word all sensible objects,
have an existence, natural or real,distinct from their being per-
ceived by the understanding. But with how great an assur-."
ance and acquiescence soever this principle may be entertained.

., yet whoever shall find in his heart to call it in question,
may . . . perceive it to involve a manifest contradiction:
For what are the forementioned objects but the things we per-
ceive by sense ? and what do we perceive besides our own ideas
or sensations? and is it not plainly repugnant that any one of
these or any combination of them should exist unperceived ?”*

t should be noticed that Berkeley has so far denied only the
existence of those supposedly independent things which we
suppose ourselves to perceive directly, to see, hear, and touch.
'Whether or not there exist, inferred by us but unperceived,

[things which would exist though no one perceived them and
which cause our percepts —this problem Berkeley has not

'yet considered.  He has shown, however, that we have no
mfargument thmgs exist independent of mind for I
see, touch,and hear them ; that, on the contrary, such things as
I am immediately and sensationally conscious of are ideas.?

! “Principles,” 4; cf. 22. Cf,, also, “Dialogues,” I., Open Court edition,
p- 48

? Cf. “Dialogues,” 1., Open Court edition, p. 12, “Sensible things are
those only which are immediately perceived by sense.”
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Twa objections urged against this doctrine of Berkeley’s
should be considered before passing on to discuss the second

_of the conceptions of matter against which he argues. It

is urged;-in-1h lace, that Ber makes concrete,
external things unreal. The real and solid world, of moun-
tains, rocks, and seas, reduces, we are told, on Berkeley’s
principlesto_a_mere illusion, to a series of evanescent and
unreal-phenomena. Thus; Berkeley’s doctrine that the thing
igidea destroys the admitted distinction between reality and.

ynreally.  There is surely a difference between a real dollar

and an imagined dollar,* a real castle and the palace of our
dreams. But if, as Berkeley teaches, real dollar and actual

palace are themselves ideas, then no room is left

experienced distinction.?
ow, Berkeley clearly realizes the gravity of this charge, of

annihilating the reality of the physical world and thereby de-
stroying the distinction between real and unreal; but he very
vigorously denies the accusation. He begins by stating the
difficulty in terms as forcible as those of his opponents. “It
will be objected,” he says, ‘“‘that by the foregoing principles,
all that is real and substantial in nature is banished out of the
world : and instead thereof a chimerical scheme of ideas takes
place. All things that exist, exist only in the mind, . . .
what, therefore, becomes of the sun, moon, and stars? What
must we think of houses, rivers, mountains, and stones; nay,
even of our own bodies? Are all these but so many chimeras
and illusions of the fancy? To all which, and whatever else
of the same sort may be objected, I answer, . . . Whatever
we see, feel, hear, or any wise conceive or understand,
remains as secure as ever and isasreal asever. . . . That
the things which I see with mine eyes and touch with

1 Cf. Kiilpe’s “Outline of Psychology,” § 28, 2), and the writer’s “An
Introduction to Psychology,” pp. 186 seq., for discussion of the distinction
between perception and imagination.

2 Cf. Locke’s argument, “Essay Concerning Human Understanding,”
Bk. IV., Chapter 11 ; see also Chapter 2, supra, p. 36
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mine hands do exist, really exist, I make not the least

question.” *
Berkeley then goes on to show, wherein consists the reality of
Lese immediately seen and felt things, which — though real
re ideas. ThlwaMﬂhlch_dmnngulsh.es_m_tthgs
—namely, ‘ideas imprinted on the senses’ — from the ‘mere
ideas’ of Imagination, is, in truth, twofold. The ‘“ideas
imprinted on the senses . . .” have not () “a..de-
ill,”’ 2 and they are ‘“‘allowed to have more

pendence-en—my-wi
reality, that is, to be more strong, orderly, and coherent-than
the creatures of the mind.”*® In other words, the reality of

perceived things consists, not in the fact that they are inde-
pendent of any mind, but in_the Tacr That they arc ideas
characterized by a s _p_rlor vividness and regularity, and are
i nt o
In still another way @Berkeley teaches that real things —
namely, ideas of sense — are distinguished from the ideas of
imagination. They are not exclusively or primarily the ideas
_of a single finite self, but are ideas of the infinite spirit, God,
which may be shared by him with finite selves. In Berkeley’s
own words: “There are only things perceiving and things per-
ceived; . . . every unthinking being is necessarily, and from
the very nature of its existence, perceived by some mind ; if not
by a finite created mind, yet certainly by the infinite mind of
God, in whom ‘we live and move and have our being.’”’*

This aspect of the reality of things 1m‘n_§dm.1\lp_ctcﬂ¥m;l de-

N

nds, however, for its validity on _the ex-
Jstence; and Bcrkeley has not yet proved the existence of God.
But e h exi things may plau-

sibly be distinguished from images, as existing primarily in

d’s mind. And, in any case, the involuntariness, the regu-
larity, and the order of ideas of sense give to them a pecu-
liar reality as compared with ideas of imagination. “Be they
never so vivid and distinct,” however, Berkeley insists, ‘“they

1 “ Principles, ” 34, 35. 2 Ibid., 29. 3 Ibid., 33.
* “ Dialogues,” III., Open Court edition, p. 98.
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are nevertheless 7deas, that is, they exist in the mind or are
perceived by it, as truly as ideas of its own framing.”

b. Berkeley's teaching that inferred material reality does
not exist

Berkeley has, so far, shown that we are wrong in the ordi-
nary supposition that we immediately see and taste and smell
things which exist independently of any mind. On the con-
trary, we must admit that the immediate objects of our per-
ception are ideas, distinguished by superior coherence and
vividness from the ideas of imagination. But this admission
does 1 ect the possibili t non-ideal things do exist in-

depmwmws although we do not perceive
them. For it is possible that we ought to énfer the existence

of thlngs\,_gr matter, independent of our consciousness. This
possibility Berkeley, however, denies. He asserts not only
that we do not perceive things, independent of consciousness,
but also that we have no right to infer the existence of any
independent and non-ideal (or, in his words, material) reality.

The arguments for this conclusion must now be considered.

Berkeley discusses this hypothesis of infeered matter ' under
ma) mes and forms, as substratu se, instrument,

occasion, and entity. Several of these forms of the—Mﬁe
“"have Tost the significance which they had in the seventeenth
century; and all may be grouped under two main heads, of
which the second is again subdivided : first, theconception of
.material (non-ideal) reality as a world of ‘real’ things-known
talw{g_‘tll_@_er_t_s_’Ofﬁgm, second, the opposite concep-
tion of material reality as not known to be like our perceptions.

The first of these doctrines represents the least possible con-
cession to idealism and is a very natural advance upon the
theory that material things are immediately known. Granted
that things as immediately perceived are ideas, why, it is
asked, may there not exist a world of things, existing inde-

! This is not Berkeley’s expression.
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pendently of mind, but yet resembling precisely these per-
ceptions of ours? If this be true, there exists a real world of
unperceived yet colored, fragrant, extended things, and our
perceptions are copies of these unperceived models of them,
these ‘real things.’ Against such a doctrine, Berkeley urges
two objections.  In the first place, he points out, this doctrine@
the i i ik r percepts involves s in a
new difficulty. Our ideas of the alleged external things are
acknowledged to vary constantly, and it follows that the ‘real
_thing, if like the ideas of if, must exactly resemble several
diffierent ideas. But this is absurd : the real temperature, for
example, cannot possibly be both warm and cold; yet accord-
ing to one person’s idea the room is warm, whereas according
to another person’s view it is cold. In the words of Philo-
nous, the idealist, to his opponent, Hylas: “How is it pos-|
sible that things perpetually fleeting and variable as our|
ideas should be copies or images of anything fixed and con- !
stant?”? Even more fundamental is the objection that
W mind cannot possibly resemble in
. . S e wa I -
any significant sense whatisin its inmost nature mental, ideal,
_of the nature of consciousness. By ‘material,” it will be re-
membered, is meant, the ‘other-than-mental.” No material
thing, therefore, can be like an idea.? The opponent of
Berkeley has to face the question, “How can that which is
sensible be like that which is insensible? Can a real
thing in itself énvisible be like a color; or a real thing which

is not audible be like a sound? In_a word, can anything

be like a sensation or idea but_another sensation or
Tdea?” T
" “To the writer, as to Berkeley, it seems clear that a material
world which is like our ideas of it cannot be proved to exist.
But it is still possible, Berkeley’s opponent will urge, that

1 “Dialogues,” I., last few pages; Open Court edition, pp. 52 seq.
* Ibid., p. 6%

8 Cf. supra, Chapter 3, p. 57.

* “ Dialogues,” 1., Open Court edition, pp. 56-57.
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material reality which is not known to be like our percepts

none the less exists. There are two important forms of this

conception of matter as inferred reality, independent of mind
,and not known to be like it:' matter is regarded —either
(L) as_the cause of our perceptions, or (@) as_entirely
{ unknown. These conceptions must be carefully analyzed
and estimated.

It may be very plausibly.argued, in the first place, that ma-
terial reality, reahty 1ndepcndent of consciousness, must exist
‘to cause my perceptions. ‘Ideas of sensation’ — so-called
things — are admitted to differ from the mere ideas of the
imagination, precisely in that they are not creations of my
mind, but ‘impressed from without.” Thus, it is urged, there
must exist a reality independent of consciousness, to cause
regular and vivid and inevitable ideas of perception. In the
words of Hylas:? “Ifind myself affected with various ideas,
whereof I know I am not the cause; neither are they the cause
of themselves, or of one another . . . as being altogether
inactive, fleeting, dependent beings. They have, therefore,
some cause distinct from me and them, of which I pretend
to know no more than that it is the cause of my ideas. And
this thing, whatever it be, I call matter.”

Against this doctrine Berkeley argues in the following
manner: Ie admits the necessity of assigning some cause of
our ideas of sense. But he points out that matter is not the
only possible cause of them. It is at least possible (and he
will later argue that it is necessary) to explain_ these ideas of
§c@§£§WﬂWe ﬁnlmngﬁimd

ul than itself. In_the second place,

Berkeley argues, matter cannat, in the very nature of it, be a
’)\ cause of anything — least of all, of ideas. of consciousness.

! The conception of ‘matter’ as substratum is, possibly, a third conception
of this sort. As discussed by Berkeley, however, the substratum really turns
out to be either the ‘extended’ or the ‘unknown’; whereas, in its defensible
meaning of ‘relation of the qualities’ the substratum would reduce to an
‘idea of relation.’

? “Dialogues,” II., Open Court edition, p. 70.
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siye, mert_,’ “macm.v“e,‘ substance But “how,” Berkeley
asks, ‘““can that which is dénactive be a cause; or that
which is unthinking be a cause of thought?”’ By this
question Berkeley indicates two rcasons for denying that
matter, as mere unknown cause of ideas, exists: (I)as in-
active it could not be a cause at all ; and @ even if it were
active, and thus a cause, as unthmkmg it could not be the
cause of thought.?

Both arguments demand careful scrutiny. To begin with
the second: it will be admitted that matter is ‘unthinking,’
that is, non-conscious. By definition, ‘matter’ is precisely
that which is other-than-consciousness. But it is not so
evident that a non-conscious being could not be cause of a

enomenon of consciousness. We know far too little of the

elation between cause and effect to assert dogmatically that
he two must be of the same nature.® In fact, among ob-
served cases.of causality the difference between cause and
effect is often very striking, as when mechanical causes pro-
_duce thermal effects, or electrical causes _physiological effects.
Of course these differences are not so great as distinctions
between supposed ‘matter’ and consciousness, yet Berkeley
g.u-e&-no adequate-reason-for_the assertion-that the-non-con-
sciQus could not be the cause of-eensciousness.

We are thrown back, therefore, to the more general ar-
gument that matter, since-inactive, cannot he cause of any-
thing. Given the inactivity of matter, this will presumably
“be granted, since causality in the usual sense does involve
activity.* But the student of Berkeley will object, fairly

enough, that Berkeley has no right to assume, without argu-

! “Principles,” 9, 67, 69 et al. “Dialogues,” II., Open Court edition,
p. 71.

?This is a repetition of Locke’s doctrine. Cf. “Essay concerning
Human Understanding,” Bk. IV., Chapter X., paragraphs 14 seq.

3 Cf. the criticism of Descartes’s conception of causality, supra, Chapter 2,
PP- 48 seq.

* But cf. Hume’s doctrine, as discussed, pp. 163 seq.

K
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~“ment, that matter is ‘inactive,’ ‘passive Zor ‘inert.” Modern

sWﬂmﬂmgcs-&h&me@m&g—eﬁ-matter
as_ac or force.! Berkeley has therefore no
ight to the assumption that matter is an inert, inactive
somewhat.

In the opinion of the writer, this objection holds against
Berkeley’s argument as he states it, in express reference to
prevailing conceptions of the theistic philosophy of his time.
But it does not follow that Berkeley might not have argued
successfully against the existence of matter, conceived after
the dynamic fashion as an energy which produces sense ideas.
For just as he showed that we cannot perceive any sensible
thing outside our consciousness, so, with equal force, he might
have argued that the object of our inference is ipso facto an

idea,-object-of-consetousness;-a—mentat fact. Thus matter,
inferred to-exist as cause of ideas, whether regarded as active
or as inactive,.would still be object of our inference and, there-
forc, in_Berkeley’s ‘language, an ‘idea.’® The result of our
consideration of his doctring, that matter as cause of percepts
does not exist, is then to discredit his express arguments but
to accept his conclusion as a consequence of a truth which he
has established.

But granting that the cause of our percepts cannot be ma-
terial, or, in other words, independent of consciousness, there
is a final possibility that matter, conceived in a perfectly nega-
tive way, exists. It has been shown that color, fragrance, tex-
ture, even form and motion, are within the world of conscious-
ness, not independent of it; that even causality is mental, not
material. Matter, then, if it exist, has no shape or color, is
no form of motion, is not cause of anything. And yet, the

~apponents of idealism urge, one cannot disprove the existence

! The theory of Boscovitch, that matter is made up of points possessed on
the one hand of inertia, on the other hand of the powers of attraction and
repulsion, was published in the middle of Berkeley’s own century.

? For discussion of similar views, cf. later chapters on Hume, Kant, and
Hegel, pp. 175 seq., 198 seq., 366 seq.
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of some perfectly unknown reality, which is none-the-less
_ independent of consciousness.!

The proof just outlined, that an inferred reality must be
mental, would hold against this hypothesis of an unknown
reality which is “neither substance nor accident, thinking
nor extended being, neither cause, instrument, nor occasion,
but something entirely unknown.” > Berkeley does not urge
this argument, but offers, in place of it, two other objections.

{ He urges, in the first place, that this conception of matter is

| not consistently maintained by those who uphold it. The
philosophers who allege the existence of an absolutely un—,’
known reality arc constantly, he says, assuming to know |
omething, however little, about it.*> And herein it must be
confessed that Berkeley clearly is right. Both the philoso-
phers of his time and those of our day, who urge that the
ultimate realitymust be unknowable, none the less claim it as,
in a certain way, known. Herbert Spencer, to take a mod-
ern instance, teaches the unknowableness of the ultimate,
but at the same time defines the unknowable as an
‘ultimate cause’ and as ““that through which all things exist;”
and this means that the alleged unknowable may at least be
known to be cause.! If, on the other hand, the hypothesis of

matter-as_‘unknown’ be rightly held, if, in other words, it
‘bc-wmmm_ﬂmdﬁeh—h&sﬂbso—
lutely no_qualities or_predicates whatever, then, Berkeley

points out, the hypothesis turns into a mere form of words
to which no reality corresponds. That which is neither con-
scious nor unconscious; that which is not extended, colored,
fragrant, or possessed of any sense-quality; that which is

! Tt should be noted, once more, that the term ‘matter’ is not nowadays
applied to this unknown-reality hypothesis. Modern upholders of this
theory spurn the epithet ‘materialist.’

? “Dialogues,” II., Open Court edition, pp. 78 seq. Cf. “Principles,” 8o.

% This is the probable meaning of Berkeley’s objection to the substratum
hypothesis, in the non-literal sense of the word ‘substratum.” Cf. “Prin-
ciples,” 16 et al.

¢ “First Principles,” § 31.
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not active, nor inactive, cause nor effect; that of which no
assertion can be made,—is nothing, it does not exist. The
hypothesis of matter as unknown is, in other words, self-con-
tradictory, for if itreallyis unknown, it cannot be known to be
material, non-ideal. “So,” Berkeley concludes, ‘“matter
comes to nothing.” !

The hypothesis of ultimate reality as unknown yet non-
ideal is the last fortress of the opponents of idealism. In his
argument against them, Berkeley has long since proved beyond
a peradventure that the objects immediately perceived are
ideas. He has now concluded his examination of the three
conceptions of matter, as reality which though unperceived
may yet be inferred to exist. And (T} he has shown that
material objects like our ideas of them may not be inferred to
exist; he has {Z) asserted, what on his premises he might
validly have proved, that matter, conceived as mere inferred
cause of sense-idea, does not exist; and finally, he has
shown that absolutely unknown material reality is a mere
fiction of the mind. Herewith, the opponents of idealism
are, as it secems to him, finally repulsed.?

The issue between idealism and non-idealism (materialism,
as Berkeley calls it) is of such crucial importance that it jus-
tifies us in considering, at thispoint, a form of argumentagainst
it which has grown in importance since Berkeley’s day. As
will, it is hoped, appear, the objection has already been met by
Berkeley, but not in the persuasive form in which it has been
urged since his day.? In brief it is pointed out that the physi-

! “Dialogues,” II., Open Court edition, p. 80. Cf. “Principles,” 8o.
This doctrine of unknowable reality is again brought forward by Kant.
Cf. Chapter 7, pp. 236 seg. See also Hegel’s discussion, Chapter 10, pp. 365 seq.

? Not till the student is familiar with post-Kantian philosophy will he
fully understand why these three conceptions are exhaustive. Cf. #nfra,
Chapter 11, pp. 398 seq.

3 Cf. Chapter 3, pp. 63% seg., for a statement of this argument as it is
implied by Hobbes, and Chapter 11, pp. 398 seq., for a reference to nineteenth-
century materialists.
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de—pend on nerve-exéiation; and this, it is urged proves that
consciousness, so far from being ultimately real, is itself a func-
tion of a material process. In order to present this objection
with utmost force a passage may be quoted from a materialist
of relatively recent date. “If,” says Karl Vogt, “I cut off
entirely the flow of blood to the legs of an animal, the func-
tion of the muscles is entirely destroyed by the loss of nourish-
ment, the animal cannot move its legs, its muscles are lamed.

If T let the blood back before the decomposition of the

muscleshas begun, thefunction is restored; . . . butif I donot
let back any more blood, the muscle dies . . . and there is an
end to every exercise of the function. . . . Now suppose that

we take as object of our experiment not the legs but the head.
We cut off the flow of blood to the brain. Immediately con-
sciousness ceases, thought is utterly annihilated, sensation
vanishes, motion is checked, every function of the brain has
simply stopped.

“If I promptly enough let back the blood to the brain, mo-
tion, sensation, consciousness, and thought return again,
the function reinstates itself. But if I wait till the organ can
no longer perform its function, sensation, motion, conscious-

ness, and thought are forever vanished. . . . I reach quite

the same conclusion in the case of this experiment as in that
of the foregoing : that because of failing blood supply the brain
could not perform its function, that through continuance of
this condition the organ has died, that the function has come
to an end with the organ itself. . . .”*' The implication is, of

course, t ince the brain is material, its function, conscious-
- ¢ material.

Berkeley’s reply to thls argument for materialism is, in part,
suggested in t g of the second of the “ Dialogues
between Hylas ‘and Philonous;”and is in part to be supplied

t “Kohlerglaube und Wissenschaft,” II., Second Edition, 1855, pp.
III-112.

* Cf. Vogt, op. cit., p. 118.
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from the general purport of his teaching. Blood and muscle,
nerve and brain, are — he holds —sensible objects; in the
last analysis each reduces to a sum of sensible qualities, each
is hard or soft, fibrous or cellular, grayish or red. But sense

Lalﬁi&hmb_egl_ammw ence
brain and nerve-are-not,-as is.claimed;“material substratum’;
andmnsclmmwfdesmhad_asiunclmn_of.th&b:am,isihe
funetiomofantdea. And if it is claimed that brain and nerve
are not mere compounds of sense qualities, that they are also
the necessarily inferred causes of ideas, then Berkeley might
answer that the cause of consciousness, as inferred, is itSelf an
0b}3€+0.f.th_0ughth.d.thz.13WJ.thmﬂm domain of consciousness.
" The force of this objection lies, in truth, first, in the highly
probable correspondence of one class of so-called physical
phenomena with facts of the human sclf’s consciousness;
second, in the unjustified assumption that the physical phe-
nomena are ultimately distinct from psychic phenomena,
material in the sense of being non-ideal. The grounds for
such a prejudice are removed by Berkeley’s demonstration
that the physical object is itself psychic, and that the distinc-
tion between the alleged material reality and the admitted
idea must be a distinction between ideas of a less and
of a more limited self. To the persuasive form of material-
ism founded on physio-psychology, Berkeley’s answer is,
/mudnrkhe following : braln and nerve process, to which

it_is propose sne s ideal

that is, psychic.

ITI. BERKELEY’S PosiTivE DOCTRINE OF INFERRED
REALITY

a. The infinite spirit, God
The conclusion khat there is no reality independent of mind

seems to leave Berkeley certain only of the existence of him-
self and of his ownideas. But the discovery that certain of
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\his3 ideas are impressed upon him without his volition, and !
indecd in opposition to his wishes, has already suggested to !
‘gflr}(éley that some spirit other than himself is the cause of
¢se unwilled idcas of sense. In truth, Berkeley widens
his universe to include, besides himself, a creative spirit,
God, and other created spirits as well. I am conscious of
these other spirits, Berkeley teaches, not as I am conscious of
myself with primarily immediate certainty, but because I
necessarily infer their existence. “We comprehend,” he
says, “omﬁard feeling or reflection and
that of other spirits by reason.”* “ Myown mind and my own
ideas,” he elsewhere says, ‘I have an immediate knowledge
of ; and by the help of these do mediately apprehend the pos-
sibility of the existence of other spirits and ideas.” 2
This reasoning by which we infer the existence of a spirit,
other than my own, which causes my percepts, or ideas of
sense, is summarized by Berkeley in an early section of the
“ Principles”: “I find,” he says, “I can excite ideas in my

mind at pleasure. . . . It is no more than willingand straight-
way this or that idea arises. . . . Thus much is certain and
grounded on experience. . . . But whatever power I may

have over my own thoughts, I find the idecas actually per-
ceived by sense have not a like dependence on my will.  'When
in broad daylight I open my eyes, it is not in my power to
choose whether I shall see or no . . .; and so likewise as to
the hearing and other senses, the ideas imprinted on them are
not creatures of my will. There is, therefore, some other
will or spirit that produces them.”?

This argument for the existence of a spirit, other than
myself, as cause of my percepts, presupposes the demonstra-
tion, already given, of the truth that spirit alone is a cause.
The argument in full may be summarized in the following

! “Principles,” 89. Cf. the doctrines of Descartes and of Locke, as dis-
cussed on pp. 27 seq.

? “Dialogues,” III., Open Court edition, p. 93.

8 ¢ Principles,” 28-29.



136 Pluralistic Spiritualism

manner : @ I am immediately certain of the existence of my

___ideasof sense. @Thege ideas must have a cause.. (§))There

po

are three, and only three, possible causes for an idea of sense:
first,.a spirit or spirits; second, another idea; third, mafter,
that is, reality independent of and other than spirit and
idea.

) ©@)_But matter, Berkeley believes,does not exist, hence
it-is not cause_of ideas—-of-scnse; and (ﬁ).thcsa.idﬂas,cannot
cause, or explain, each other, since they are passive — that is,
dependent for their existence on being known by a self;!
therefore (€) a gpirit, or spirits, must be cause of the ideas of

sense. And this conclusion is supporte the imme-
diate experience which I, a spirit,-have of causing ideas.
@ But though (@) it is thus proved that a spirit causes my
ideas of sense, I am immediately certain that I am not the
cause of them, but that I experience them in spite of myself.

i Thergfé}e ’(ZJ) some spirit other than myself must exist as

cause of my percepts.

M=

The existence of the sense ideas ‘impressed on the mind’
is thus, Berkeley teaches, the guarantee of the existence of a
will or spirit other than our own. And the nature of the
sense ideas is, he holds, the basis for our rqqsonix}g__qboﬁt'
the nature of this other spirit. The creative spirit must be

" first of all, Berkeley argues, ¢ternal; for only if it is can we

account for the continued existence of sense impressions and
their acknowledged independence of any and all individual

\._perceiving selves. “‘Sensible things,” he says, “. . . have

an existence exterior to my mind, since I find them by experi-
ence to be independent of it. There is, therefore, some other
mind wherein they exist, during the intervals between the
times of my perceiving them; as likewise they did before my
birth and would do after my supposed annihilation. And as
the same is true with regard to all other finite, created spirits
it necessarily follows that there is_an_ommnipresent, eternal_

! Cf. supra, p. 115.
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Mind-which knows and_comprehends all things and-exhibits

them-to-our-view.””

The character of these ideas of sense seems, furthermore,
to Berkeley a sufficient argument for the infinite (or perfect)
power, wisdom, and goodness of that eternal spirit which is
inferred as their author. For sense experience, the sum of /
the ideas of scnse, thus regarded as independent of my par—{
ticular mind and more permanent than my special ideas, is
what is meant by the world of nature. AW is char-"
acterized by p_hcnomcnarsuchas,ihc.mavcmentsgf the stars,
-or the flow of rivers, so stupendous that only a more than
human_power could\ prodhuce them; by phenomena, such as
the growth of plants from the seed or of animals from the em-
bryo, so intricate, that only more than human wisdom could !
produce them; finally, by a uniformity and regularity so ad- |
vantagcous that only more than human goodness could have
caused them. ‘If’ Berkeley says, ‘“we attentively consider
the constant regularity, order, and concatenation of natural
things, the surprising magnificence, beauty, and perfection of
the larger, and the exquisite contrivance of the smaller, parts,
of the creation, together with the exact harmony . . . of the
whole, but above all, the never enough admired laws of pain
and pleasure, and the instincts or natural inclinations, appe-
tites, and passions of animals; I say, if we consider all these
things and at the same time attend to the meaning . . . of
the attributes one, eternal, infinitely wise, good, and perfect,
we shall clearly perceive that they belong to the aforesaid
Spirit, who works all in all, and by whom all things consist.”” ?

Berkeley, it is evident, does not argue God’s existence after
Descartes’s and Leibniz’s fashion, from the completeness of

—the idea which-I-have of Ged;® nor as Descartes and Locke
had argued, from the necessity that God exists as cause of me;*

‘nmmp-ﬂ Open Court edition, p. g1.
? “Principles,” 14p; 4cf. 151-153, and “Dialogues,” II., Open Court
edition, p. 62 seq. L3 X5
¥ Cf. supra, pp. 3 i

4 Cf. supra, pp. 47 seq.
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nor like Descartes from the nece551ty that God exists to cause
the idea_of_ God w1th1n me." He argues simply that God
must exist as cause of external objects.

b. Other created spirits

The existence of created spirits other than myself is also
argued from my percepts — in particular from my percepts
of bodily movement. ‘It is plain,” Berkeley says, ‘“that we
cannot know the existence of other spirits otherwise than by
their operations or the ideas by them excited in us. I per-
ceive several . . . combinations of idcas that inform me there
are certain particular agents, like myself, which accompany
them and concur in their production. . . . When, thercfore,
we see the color, size, figure, and motions of a man, we per-
ceive only certain sensations or ideas excited in our own minds;
and these being exhibited to our view in sundry, distinct col-
lections, serve to mark out unto us the existence of finite and
created spirits like ourselves.” > The argument is twofold,
from eause-and from analogy. I have certain ideas, say, ofa
moving figure, waving hands, and loud sounds; these ideas
resemble others which I myself at times produce, yet I am
not the cause of these ideas. I infer, therefore, the existence
of other finite spirits ‘accompanying and rej:ifésented by’
ideas Wh1ch resemble those produced by my own _agency.
Berkeley is at pains to add that the existence of finite spirits is
inferred with far less certainty than that of God. For, he
says, ““whereas some one finite and narrow assemblage of ideas
denotes a particular human mind, whithersoever we direct
our view, we do at all times and in all places perceive manifest
tokens of the Divinity: everything we sce, hear, feel, or any-
wise perceive by sense, being a sign or effect of the power of
God; as is our perception of those very motions which are
produced by men.”

L Ci. supra, p. 49 % “Principles,” 145, 148.
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¢. The world of nature

Berkeley conceives God as creator, not only of lesser spirits,
but of the world of nature. Nature is thus, he teaches, a sys-
_tem of ideas—*“ the visible series of . . . sensations, imprinted
on our minds,” ! by God, which corresponds to the system of
ideas eternally present to God’s mind. The laws of nafure
_are God’s uniform and regular ways of calling up thesesense
ideas in our minds. In Berkeley’s own words, “The set
rules or established methods wherein the mind we depend on
excites in us the ideas of sense are called the laws of nature:
and these we learn by experience, which teaches us that such
and such ideas are attended with such and such other ideas,
in the ordinary course of things.”?
This conception of nature will become clearer by analysis
I may regard the world of nature as composed, roughly speak-
ing, of the sense things, trees, sky, and flowers, at which I
am at this moment looking ; @ the sense things, for example,
the Mer de Glace and the Pyramids, which cither I have secen
or have heard described by others; @ the nature phenomena,
" for example, the motions of the stars, whose present reality
Iinfer in order to explain the things I immediately experience ;
and @ the nature events whose past existence I infer to ac-
count for phenomena immediately perceived in the present.
To this last class belong early stages of the development of
the universe, the whirling of the nebular mass or the glacial
epoch, for example. Berkeley regards all four sorts of
~nature phenomena both as imm_giﬁgg__idﬂa.s_oi_ﬁnd,-and
W&m&wmmmy
own. The first group, that of the things I see, consists o
ideas which God shares with me by impressing them on m
mind. The second, that of the things I remember seeing 6T

! “Principles,” 150.
2 Ibid., 30; cf. 105; and “Dialogues,” ITI., Open Court edition, p. 108.
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“limagine from another’s description, have been ideas of sense
impressed on me, or on some other finite being, and are
w ideas of my imagination. The third is a group

{of nature phenomena beyond human perception, but inferred
L?s now existing. When we say that the earth moves, Berke-
ey observes, we mean “that if we were placed in . . . sucha
position and distance, both from the earth and sun, we should
perceive the former to move among the choir of the planets.” *
Our assertion that the earth moves is thus our image of the
moving earth, and we know this idea of ours to conform to
an idea in God’s mind, and to be regularly connected with
other sense ideas, for instance, with those known as sunrise
~gnd sunset. The fourth class of nature phenomena includes
fthe objects which, arguing from nature uniformities, may have
existed, we suppose, before theappearance of finite spirits on the
‘earth. These evidently neither are, nor have been, the sense
ideas of any finite selves, nor can they even be considered as

“Buch. They=are ideas of our scientific imagination, and they
‘are the eternally present, direct objects of the consciousness
) of the eternal spirit. ‘“When things are said to begin or end
their existence,” Berkeley says, “we do not mean this with
regard to God, but his creatures. All objects are eternally
known by God, or, which is the same thing, have an eternal
existence in his mind : but when things, before imperceptible
to creatures, are by a decree of God perceptible to them; then
are they said to begin a relative existence with respect to
created minds.” > In other words, the nature world has a
double existence. It is, on the one hand, a c connected
_system_of ideas eternally present to God, and,-on the other
E@dIMMﬁmﬁES of ideas in finite minds, corresponding
-to-the system of Geoe’s ideas. Of these finite ideas, some are
ideas of sense directly impressed by God on a succession of
finite minds; others are necessary inferences, ideas of imagi-

! “Principles,” 58.
? “Dialogues,” III., Open Court edition, p. 121.
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nation, corresponding to phenomena existing in God’s mind
and never directly impressed by him on finite minds.

It is interesting to contrast this conception of nature with
that of Leibniz. Both Berkeley and Leibniz teach that
nature has no existence independent of mind —in a word,
that it is immaterial. Both teach also that my knowledge of
nature is through my acquaintance with my own sense ideas.
But whereas Berkeley teaches that nature consists in these
sense ideas of mine together with a complete system of cor-
responding ideas in the mind of God, Leibniz teaches that my
sense ideas indicate, as the reality behind them,.monads,
soul-like substances, undeveloped spirits. Thus Berkeley
argucs from his expericnce of certain sense ideas of motions
and bodily features like his own, the existence of created
selves. In a parallel fashion, Lcibniz argues from all sense
ideas the presence of active souls.

IV. CriticAL ESTIMATE OF BERKELEY'S SYSTEM

1t is necessary, in conclusion, to attempt an estimate of the
positive results of Berkeley’s system. It is evident from the~
outline that his philosophy is essentially a theology —a doc- |
trine about God. Naturally, therefore, the criticisms to be
made regard in the first instance Berkeley’s arguments for
God’s existence and his conception of God’s nature.

a. Criticism of Berkeley's doctrine about God

Against Berkeley’s argument for God’s existence, it may
be urged that it proves at most merely the existence of a spirit
great enough and wise enough 10_produce nature-as-svetnowl.
Berkeley’s argument, as has been shown, consists simply and
solely in the inference that a spirit must exist as cause of
those ideas which I myself do not produce. But it is far
from evident that a spirit adequate to produce nature should
be ‘eternal, infinitely wise, good and perfect.’
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Berkeley argues the eternity of God on the ground that
‘sensible things’* exist before the birth and would exist after
the annihilation of all ‘finite created spirits.” Therefore,
Berkeley concludes, in a passage already quoted,’ there is an
omnipresent, eternal mind which knows and * comprehends
all things.” It will be observed that, by this argument,
the eternity of God is_as_sure as-— but no surer than —

~the eternity of physical objects. But concerning physical
objects I know only that they exist independently of me; I
~ “infer with the highest probability, but I do not directly know,

that they are more-permanent-than my ideas. And certainly
o not knew-that the-series of physical phenomena is eter-
nal.® Berkeley has thus a right to argue: since things are
the ideas of some spirit, therefore as surely as objects exist
and have existed, when no human self has perceived them,
there exists a spirit greater-than-human, with as great a per-
manence as the series of things. But farther than this
, Berkeley cannot go. He cannot, in other words, prove the
» etermty of the creative spirit, for he cannot prove that there
| 1s_an_eternity of sensible-things.

. @Berkeley s proof of the infinite perfection, that is, the
_utter completencss of this-ereative spirit; is-even more inade-
quate. He argues, it will be remembered, from an ‘attentive
observation’ of the ‘order,” the ‘harmony’ and the ‘infinite
contrivance’ of nature that only an absolutely wise and good
God could have created them. It is obvious that such a
conclusion can be reached only by the most one-sided obser-
vation of nature, only in truth by a persistent refusalto regard
all that is-inexplicable or evil. One may indeed find, in
the nature world, ‘order’ and ‘exquisite contrivance’; but
besides organs adapted to use there are rudimentary organs
which are useless and even harmful to the organism; subor-

1 Cf. supra, p. 119. ‘Eternal,” is here used in the sense ‘everlasting.’

2 Cf. supra, p. 123.

8 Cf. Karl Pearson’s expression of this doubt, “The Grammar of Sci-
ence’”’ (Second Edition), Chapter 4, especially § 7.
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dinate to the surviving forms of life are ‘smaller parts of
creation whose life has no end save destruction’; side by side
with the ‘never enough admired laws’ of the ‘pain and pleas-
ure’ which make for physical and moral perfection are the
suffering and anguish which secem to avail nothing. It is
evidently, then, illegitimate in the face of the waste and the

individual alike—to argue, as Berkeley does, that the charac-
ter of our sense percepts evidently shows the existence of an
infinitely wise and good God. It is possible, to be sure, that
the wisdom and goodness of God may be otherwise demon-
strated ; and if this can be done it is certainly true as Berkeley
suggests that the ‘mixture of pain and uneasiness which is in
the world” may be reconciled with the truth of God’s wisdom
and goodness.' But it is a different thing to reconcile the
apparent defects of nature with the kindly wisdom of its
creator, after that has been proved, and to argue, as Berkeley
~argues, precisely from the character of the naturewosld-te-the
goodness and wisdom of God. Such an argument is obviously

based on defective observation.

more fundamental difficulty, and yet one which is more
readily avoided, concerns Berkeley’ tion of creation.
The hypothesisof God as creator is expms.sly_based_hy..hun—en
my alleged 1mmcdxat&lmomlcdq&0£-mysel£-asucatmg—ide%
But my creativeness may well be questioned. In what
sense, one may ask, do I create ideas? Is there any trace
in my experience of that ‘making out of nothing’ in which
creation is supposed to consist? I call myself creative in
certain moments of imagination and thought. But what do
I actually experience in thinking out a mathematical demon-
stration or in striking out the plot of a story? I turn my
mind toward the general topic of my interest; I regard the
topic steadfastly from all sides; idea after idea dawns upon
me, and — of a sudden — there arrives on the scene that

! Cf. Chapter 11, p. 430.
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particular idea which I recognize as the solution of my prob-
lem or the satisfaction of my @sthetic impulse. Berkeley
would say that I create the idea, yet it certainly is also true
that I did not make it, that it merely appears suddenly here
‘within my consciousness. But if we conceive the greater
spirit, as Berkeley (rightly) does, on the analogy of our own
spirits, it will be truer to our own experience to speak of it
as the ‘possessor’ or the ‘subject’ of ideas rather than as
their cause. Such a rereading of the Berkeleian conception
does not essentially alter it and indeed contributes, as will
be shown, to the solution of still other difficulties.
A similar though greater difficulty is the inadequacy of
Berkeley’s conception of the relation of the creative spirit
to myself. This conception is never clearly outlined, but the
implication of Bcrkcley s teaching, that God is 1n§g§53d from
1deas which he gives us, not directly known, is that God is
__radlcallz dlStlnCt from us, a God, as it were, outside us.
But if this be true, it may well be urged that it is impossible
to understand how God can be conceived as affecting us at
all — let alone as ‘exciting’ ideas in us. We certainly have
no direct knowledge of such excitation on the part of God.
The sense ideas, like the so-called products of our own imagi-
nation and thought, simply ‘are here’ and we are conscious
of them. The relation between God and the limited spirits
is indeed, in the opinion of the writer, comprehensible only
on the supposition that the lesser spirits are, in a sense, parts
of the _greater sp spmt so that his ideas are at the same time
“their ideas. This conception contradicts Berkeley’s, in so
Tar as It implies, on our part, a direct and no longer a mediate
knowledge of God. But there are certain indications that
in an obscure way, inconsistent with his own main teachmg,
Berkeley did concelve of God as 1nc1udi_r}g__1@t_h0r than as
creating sp1r1t In one passage, at least, he speaks of God
T ——— o s .
as ‘“a spirit . . . intimately present to our minds”!— an

! “Principles,” 149. Cf.“Dialogues,” III. (passage quoted supra, p. 125%).
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expression which implies the futility of inferring God, by
teaching that he is immediately present. More than this,
the double definition of external things — on the one hand, as
my.§ense_percepts, yet at the same time as God’s ideas —
is unintelligible unless God’s ideas may be mine, unless I
“possess them in so far as I, the limited self, am included
within fiie unlimifed spirit. Such a conception, as will be
shown, does away with two of the further objections to
Berkeley’s system.!

b. Criticism of Berkeley's theory of knowledge

It has been shown that Berkeley conceives of knowledge
as a copy of something. As has also been indicafed, this
doctrine leads him to the admission that we have no ideas of
spirit. For ideas, he argues, are passive and 1nert; and can-
not_thercfore resemble active spirit. He has had recourse,
‘therefore, to the theory that one may have ‘notions’ — though
not ideas — of spirit. But by his later tecaching about
‘passivity,” Berkeley tacitly admits that ‘notions’ no less than
ideas are passive. Thmspmt he himself has
shown,” consists 51mp1} in being a conscious subject, and the
passmty of the 1dcas is nothing more than ‘being perceived.’
“Now “notions” as well as ideas are certainly passive in this
sense: they are not conscious subjects and they are perceived
objects of consciousness. Thus a ‘notion of spirit’ is as
inherently impossible as an idea of spirit.
This is doubtless the most serious of all the criticisms on
Berkeley’s teaching; for it shows that, on his own principles,
which his whole system is based. Berkeley’s conclusions

are, thercfore, rescued only by abandoning his theory of

1 The conception of the finite spirits as included within the Infinite Spirit
was held in Berkeley’s time by Malebranche and his English disciple, John
Norris. (Cf. Appendix, pp. 464, 491.) For a fuller discussion of this
difficult subject, cf. infra, Chapter x1, pp. 435 seq.

HEESpI'TT6:

1%
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knowledge and by admitting —as already we have seen
reason to admit — that one knows at least one’s-ewa- spirit
directly, without interposition of those abstractions, the ideas.
Berkeley himself, as has been shown, 1mphcltly teaches that
we have this direct knowledge. The truth is that to say “a
self has successive ideas” is simply another way of saying
that a sclf is conscious. But the idea-conception, even were
it adequate to represent the conscious experience of a single
self, is distinctly unequal to the representation of the relations
of selves, and should not be employed with reference to them.
Love and hate, sympathy and contempt, are personal attitudes
and cannot be adequately described as series of psychic
phenomena.! '

The conception of knowledge as direct and not mere copy
encounters, as must frankly be confessed, greater difficulty
whenapplied, not to my knowledge of myself, but to my knowl-
edge of other sclves—God, and finite spirits. The subject
cannot fairly be discussed in any detail at this stage of our
advance, but the following preliminary and so far dogmatic
statement may be made: In_being directly conscious of

myself I am conscious-of.-myself as related to other-than-

p—

myself. But, as Berkeley and Leibniz have shown, all reality
is ultimately spirit, or self. Therefore that other-than-
myself, which I know in knowing myself as related to it,
must be other self (or selves). The characters and extent
of such another self are, of course, matters of inference, not of
direct knowledge. The difficulty in this conception is, it is
needless to say, the following: how, if a self is other-than-T,

Cg{l,_l_duﬂclbmnd_@wlguknm&_n; i hat which has
given to my consciousness of myself its- pgggl,_@r_gg_r_tamt;u__

the fact that it is just myself and no other of whom I am
conscious? The solution of the difficulty must consist in the
attempt to show that there is a certain sense in which the other

sclf is ultimately not another. For if all finite selves are

t Cf. the writer’s “An Introduction to Psychology,” pp. 263 seg.
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expressions of the infinite self, then in one way each is what
the other is, so that direct knowledge of one by the other is
conceivable.! Thus, Berkeley’s ‘copy theory’ of knowledge,
as the mere possession of ideas resembling either spirits or
else other ideas, must, it seems, be rejected. For, on this
theory, as has appeared, a knowledge of spirit is impossible.
But Berkeley has no need of this invalid hypothesis of passive
notions which resemble active spirit, since knowledge is no
mere possession of mechanical copies, but is, essentially, the
immediate presence of spirit to spirit.

It would not be difficult to add to these criticisms of Berke-
ley’s system. In particular, it should be noted that the proof
just given, that he overemphasizes the idea-as-such, makes it
likely that his view of external nature, as a system of ideas,
is less probable than Leibniz’s conception of nature as an
assemblage of spiritual beings. It could also be shown that
Berkeley, in spite of his accurate conception of nature uni-
formity, undervalues scientific study.? It is evident, finally,
that he does not critically examine the non-sensuous factors
of knowledge. No one of these criticisms, however, affects
the fundamental positions of Berkeley’s system; therefore,
no one of them need, for the present, be emphasized.

With these criticisms, the consideration of Berkeley’s
system is completed. It has been shown that Berkeley
teaches negatively (@) that so-called ‘material’ things are
really the ideas of some mind, or minds; and @that
matter, as unknown cause or background of these material
things, does not exist. The first of these positions, in the
writer’s opinion, he makes good; for the second he does not
offer, but he plainly suggests, a proof. Berkeley teaches posi-

! For further discussion, cf. Chapter 11, pp. 416 seq.

? Cf. the rank scientific heresy of “Principles,” 109: “As in reading other
books a wise man will choose to fix his thoughts on the sense . . . ratherthan
lay them out in grammatical remarks on the language . . . so in perusing
the volume of nature it seems beneath the dignity of the mind to affect an
exactness in reducing cach particular phenomenon to general rules, or
showing how it follows from them.”
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tively (1) that the universe consists of spirits and their ideas
(or notions); (2) that these spirits include myself, other finite
selves, and God — an infitfitely wise and good spirit; (3) that
finite spirits create certain of their own ideas and notions
and receive certain others from God; (4) that external nature
is to be conceived as made up of the ideas of God, often
shared by finite selves, and ordered in accordance with the
laws of his being—that is, of the laws of nature. The main
criticisms on this doctrine have consisted, first, in pointing
\ _out that Berkeley’s argcument for the existence of God cannot
) prove more than the existence of a greater-than-human spirit,
and is utterly 1nadequate to. demonstrate the etermry or the
irit; second, in showing
j\the unnecessary flaws in Berkelev’s dnrtrmp of knowledge.
Important contrasts between Berkeley’s idealism and that
of Leibniz have disclosed themselves in the course of this
chapter. The differences in the two arguments for the
existence of God and in the two doctrines of nature have
already been pointed out. But the fundamental contrast is
the following: Leibniz is no less interested in the unique
individuality and — as he holds — the consequent ultimate
plurality of spirits, than in their common spiritual, non-
material character. Berkeley, on the other hand, though he
accepts without question the doctrine that ultimate reality
consists of a plurality of distinct spirits, does not emphasize
or concern himself greatly with this doctrine and its impli-
cations. But Berkeley makes a distinct advance upon Leib-
niz in the strength and detail of his argument against
materialism. Leibniz asserts the unreality of alleged mat-
ter, but he nowhere adequately substantiates his conclu-
sions; Berkeley, on the contrary, devotes himself to the
painstaking refutation of the claims of materialism. Yet the
most significant.of Berkeley’s positive results is, as has been
said so often, no other than the most important of Leibniz’s
conclusions: the conception of the universe as a community
of spiritual beings.




CHAPTER VI

PLURALISTIC PHENOMENALISTIC IDEALISM: THE
SYSTEM OF HUME

“Hume . . . had neither any twist of vice nor any bias for doing good,
but was a philosopher because he could not help it.” — T. H. GREEN.

CrosE upon the idealistic system of that genial Irish church-
man, Bishop Berkeley, follows an idealism of a very different
sort — that of the Scotchman, David Hume, who was scep-
tic, critic, diplomat, historian, and man of the world, as well
as philosopher. Like Leibniz and Berkeley, Hume teaches
that reality is through and through immaterial, but he does
not conceive of this immaterial universe after their fashion, as
a society of related selves. Rather, he believes the universe
to consist of a great complex of ever shifting sensations and
images, or, to use his own words, of impressions and ideas.
In technical terms, Hume’s philosophy, while numerically
pluralistic, is qualitatively an idealistic, but a phenomenal-
istic monism. The many individual beings of his universe
are not selves or spirits, but psychic phenomena, impressions,
and ideas. Itis difficult to overemphasize the historical im-
portance of this new direction in idealism. Up to Hume’s
time no modern philosopher had doubted that an immaterial,
an ideal, universe must mean a universe composed of spirit-
ual beings, of selves. Hume challenges this belief, denies the
existence of spirit no less than that of matter, and conceives
the universe as immaterial indeed, but as composed not of
selves, but of ideas.

This account of Hume’s doctrine is, in a way, misleading,

149
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in that it lays the emphasis on his positive conception of the
universe, whereas Hume’s teaching is, above all, negative,
and Hume himself was sceptic, not constructive philosopher,
was destroyer of traditional beliefs rather than founder of a
new system. The truth is, however, that one cannot tear
down without at the same time heaping up, and accordingly
Hume, in questioning both materialism and idealism, really
formulated a new doctrine.

I. THE FouNDATION PrINCIPLES OF HUME’S METAPHYSICS !

The positive doctrine to which Hume’s scepticism com-
mitted him has two foundation principles. One of these is
his teaching about impressions; the other is his causality
doctrine. Before proceeding to the consideration of Hume’s
conclusions, it is therefore necessary to understand and to
estimate these two underlying conceptions.

a. The derivation of idea from impression

“The perceptions of the human mind resolve themselves,”
Hume says, “into two distinct kinds which I shall call -
PRESSIONS and IpEAS. The difference betwixt these,” he
continues, “consists in the degrees of force and liveliness
with which they strike upon the mind and make their way
into our thought or consciousness. Those perceptions which
enter with most force and violence we may name impressions;
and under this name I comprehend all our sensations, pas-
sions, and emotions, as they make their first appearance in
the soul. By ideas I mean the faint images of these in think-
ing and reasoning; such as, for instance, are all the percep-

! The outline which follows is based mainly on Bk. I. of Hume’s “Treatise
of Human Nature” (published 1739), and on the “Inquiry concerning
Human Understanding” (1748). The student is urged to read the “In-
quiry” entire, and Pt. I. entire, Pt. ITI., §§ 1-3, and especially 14, and Pt. IV.,
§§ 5 and 6, of the “Treatise.”” Page references in what follows are to the

Green and Grose edition of the “Treatise,” and to the Open Court edi-
tion of the “Inquiry.”
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tions excited by the present discourse, excepting only those
which arise from the sight and touch, and excepting the
immediate pleasure or uneasiness it may occasion.” !

This introductory statement makes evident that Hume
recognizes two groups of sensations: impressions of sensation,
as he later names them — of sight, touch, and the rest; and
impressions of reflection, pleasure and uneasiness, the affec-
tive experiences, as modern psychologists have called them.?
The quoted paragraph further indicates the three main dif-
ferences which Hume makes between impressions and ideas.
The impressions are (1) livelier, more forcible, more vivid,
than ideas; and (2) in occurrence, prior to ideas. From this
last-named character it follows, Hume teaches, (3) that im-
pressions are the necessary cause or source of ideas, and
conversely that ideas are the mere effects and copies of im-
pressions: “All our simple ideas in their first appearance are
deriv’d from simple impressions — which they exactly rep-
resent. . . . The constant conjunction of our resembling
perceptions is a convincing proof that the one are the cause
of the other; and this priority of the impressions is an equal
proof that our impressions are the causes of our ideas.” 3

! “Treatise,” Bk. 1., Pt. I, § 1*; cf. “Inquiry,” § II. (Here, and in what
follows, the term “Inquiry” is to be understood as referring to the “ Inquiry
concerning Human Understanding.” “The Inquiry concerning the Prin-
ciples of Morals” will be referred to by the last three words of the title.)

It is imperative to note the distinction between the use which Hume
makes and that which Locke and Berkeley make of the word ‘idea.’ To
the latter the word stands for any fact of consciousness or psychic phenome-
non as object of knowledge — for percept, image, or emotion. Hume, on
the contrary, employs the term ‘perception’ in this general sense, and uses
‘idea,’ as will be shown, to designate one class of ‘perceptions,” the less vivid.
Modern usage vibrates between these two extremes. The writer of this
book prefers to use the term ‘idea’ in the more general sense of Locke.

? This division is expressly made in the “Treatise” (Bk. I, Pt. L, § 2),
and is implied in the “Inquiry” (§ II., paragraph 3). Hume includes ‘de-
sire and aversion, hope and fear,’ among the impressions of reflection, but
he later admits that these are not simple reflections.

% “Treatise,” Bk. I., Pt. 1., § 1, paragraphs 7 and 8, end. Hume qualifies
this by the teaching (bid., paragraph 4) that only simple impressions and
ideas, not complex ones, resemble each other.
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It must be noted finally that Hume often supplements his
description of impressions as more vivid than ideas by credit-
ing them (4) with still another character: their correspond-
ence with external objects independent of consciousness.
This distinction is suggested in the following passages:
“The simple impressions,” Hume says, “always take the
precedence of their correspondent ideas. ... To give a
child an idea of scarlet or orange, of sweet or bitter, I
present the objects, or in other words, convey to him these
impressions.” * This alleged character of the impressions
need not, however, be considered, spite of the fact that it
lends a certain plausibility to Hume’s teaching. For Hume
later denies the very existence of these ‘external objects’.
and has, therefore, no right to distinguish impression from
idea on the ground that the impression corresponds to an
object.

It is evident that the account just given corresponds roughly
to an ordinary psychological distinction between ‘presenta-
tions’ and ‘representations.”?> But we are mainly concerned
with the philosophical use which Hume makes of the doctrine
thus outlined. It is the following: We know the real, he
teaches, only through impressions or ideas. Indeed, since
ideas imply preceding impressions, to know is to have impres-
sions. But impressions are either sensations or affections,
therefore we know only what we ‘sense’ or what we ‘feel.’®

Evidently the validity of this important teaching depends
not only on the accuracy of Hume’s enumeration of impres-

! “Treatise,” ibid., paragraph 8. (Italicsmine.) Cf. “Inquiry,”§ IL, para-
graph 7: “If it happen from a defect of the organ that a man is not susceptible

of any species of sensation, we always find that he is as little susceptible of -

the correspondent ideas. . . . The case is the same if the object, proper for
exciting any sensation, has never been applied to the organ.” (Italics mine.)

% 1t is, to be sure, admitted even by Hume that his first and fundamental
difference between impressions (as lively) and ideas (as faint) does not hold
invariably. (“Treatise,” loc. cit., end of paragraph 1.)

3 Cf. “Treatise,” Bk. I., Pt. IL,, § 6; Pt. IL., §§ 5 and 6; Pt. IV., §§ 2
and 6; and snfra, pp. 167 and 180% for Hume’s specific applications of this
doctrine.
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sions but on the truth of his teaching that ideas, the faint and
later appearing perceptions of the mind, are mere copies of
these impressions. Now Hume may well be right in the belief
that our vivid and our primitive experiences consist exclusively
of sensations and affections (impressions), but he is clearly
wrong in the opinion that we have no experiences excepting
sensations and affections and their copies. There is no guide
save that of our own introspection in the enumeration of our
different kinds of consciousness, and Hume’s own introspec-
tion elsewhere testifies that he has distinct experiences which
are neither sensational nor affective. Thus, he admits our
consciousness of causality, identity, and succession; yet
these are neither colors nor sounds nor pleasures nor uneasi-
nesses. He is accordingly in face of the following dilemma :
he has declared that every experience is impression or copy-
of-impression, yet he has admitted the occurrence of experi-
ences not included in his list of impressions. Evidently he
must either increase the number of impressions, or he must
admit the existence of ideas which are not mere copies of
sensation or affection.

b. The doctrine of causality =

From the time of Aristotle, until Hume wrote his ““ Treatise,”
no philosopher had offered a close analysis of the conception
of causality. Descartes and Leibniz, it will be remembered,
had without discussion assumed the necessity of certain causal
principles;' Berkeley had distinguished between causality, the
crcativeness of spirit, and the regular sequence of idea on
idea which, incorrectly as it scemed to him, is called causality.
But it was left to Hume, among modern philosophers, first
to study carefully the causal relation; and his doctrine
forms the most permanently valuable part of his philosophy.
Hume is chiefly interested in the “relation of cause and effect”

! Cf. pp. 48 seq., 103 seq.
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because ‘““by means of that relation” we are said to “go
beyond the evidence of our memory and senses.” ' By
reasoning that ideas or objects or events must have a suitable
cause, all Hume’s predecessors argue for God’s exist-
ence, and all save Leibniz and Berkeley infer the existence
of matter independent of mind. And everyday people as
well as philosophers reach conclusions about past and future
events by assuming that events must have effects and causes.
As Hume says, ‘it is constantly supposed that there is a con-
nection between the present fact and that which is inferred
from it.” This connection, the causal relation, Hume
proceeds to analyze in detail.

According to the everyday view, there is a power in a
moving billiard ball which strikes a second resting ball; this
power forces the second ball to move; the motion of the second
ball follows necessarily on that of the first. Hume’s account
of this occurrence is the following: There is no power in the
moving ball and no necessity in the movement of the second
ball. The movement of the second ball has, however, as a
matter of fact, followed repeatedly on that of the first; and
our minds, therefore, anticipate the movement of the second
ball, on seeing the movement of the first; that is, our minds
infer that the movement of the second will follow that of the
first. In precise terms, according to the everyday view, the
causal relation has two important characters: it is (1) a
necessary connection between antecedent cause and follow-
ing effect, such that (2) the cause is a power or force. Hume,
on the other hand, defines causality as (1) a customary con-
junction of events,involving (2) a ‘determination of the mind.’?
By the first of these teachings, he denies the necessity ordi-
narily attributed to the causal relation, and by the second, he
interprets power as a purely mental character.

! “Inquiry,” § IV., Pt. L., paragraph 4; cf. “Treatise,” Bk. I., Pt. IIL.,
§ 6, paragraph 7.
z “Treatise,” Bk. I., Pt. IIL,, especially §§ 2, 14.
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1. The conception of causality as a customary, not a
necessary, connection

Two kinds of necessity are involved in what is called the
causal connection of events. The first of these is the nec-
essary or inevitable connection between cause! and effect
regarded merely as events in time; it is formulated in the
proposition, ““Every present has a past and has a future.”
This sort of necessary connection is common to succession
and to causality. The second sort of necessity involved in
causality is expressed in the proposition, “Every recurring
event, however often repeated, is uniformly followed by the
same event.”? Hume’s main concern is with the strictly
causal principle; the effect of a recurring cause necessarily
recurs. He denies the truth of this principle, arguing on
several grounds that the causal relation is not necessary.

The first argument by which Hume seeks to show that
the causal relafiGiris not necessary is the fact that, given any
causal succession, one may always conceive of it as different;
that is, one may imagine the cause to have had a different
effect, or the effect to have had a different cause. Only by
repeated experience, Hume points out, is it possible to dis-
cover what we call the real cause or the real effect.  But a nec-
essary relation, he urges, is one whose negation is inconceivable
and which is known to us at once and without repeated

! It should be noted that the term ‘cause’ is not by all philosophers applied
exclusively to an event. By ‘cause’ has been meant, also, non-temporal
‘ground’ or ‘explanation,” and many philosophers have confused the two
meanings (cf. supra, Chapter 2, pp. 51 seq. and Chapter 4, pp. 103 seq.),
or else have distinguished these uses, yet retained the word ‘cause’ for them
both (cf. infra, Chapter 7, pp. 210 seq. and 259 seg.). Because other terms
may be found to express ‘non-temporal causality,” modern writers tend to
follow Hume and to ascribe causality to events only.

? It should be noted that the causal principle does not assert that a
given event is uniformly preceded by the same cause. A given event may,
on the contrary, follow from one of several causes.
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experience.! For example, it is inconceivable that the relation
between 3 X 2 and 3 + 3 should be other than that of equal-
ity; and so soon as I know the meaning of the terms, unaided
by repeated experience, I know this equality. On the other
hand, I do not know without trial that a drop of acid will turn
a blue fabric red : it is conceivable that the acid should turn
the cloth black or that it should stiffen the fabric instead of
eating it. The causal relation, in other words, is not neces-
sary, whereas the mathematical relation is.

This teaching is of such importance to the development of
Hume’s system that it must be considered in detail. It will
be well to begin with Hume’s own illustrations of the doctrine,
just stated and briefly illustrated, that the opposite of any
cause or of any effect is conceivable, and that consequently
only repeated experience enables us to assign an effect or a
cause. Hume’s first examples are from unfamiliar cases of
causality, for, as he truly says, our inability to know effects

- or causes, without trial, is most readily admitted * with regard

to such objects as we remember to have once been altogether
unknown tous. . . . Present two smooth pieces of marble,”
he continues, “to a man who has no tincture of natural philos-
ophy; he will never discover that they will adhere together
in such a manner as to require great force to separate them in
a direct line, while they make so small a resistance to a lateral
pressure.”” ? It is equally true, though we seldom realize it,
that familiar effects and causes whose opposite now seems
impossible to us had to be learned by repeated experience of
them. “We are apt to imagine,” Hume says a little later,’
““that we could discover . . . by the mere operation of our
reason, without experience,”” the familiar effects of well-known
causes. ‘‘We fancy that were we brought on a sudden into

1 “Treatise,” Bk. I, Pt. IIT,, § 1. Cf. “Inquiry,” § VII, Pt. I, para-
graph 7 (Open Court edition, p. 64*). Cf. Leibniz’s doctrine, summarized
supra, pp. 91 seq. '

2 “Inquiry,” § IV., paragraph 7 (Open Court edition, p. 26%).

3 Ibid., paragraph 8.
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this world, we could at first have inferred that one billiard
ball would communicate motion to another upon impulse; and
that we needed not to have waited for the event in order to
pronounce with certainty concerning it.”” But this convic-
tion of the necessary, and therefore immediately realized,
connection between cause and effect is an illusion. ‘“When
I see . . . a billiard ball moving in a straight line toward
another; even suppose motion in the second ball should by
accident be suggested to me, as the result of their contact or
impulse; may I not conceive that a hundred different events
might as well follow from that cause? May not both these
balls remain at absolute rest? May not the first ball return
in a straight line or leap off from the second in any line or
direction? . . . All our reasonings a priori,”” Hume con-
cludes,* “will never be able to show us any foundation for this
preference.” In other words, Hume is sure that the connec-
tion between a given event — say, the movement of a billiard
ball — and the event which follows it is not a necessary con-
nection, precisely because a different succession of events is
conceivable.

This argument for the lack of necessity in the causal con-
nection is emphasized by Hume’s teaching that relations
whose opposite is inconceivable are necessary. Thus, he
would admit that there is a necessary relation, that of unlike-
ness, between white and black, because one knows the like-
ness “at first sight without any enquiry or reasoning,” and
because it is inconceivable that white should be like black.
His enumeration of necessary relations is the following: rela-
tions of “resemblance, contrariety, degrees in quality, and
proportions in quantity or number.? That the square of the
hypothenuse,”” Hume says, “is equal to the squares of the two
sides is a proposition which expresses a relation between these
figures. . . . Propositions of this kind are discoverable

! “Inquiry,” § IV., paragraph 10.
? “Treatise,” Bk. L., Pt. IIL., § 1, paragraph 2. Cf. Pt. IL., § 4.
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by the mere operation of thought. . . . Though there never
were a circle or triangle in nature, the truths demonstrated by
Euclid would forever retain their certainty and evidence.”*
So, to recapitulate: Hume’s first argument against the neces-
sity of the causal relation is through the discovery that one
cannot, without repeated experience, predict the effect which,
a given event will have. But a really necessary connection,
he teaches, is such that its opposite is inconceivable: it is,
therefore, immediately known. The causal relation, accord-
ingly, lacks necessity, since its opposite is conceivable and since
it is known only through accidental and inadequate expe-
rience. Causality, in other words, is customary conjunction,
not necessary connection.

It will be well, before going further, to attempt an estimate
of this reiterated argument against the necessity of the causal
relation. A careful re-reading of the text can hardly fail to
convince one that the argument falls short of its purposed
result. It shows that we gain, through accidental experience,
not our conviction that a cause must be uniformly followed
by a similar effect but merely our knowledge of the precise
nature of that effect. The argument has to do, in other words,
not with the necessity of the occurrence of a uniform effect; but
with the alleged necessity that the effect be of just such or such
a nature. (Hume sometimes recognizes this limitation of
the argument, though he often loses sight of it.”) In other
words, Hume argues (1) that only through repeated expe-
rience may one know, for example, that fire will be the result
of friction; and argues (2) that because such experience is
inevitably incomplete, the connection which it discovers can-
not be regarded as absolutely necessary. And up to this

! “Inquiry,” #bid., paragraph 1. In the “Inquiry,” Hume teaches that
all mathematical relations are necessary. Inthe “Treatise” (Bk. I., Pt. III.,
§ 1, paragraph 4), he questions the necessity of geometrical propositions.
(For detailed comparison of the teachings, on this point, of “Treatise’” and
“Inquiry,” cf. Elkin’s “Hume’s Treatise and Inquiry,” pp. 111 seg.)

2 Cf, “Treatise,” Bk. L., Pt. IIL., § 2.
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point Hume is unquestionably correct both in his premises
and in his conclusion. We do gain our knowledge of the
exact nature of the effects of given causes by repeated experi-
ence; and repeated observation, varying with individual and
with circumstances, cannot guarantee the universality, that is,
the necessity, of the causal connection. Hume may be said,
then, to have proved that we have only practical persuasion,
never absolute certainty, that a given event has precisely such
or such an effect. But this result falls far short of Hume’s
conclusion, (3) that there is no necessary connection between
events. Granted that I do not know what, precisely, will be
the effect of a given event, I may yet know that it had some
cause and that it will have some effect. I may know, in
other words, that every cause has an effect and that every
effect has a cause. This is the same as saying that my ina-
bility to know with certainty the precise nature of cause and
effect prevents neither the necessary existence of cause or
effect, nor my certainty of that necessary relation.

A second_argument which Hume employs to refute the
alleged necessity of the causal relation is the following:
Every event, he says, is a fact utterly distinct and therefore
separable from every other; ecvidently there is no necessary
connection between events thus inherently separable. In his
own words: “All distinct ideas are separable from each other,
and as the ideas of cause and effect are evidently distinct,
'twill be easy for us to conceive any object to be non-existent
this moment, and existent the next, without conjoining to it
the distinct idea of a cause or productive principle.”* “The
mind,” he says elsewhere, ‘“can never possibly find the effect
in the supposed cause, by the most accurate scrutiny. . . .

1 «Treatise,” Bk. L., Pt. ILE,, § 3, paragraph 3. Cf. Pt. L, § 7, last two
paragraphs, for a correction of the doctrine of the separateness of the dis-
tinguishable. Cf. also Pt. IV,, § 6 (and infra, p. 180), for a further applica-
tion of the doctrine. Note that if Hume were consistent with his teaching
about the separateness of ideas, his own effort to derive idea from impression
and his constant references to the past would be alike illegitimate. ‘Here it
is, would be the utmost to be said of any idea.
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For the effect is totally different from the cause, and conse-
quently can never be discovered in it. Motion in the second
billiard ball is a quite distinct event from motion in the first;
nor is there anything in the one to suggest the smallest hint of
the other. . . . In a word . . . every effect is a distinct
event from its cause. It could not, therefore, be discovered
in the cause.”!

This argument is peculiarly important, for, if it holds, it
annihilates not merely the causal necessity of uniform effects,
but the temporal necessity as well, the necessity, in other
words, of the connection between past and present, present
and future. Present is distinct from past or future in the
way in which cause is distinct from effect, and if this distinct-
ness is incompatible with necessary connection, then there is
neither temporal nor causal necessary connection. But in
this conclusion Hume is utterly and obviously in the wrong.
It is true that one event, the cause, is distinguishable from
another, the effect; but to be distinguishable, by attention,
is different from being separable. And it is a matter of im-
mediate observation that no effect is separable from its cause;
and that to be an event means precisely: to be a temporal
reality with a past and a future. Granted that one thinks
of an event at all, one must think of it as having some ante-
cedent and some consequent. One is not certain that this
past or this future is of this or that especial nature, but one
is quite certain that every event has necessarily some past and
some future. Thus, we know the necessity of the temporal
relation just as we know the necessity of mathematical rela-
tions, because the contrary is inconceivable. In other words,
at least the temporal connection, and for all that has so far
appeared, the causal relation, really are what Hume calls
relations of ideas, and are therefore necessary. Hume, in-
deed, tacitly admits the failure of this argument, for he makes

! “Inquiry,” § IV., Pt. 1., paragraphs ¢ and 11 (Open Court edition,
pp. 27, 28).
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constant use of the assumption that past and present are
connected with each other. He teaches, as has appeared,
that the idea is an effect or copy of the antecedent im-
pression, and that cause and effect are themselves ‘custom-
arily conjoined.” Such relations would be impossible if
Hume were justified in the teaching that distinguishable
perceptions are separable.

But Hume has still a third argument directed, like the first,
against the purely causal principle: Every recurring event is
uniformly followed by the same effect. He argues that even
if the present effect were necessarily connected with the past
cause, it would not follow that this cause, if repeated, should
in turn be followed by the same old effect. For “past expe-
rience,” he says, ‘““can be allowed to give direct and certain
information of those precise objects only, and that precise
period of time, which fell under its cognizance; but why this
experience should be extended to future times, and to other
objects . . . thisis the main question. . . .* Itisimpossible
that any arguments from experience can prove this resem-
blance of the past to the future.”* Of course Hume does
not dream of denying the practical probability that recurring
causes should be followed by exactly repeated effects. Indeed,
he himself searches for a cause of ‘the tendency to pass’
from cause to effect, after showing that we have no reason for
assigning a necessary cause to anything;® and he perfectly
realizes that all scientific theories and all practical reasonings

1 “Inquiry,” § IV., Pt. IL., paragraph 3, Open Court edition, pp. 32-33.

% Ibid., paragraph 8, op. cit., p. 37-

8 This is often accounted an inconsistency on the part of Hume. In the
opinion of the writer Hume may, however, here be supposed to use the term
‘cause’ in the sense which he has himself given to the word. The real in-
consistencies in Hume’s causality doctrine are (1) his teaching that past,
present, and future are independent of each other; and (2) his teaching that
volitions are necessary. He reaches the conclusion last stated on the ground
of the uniformity observed as well in the actions of men as in nature changes;
and in the course of his argument he implies and occasionally asserts the
necessary connection of cause with effect. The entire portion of the Inquiry”’
(§ 8) in which he sets forth this doctrine is, indeed, distinctly inconsistent in

M
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about conduct are founded on the expectation of the uniform
connection of effect with cause. He denies not the practical
certainty but the philosophical necessity of the relation. We
cannot, he teaches, know absolutely that the event which, in
the past, had one effect will, in the future, have a precisely
similar effect. For such an assertion is based solely on our
experience of the past; and the past is no positive guarantee
of the future.

This is by far the weightiest of Hume’s arguments against
the necessity of the causal relation. And Hume is justified,
in the opinion of the writer of this book, not only in teaching
by implication that exactly the same event never recurs,' but
in contending that to-day’s event, though precisely similar
to yesterday’s, cannot be known to have an event precisely
similar to yesterday’s as its consequent. Though the ex-
plosion followed yesterday upon the contact of the wires, we
are not certain, he teaches, that to-day’s contact will be fol-
lowed by an explosion. It is, to be sure, contrary to obser-
vation and subversive of science to suppose a cause répeated
without repetition of the effect, but such a supposition is not
logically impossible. (This conclusion, it should at once
be added, is opposed by many metaphysicians, including
Hume’s great successor, Kant. The subject will be dis-
cussed again, in the consideration of Kant’s system.?)

The results of this discussion may be restated in a slightly
different order. If this exposition is accurate and this criti-
cism well founded, it has been shown, first, that Hume un-
successfully assails the necessity of that connection between
past and present, present and future, which is involved in the

aim with the remainder of his philosophical writings. For in them a chief
purpose is to deny necessity; whereas, this section implies that necessity
belongs to the will of man.

! It should be noted that Hume does not expressly deny the recurrence
of events. On his principles, however, of the distinctness of past, present,
and future, there is no possibility of recurrence.

? Cf. infra, Chapter 7, pp. 215 seq., with the references to B, Erdmann
and A. E. Taylor.
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very conception of time; second, that Hume offers an un-
successful argument against necessary causal connection
when he urges that we are unable to predict the exact nature of
effects; but, finally, that Hume is right in his teaching: it
is impossible to argue from particular experiences to universal
laws, and for this reason it is unjustifiable to assert that a
recurring cause must uniformly be followed by the same effect.

2. The reduction of causal power to a ‘determination of the
mind’

The popular conception of causality not only regards it as
a necessary connection of cause and effect, but explains neces-
sity as the power of the cause over the cffect — a force ex-
erted upon the effect. Hume denies in fofo the existence of
power in external causes, but he also identifies power with
necessity, and attributes power — not at all, as will appear, in
the usual sense of the term ‘power,” but with a widely altered
meaning ' — to the mind.

(a) The denial of the alleged power in external objects

If we really were conscious, Hume argues, as we claim to
be, of the power of an object over another, we should have
an impression of this power; for “all our ideas are nothing
but copies of our impressions, or, in other words . . . it is
impossible for us to think of anything which we have not
antecedently felt, either by our external or internal senses.” ?
But “when we look about us towards external objects .
we are never able, in a single instance, to discover any power.

We only find that the one does actually, in fact, follow
the other. The impulse of one billiard ball,” for example,

! In this sense, ‘power’ is, for Hume, perfectly synonymous with ‘neces-
sity.’

? “Inquiry,” § VII., Pt. L., paragraphs 4 and 6 (Open Court edition,
pp. 63% 64%). Cf. “Treatise,” Bk. L, Pt. IIL, § 14.
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“is attended with motion in the second.” To disprove the
validity of our idea of the ‘power’ of an external cause, Hume
therefore simply denies the possibility of directly observing
any such power. Select, he says in effect, any instance you
please of external ‘power,” and a careful analysis of your
experience will convince you that you observe — see, have
an impression of — only the sequence of the effect on the
cause; you may observe the size and shape and direction
and color of the ‘cause,” but you will never observe any dis-
tinct attribute which you may call its power. In this teach-
ing Hume is unquestionably right. We observe, not power,
but merely the sequence of external events on cach other. We
suppose ourselves to be directly conscious of the power of one
object over another. We say that we ‘see’ that acid has the
power to discolor cloth, or that a lighted match has the power
to ignite gunpowder. But as a matter of fact we do not see
the ‘power’ of the match at all. We see that one event, the
lighting of the match, is followed by another, the explosion of
the powder, but we do not perceive any quality in the gun-
powder — any characteristic beyond its blackness, powdery
texture, and the like — which we can call its ‘power.” Hume
is perfectly justified in this contention that we are not imme-
diately conscious of the power of objects; and since the usual
ground for asserting the existence of this power consists in the
supposition that we see and feel it, Hume so far proves his
point.*

There remains, it is true, the possibility that though we do
not directly perceive the power of external objects, we none the
less are justified in inferring or reasoning that it exists. This
difficulty is implicitly recognized in an argument already intro-

1Tt will be observed that in this exposition of Hume’s argument against
the occurrence of what he calls the ‘impression of power’ stress has not fallen
on his use of the word ‘impression.” He has been interpreted as saying,
not that we have no sensational or affective consciousness of the power of
external things, but that we have no direct consciousness whatever of such
power; and he has been justified in this opinion.
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duced by Hume in a slightly different connection. We get
the notion of causality, he has argued, solely by observing the
regular and repeated sequence of events. ‘’Tis not,” he
says, “from any one instance, that we arrive at the idea of
cause and effect, of a necessary connexion of power. . . .
Did we never sce any but particular conjunctions of objects,
entirely different from each other, we shou’d never be able to
form any such ideas. But . . . ’tis certain,” he proceeds,
“that this repetition of similar objects in similar situations
produces nothing new cither in these objects, or in any ex-
ternal body. For ’twill readily be allowed, that the several
instances we have of the conjunction of resembling causes and
effects are in themselves entirely independent.”' Hume’s
reasoning may then be recapitulated as follows: we cannot
infer that power exists in an external cause, for (1) a cause is
merely a repeated event; and (2)an event onits first occurrence
has no power, for it has been shown that no power is directly
observable in it; and (3) the mere repetition of an event adds
nothing to its qualities. In the opinion of the writer this]
denial that causality is a relation independent of the mind
is the most important and the most irrefragable of Hume’s
negative conclusions. Some of the premises by which he
reaches it are, it is true, of questionable cogency — in par-
ticular, it might still seem possible, if one questioned Hume’s
doctrine of impressions, that an external event might possess
a power not directly observed. But Hume might have made
hispoint by insisting simply that the causal relation is an object
of consciousness, and that it cannot, as such, belong to an
alleged world of reality existing independently of conscious-
ness.?  Whatever the force of his arguments, Hume does not
waver in his declaration that “necessity is something that
exists in the mind, not in objects. . . . Either,” he adds,

! “Treatise,” Pt. I., Bk. III., § 14, paragraphs 15, 18, Green and Grose

edition, I, pp. 457°, 458%. All references are to Vol. I, unless otherwise
described.

? Cf. supra, Chapter 5, on Berkeley, pp. 130 seg. and infra, Chapter 7, on
Kant, pp. 212 seq.
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“we have no idea of necessity, or necessity is nothing but [a]
determination of the thought.””* To the consideration of this
positive conception of causality as a ‘determination of the
thought,” we must now turn.

(b) The conception of power as a ‘determination of the
mind’

Granting that there is no discoverable ‘power’ in an
external object, it may be that, as Leibniz and Berkeley
teach, we do know a power of the mind. This is, in some
sense, Hume’s view, for he distinctly says: “Tho’ the several
resembling instances which give rise to the idea of power . . .
can never produce any new quality » the object which can be
the model of that idea, yet the observation of this resemblance
produces a new impression i the mind. . . . For after we
have observ’d the resemblance in a sufficient number of
instances, we immediately feel a determination of the mind
to pass from one object to its usual attendant. . .. This
determination is the only effect of the resemblance; and
therefore must be the same with power or efficacy. . . .72

Hume’s conception of this ‘power,” which he attributes to
mind, differs utterly,-as must next be observed, fromthe tradi-
tional view of ‘power.” For Hume denies both the alleged
power of mind over body and the alleged power of the mind
to create ideas. These negative teachings must be separately
considered.

(1) The common belief that mind exerts a power over body
is based, Hume declares, on an inaccurate account of our
introspection. It is ‘““said that we are every moment conscious
of internal power; while we feel that by the simple command
of our will we can move the organs of our body.”® But

! “Treatise,” Bk. L., Pt. III., § 14, paragraph 22, Green and Grose edi-
tion, I., p. 460%

? “Treatise,” ibid., paragraph 20, Green and Grose edition, p. 450%

8 “Inquiry,” § VIL., Pt. I., paragraph g, Open Court edition, p. 65° seq.
Cf. “Treatise,” sbid., paragraph 12, Green and Grose edition, p. 455°
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Hume answers that we are directly conscious simply of the
sequence of bodily motion on conscious volition: ‘“ The mo-
tion of our body follows upon the command of our will. Of
this we are every moment conscious.” But of any power or
energy in the volition, he adds, “‘we are far from being im-
mediately conscious.” He supports this counter appeal to
experience by a more questionable argument. If we were
conscious, he urges, of the mind’s power over body, we ought
to be able to explain it; and, as a matter of fact, we cannot
explain it: there is, indeed, “no principle in nature more
mysterious than the union of soul with body.”! 'This argu-
ment is inconclusive, for the inability to explain ‘how’
mental power acts cannot be accepted as a disproof of the
mere fact ‘that’ it does act. But the ineffectiveness of the
argument does not, in the view of the writer of this book,
prejudice Hume’s conclusion. For observation here sus-
tains Hume’s initial assertion that I simply am not conscious
of a ‘power’ in my mind which affects my body. In other
words, Hume is right when he teaches that, in my conscious-
ness of willing a bodily movement,I do not immediately know
the mind as exerting power over the body. I am directly
conscious of a sequence of bodily change upon volition and
of a determination of my mind to pass from one to the other;
but I am not directly conscious of my mind as influencing
the object.”

(2) From the consideration of the alleged power of mind over
body, Hume turns to a study of the problem of the power of

! In more detail, Hume urges that the power of volition over movement is
distinctly circumscribed and that we do not know why the will “has . . . an
influence over the tongue and fingers, not over the heart and liver.” Nor,
finally, have we even an apparently direct consciousness of a connection be-
tween the will and ‘the immediate object of its power,” the nervous system
(‘certain . . . nerves and animal spirits,’ to use Hume’s expression).

? This agreement does not carry with it acquiescence with Hume’s posi-
tive conception of the will. (Cf. supra, p. 161, note.) It should be ob-
served that Hume’s argument leaves open to those who do not accept his

impression test of knowledge the possibility of inferring, without directly
experiencing, a power of mind over body.
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mind over ideas. This had been ordinarily conceived, as by
Berkeley, as the mind’s power to create ideas. Again, Hume
denies the existence of any such power. We are not conscious,
he insists, of creating ideas; ‘“we only feel the event, namely,
the existence of an idea consequent to a command of the will.!

Volition,” he adds, ““is surely an act of the mind, with
which we are sufficiently acquainted. Reflect upon it. Con-
sider it on all sides. Do you find anything in it,”” he de-
mands, “like this creative power, by which it raises from noth-
ing a new idea . . . with a kind of Fiat . . . ?”? In this
appeal to experience lies the strength of Hume’s position.
He has other inconclusive arguments from the limitation of
the power of mind over ideas, and from our inability to explain
this power; but in this challenge to be conscious, if we can,
of ourselves as ‘creators’ of ideas, he certainly scores a point
against Berkeley,® since we are rather the recipients and
possessors than the creators of our ideas —even the most
novel of them.

In spite of Hume’s belief that in our use of the expressions
‘power’ and ‘force,” as ordinarily applied, “we have really
no distinct meaning and make use only of common words
without any clear and determinate ideas,” he none the less
insists, as has been shown, that we have an ‘impression’ of
mental ‘power.” To make clear this conception of Hume
and to estimate it is the main concern of this section. It will
be recalled that Hume’s argument for the existence of mental
power or necessity is, briefly, the following:* Repeated
instances of a given cause followed by its effect do produce
the ‘impression of power’; but the repetition can neither
discover nor produce anything new in an external object;

! “Inquiry,” § VIL., Pt. 1., ninth paragraph from end, Open Court edi-
tion, p. 70

? Ibid., p. 71%, sixth paragraph from end.

3 Cf. p. 143, above.

* “Treatise,” Bk. I., Pt. IIL., § 14, paragraphs 14 seq., pp. 457°—460

The treatment of this subject in the “Treatise” is fuller and more adequate
than that of the “Inquiry.”
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therefore the power of which we have the impression must
be mental. This reasoning is confirmed by the fact that we
“immediately feel a determination of the mind . . . to carry
our thoughts from one object to another.” *

In this ‘determination of the mind,” Hume teaches, ‘ power’
consists. It is evidently then of importance to know exactly
what he means by the term ‘determination.” We are tempted
to think that he uses it as we might use the words ‘will’ and
‘decision.” If this were true, Hume would be rightly inter-
preted as upholding what in the view of the writer is the
correct doctrine of will. He would be saying, in effect:
Though we cannot know that the mind affects bodily move-
ments or that it ‘creates’ ideas, yet we do know that it is
capable of an active and dominating attitude toward external
things and toward its own ideas.? But such an interpreta-
tion is, for several reasons, impossible. In the first place,
Hume is here discussing power as it is manifested in the
consciousness of all forms of causal relation, so-called external
as well as internal causality, and he could never mean that my
will affirms, for example, the sequence of sound on vibration.
In the second place, the synonyms used by Hume for the
expression ¢ determination of the mind ’ show conclusively that
he does not refer to the will, however conceived. For in
place of the expression ‘determination of the mind’ he
repeatedly uses the terms ‘transition of the imagination’?
and ‘inference.’* Thus, in teaching that causality involves
mental power and that this power is a ‘determination’ or
‘transition’ of the mind, Hume means simply the following: |
We are unquestionably conscious of what we call cause and |
effect, for example, of the motion of a ball as cause of the !

! “Treatise,” 7bid., paragraph 19, p. 459° et al.

? Cf. the writer's “ An Introduction to Psychology,” pp. 307 seq.

3 “Inquiry,” § VII., Pt. IL., paragraph 3 and last paragraph; “Treatise,”
ibid., paragraph 6 from end, o0p. cit., p. 464.

* “Inquiry,” 4bid., paragraph 3; “Treatise,” #bid., paragraph 7 from
end, op. cit., p. 463°
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motion in another ball. This consciousness first of moving
ball @ and then of moving ball b is a transition of the mind,
and my consciousness of my mind as moving from one to the
other is an impression of power. This is the sum and sub-
stance of the mental ‘power’ involved in causality, as it is
expressly defined by Hume. It is evident that such a defini-
tion of power does not conform to the ordinary usage of the
term. But it is equally evident that a mental transition,
under whatever name, is involved in tracing cause and effect.
This is the important truth of Hume’s teaching, later strongly
emphasized and amplified by Kant. The significant defect
of the teaching is its failure to distinguish the mental transition
in the causal relation from that which is involved in every
relation.! There may be, for example, as much mental transi-
tion in realizing that the uprising in Russia is like the French
Revolution as in recognizing that a bell stroke is the cause of
a sound. It follows that though Hume’s teaching, that
mental transition is involved in causality, is correct, it is also
inadequate, for it does not suffice to distinguish causality
from other relations.

r A brief restatement of Hume’s doctrine of causality with
the more important of our comments on it will conclude this
section. Hume teaches negatively that causality does not
involve the necessary connection of past with present and of
present with future; that causality does not involve the
uniform relation of cause and effect; and that causality is
not an external relation — that is, a relation existing inde-
pendently of consciousness. The first of these assertions
Hume cannot make good; the second and third, in the
opinion of the writer, are sound doctrine, though Hume’s
argument is at certain points defective. Positively, Hume
teaches that causality is a customary conjunction of
events, namely, the mental habit of inferring one event
from another. This positive teaching is significant and is

1 Cf. Hume’s discussion of personal identity, infra, pp. 187° seq.
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true as far as it goes, but it is inadequate in that Hume fails
to distinguish causal inference from other forms of mental
transition. The doctrine is well summarized in the following
passage: ‘“We say that the vibration of this string is the
cause of this particular sound. But what do we mean by that
affirmation? We . . . mean, that this vibration is followed
by this sound, and that all similar vibrations have been [ollowed
by similar sounds: [that is,] that this vibration is followed
by this sound, and that upon the appearance of the one, the
mind . . . forms immediately an idea of the other.”*

II. HuMe’s DocTRINE oF EXTERNAL OBJECTS, INDEPEN-
DENT OF THE MIND

a. The teaching that external objects cannot be known by
the senses

This discussion of Hume’s basal theories, the impression
test of knowledge and the conception of causality as a mental
connection of experienced facts, is an essential prerequisite
to the study of his theory of reality. For by these standards
Hume measures all metaphysical conceptions. He admits
the existence of those realities, and of those only, which meet
his impression test of knowledge and which do not seem to
him to invalidate his conception of causality. Through
these tests, then, he proceeds to gauge the reality of bodies, or
external objects, and of souls, or selves. With the first of
these topics this section is concerned.

By ‘body’ Hume understands what we have expressed by
the awkward term ‘non-ideal reality’; a reality which is, in the
first place, ‘independent’ of our perceptions, and, in the
second place, ‘entirely different from them.”®> To describe

! “Inquiry,” § VII., Pt. II., second paragraph from end, Open Court
edition, p. 80'. The meaning has been slightly changed, to correspond,
however, with Hume’s own teaching, by replacing Hume’s ‘either . . . or’
with the bracketed words, ‘that is.’

? Ibid., § XII., paragraphs 9 and 11, Open Court cdition, pp. 161%, 1622
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this non-ideal reality, Hume uses the expressions, ‘matter,’
‘body’ or ‘bodies,” ‘external objects,” and ‘objects.”* The
character of these objects on which Hume lays most stress
is their independence of our perceptions. ‘“An external
universe,” he says, ‘“depends not on our perceptions, but
would exist though we and every sensible creature were
absent or annihilated.”?

Hume’s arguments to disprove the existence of such an ex-
ternal universe closely resemble, as he does not fail to indi-
cate, those of Berkeley.* He argues, first, that external objects
cannot be known by the ‘senses’ — that they are not, in
Berkeley’s term, perceived directly. In favor of this conclu-
sion, he urges, first, that our senses are known and admitted
to be fallacious. Of this ‘imperfection and fallaciousness of
our organs’ we have, he says, numberless instances: ‘the
crooked appearance of an oar in water; the various aspects
of objects according to their different distances; the double
images which arise from the pressing one eye.”* This fact,
that some of the objects which seem to us external are mere
illusions, makes it impossible to trust to our direct sense-
consciousness of externality. Nor may we (after Descartes’s
fashion) ‘““have recourse to the veracity of the supreme
Being, in order to prove the veracity of our senses.””® This,
Hume rightly observes, “is making a very unexpected cir-
cuit. If his veracity,” he continues, ‘“were at all concerned
in this matter, our senses would be entirely infallible; be-
cause it is not possible that he can ever deceive.” In other

! Cf. especially “Treatise,” Bk. I., Pt. IV., § 2, and “Inquiry,” § XII.,
Pt. I. The terms are enumerated in the order of the frequency with which
Hume uses them, beginning with that which Hume least often employs.

? “Inquiry,” § XII., Pt. 1., paragraph 7, Open Court edition, p. 160%
Cf. “Treatise,” Bk. I., Pt. IV., § 2, paragraphs 3, 10, and passim.

8 “Inquiry,” ibid., second paragraph from end, Open Court edition,
p. 164, note.

4 Ibid., paragraph 6. Cf. “Treatise,” Bk. 1., Pt. IV., § 2, thirteenth
paragraph from end, Green and Grose edition, I., p. 498

§ “Inquiry,” #bid., paragraph 13, Open Court edition, p. 163%
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words, Descartes’s argument proves too much. Our senses
certainly do sometimes ‘deceive’ us, and it follows either that
the veracity of the supreme Being is no guarantee against such
deception, or else that there is no veracious, supreme Being.

Besides arguing from the experienced fallaciousness of
our senses that we have no sense knowledge of objects
independent of mind, Hume reaches the same conclusion by
considering the nature of the alleged ‘external’ object of the
senses. Such an object, he observes, is believed to be made
up of primary and of secondary qualitics. But, as he points
out, “it is universally allowed by modern enquirers, that all
the sensible qualities of objects such as hard, soft, hot, cold,
white, black, ctc., are merely secondary, and exist not in the
objects themselves, but are perceptions of the mind, without
any external . . . model, which they represent. If this be
allowed, with regard to secondary qualities, it must also fol-
low, with regard to the supposed primary qualities of exten-
sion and solidity.”*

Finally, Hume, like Berkeley, appeals to our introspection
to assure us that we really are not directly conscious of things
outside us, but that our immediately certain consciousness is
of our own experience. ‘‘Nothing,” he says? “can ever
be present to the mind but an image or perception . . . ;
and no man, who reflects, ever doubted that the existences,
which we consider, when we say this house and that tree are
nothing but perceptions —in the mind . .. ”

b. The teaching that objects exiernal to the mind cannot be
known by reason

In addition to the everyday conviction that objects external
to the mind are known to sense or directly perceived, Hume

! “Inquiry,” ibid., second paragraph from end. Ci. “Treatise,” Bk. L.,
Pt. IV, § 2, paragraphs 12 seq., Green and Grose edition, p. 482%

? “Inquiry,” loc. cit., paragraph 9. Cf. “Treatise,” loc. cit., paragraph 21,
p- 487, et al.
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recognizes the ‘philosophical hypothesis’ that we must infer
the existence of objects distinct from our directly known
perceptions.! The doctrine is familiar to us through Berkeley’s
arguments against it. Admitting that the colored, extended
things which we directly know are merely our own percepts
or thoughts, it teaches that there none the less exist real
things, very probably unlike these percepts, and in any case
independent of them and distinct from them; and that we
know the existence of these things by reason or inference.
Hume argues, as Berkeley has argued, that we have no right
to make this inference, no basis for the conclusion that these
‘external’ objects exist. His argument is worthy of atten-
tion. Those philosophers, he points out, who teach that
external objects, realities independent of consciousness, must
be inferred to exist, base this inference on the fact that our
impressions (or perceptions of things) require a cause; and
argue that ‘real, distinct existences’ must cause these sense
impressions. But Hume believes that he has shown that
causality is not a power inherent in an external object, that it
is, on the contrary, an expericnced connection between suc-
cessive facts, — a connection known by the mind. Now if
me mental, the facts connected by causality must be
mental facts; in other words, the causal relation, being
through and through mental, cannot extend beyond the mind.
This argument is clearly implied in the following paragraph:
““'The only conclusion we can draw from the existence of one
thing to that of another, is by means of the relation of cause
and effect, which shows that there is a connection betwixt
them, and that the existence of one is dependent on that of
the other. . . . But as no beings are ever present to the
mind but perceptions; it follows that we may observe a con-
junction or a relation of cause and effect between different
perceptions, but can never observe it between perceptions
and objects. ’Tis impossible, therefore, that from« the

1 ¢ Treatise,” loc. cit., twelfth paragraph from end, p. 498%
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existence . . . of the former, we can ever form any conclu-
sion concerning the existence of the latter. . . o :

There is no escape from this argument, if Hume’s concep-
tion of causality as a mental relation be admitted. If causality
is a purely mental connection, it surely cannot be a bridge
between the mental and the non-mental.  The only reason to
question Hume’s use of the argument is the doubt of his
having proved satisfactorily this purely mental naturc of
causality. (The position taken in this chapter is that he might
fully have proved the point, but has actually left certain parts
of his argument unguarded.)

It must be noticed, however, that Hume implies, in the pas-
sage quoted, a more fundamental argument against the exist-
ence of material reality, as inferred to exist —an argument
which does not depend on the validity of his conception of
causality. Objects inferred to cxist are, he says, none the
less objects of consciousness, objects ‘present to the mind.’
But nothing which is present to the mind can possess an
existence independent of mind. It is then a contradic-
tion in terms to teach that the mind must infer (what-
ever be the principle of inference) the existence of external
objects; for it is the nature of such objects to be independent
of consciousness. By the use of this reasoning, Hume
advances a far stronger argument than Berkeley’s in opposi-
tion to the doctrine that matter (reality independent of mind)
must be inferred as cause of perceptions. Berkeley has
urged, in objection to this view, that matter is by common
consent ‘passive or inert’ so that it may not be conceived as
cause of anything, still less as cause of active spirit. This

1 «“Treatise,” Bk. L., Pt. IV., § 2, eleventh paragraph from end, p. 499.
Cf. “Inquiry,” ibid., paragraph 12, Open Court edition, p. 162°. The
“Treatise” alone discusses this subject in detail, in the section from. which
quotation is made. The section is long and involved: it discusses both the
continuity and the independence of alleged objects external to the mind; and
it introduces many irrelevant, though often significant, considerations. In
“Inquiry,” loc. cit., paragraph 11 and last paragraph, two subordinate argu-
ments against the inferred-matter-conception are suggested.
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objection, it was pointed out,'isineffective against the dynamic
conception of matter as energy or force. Hume’s argument
docs not encounter this difficulty, for he argues against the
inferred existence of material reality not on the disputed
ground of the passivity of matter but on the ground of its
basal character, namely, its existence independent of con-
sciousness.

Hume’s position, therefore, is one of great strength; it is,
indeed, in the opinion of the writer unassailable. Descartes
and the other dualists had taught that matter, namely, reality
independent of consciousness, must exist as cause of our per-
ceptions. In reply to this Hume asserts, first, that causality
is a relation within consciousness and consequently cannot
msme CONSCIOUSNess ;
and second, that, whatever the basis of the inference, inferred
objects must be known objects, objects present to the mind,
and cannot therefore be ‘possessed of independent existence.’
Hume has thus followed Berkeley in despoiling the universe
of material reality, reality independent of mind. He teaches
that we neither perceive nor justly infer the existence of
‘external objects.” In their place we have simply perceptions
which are ‘present to the mind.’

\

¢. The inconsistent assumption that ‘external objects’
exist

It is not possible to turn from the contemplation of Hume’s
disproof of the existence of material reality, without taking
account of the extraordinary inconsistency with which he
none the less implies in every part of his works the existence of
these objects independent of mind. This discovery of in-
consistencies in Hume’s teaching is not surprising. Already
it has been shown that he is untrue to his impression test of
knowledge, since he admits the occurrence of relations,? and

! Cf. supra, p. 129. 2 Cf. supra, pp. 154, 169.
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that, while denying necessity in the scientific experience, he
affirms it in the case of so-called voluntary actions.! No-
where, however, is Hume’s inconsistency more marked in
itself and more insidious in its consequences than at just
this point. There can be, as has appeared, no remotest doubt
that he denies the possibility of either perceiving or inferring
the existence of objects other than perceptions. Yet the dis-
covery of this idealistic doctrine comes as a revelation to one
who reads Hume for the first time. For throughout “Trea-
tise” and “Inquiry” alike, Hume has persistently implied
the ‘real’ and ‘independent’ existence of objects.

These implications are especially frequent in the exposition
of his two basal doctrines: the impression test of knowledge
and the theory of causality. For example, he opposes causal-
ity to the mathematical relations on the ground that causality
has to do with matters of fact or objects, whereas the mathe-
matical principles are ‘relations of ideas.’? But the dis-
tinction evidently has no force if, as Hume believes, the ob-
jects are themselves perceptions present to the mind. Again
he teaches, as will be remembered, that impressions are dis-
tinguished from the corresponding ideas mainly on the
ground that these impressions are occasioned by the stimula-
tion of the sense organs through external objects.* The dis-
tinction certainly loses its intended significance if sense organs
and external objects alike are themselves perceptions of the
mind. I say, for example, that my impression of red differs
from my idea of red, because a red object stimulated my retina
when I received the impression, and was absent when I had
the idea. The implication is this: because a real object
occasioned the impression, therefore. the impression differs
from the idea and indeed becomes a criterion of reality. But
if, as Hume teaches, the real red object is itself a perception,
it cannot endow the impression with any reality superior to

! Cf. supra, p. 161, note.
z “Inquiry,” Pt. IV., § 1. Cf. “Treatise,” Bk. I., Pt. IIL,, § 1.
3 Cf. supra, p. 1521

N
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that of the idea.! Hume, none the less, wins the assent of
many readers to the impression test of knowledge, because
his language lends itself to the everyday theory that im-
pressions have a superior certainty due to their dependence on
supposedly ‘real’ material objects —sense organs and the
physical things which stimulate them.

In many other passages, more or less significant in relation
to his argument, Hume implies or asserts that independent
existence of matter which he ends by discrediting. ‘It is
universally allowed,” he says (when teaching that voluntary
actions are necessary),” ‘“‘that matter, in all its operations, is
actuated by a necessary force.” This sentence is surely mis-
leading as used by a writer who a little later argues that the
““opinion of external existence . . . [is]contrary to reason.”
Contradictory statements or implications of this sort are found
cheek by jowl within a single paragraph or even sentence.
The paragraph,* for example, quoted above, in which Hume
asserts that “nothing can ever be present to the mind but an
image or perception,” defines perceptions as ““copies or repre-
sentations of other existences, which remain uniform and in-
dependent.” But precisely this independent existence is
what Hume later insists that we neither perceive nor rightly
infer? Of course, these inconsistencies in no wise invalidate
the force of Hume’s argument, if that is cogent, against the
existence of realities independent of the mind ; but they rightly
shake the reader’s confidence in Hume’s good faith and lay
Hume open to the suspicion of trying to gain, by implication,
the benefit of everyday convictions which, by right of logic,
would oppose his doctrines.

L Cf. supra, p. 173%; and cf. Green’s Introduction to the Green and Grose
edition of the “Treatise,” Vol. 1., paragraphs 195-201, 303 seq.

2 “Inquiry,” § VIII., Pt. 1., paragraph 4, p. 84%

3 Ibid., § XII., Pt. 1., p. 165"

4 Ibid., paragraph g, p. 161%. The definition of the ‘senses’ in this
paragraph is similarly inconsistent.

5 Cf. ibid., p. 164; and “Treatise,” Bk. I, Pt. IV., § 2, quoted on
p- 174.
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III. HuMEe’s DOCTRINE OF SELF

Hume’s metaphysical doctrine is, up to this point, a mere
reassertion of Berkeley’s immaterialism, an idealistic concep-
tion of the universe. To Leibniz and to Berkeley, and in-
deed to all idealists before Hume, this means simply that the
universe is a society of interrelated spirits, or persons. Hume’s
originality consists in his teaching that the universe, though
immaterial, is yet not spiritual, that it is made up of mental
facts or ideas — ‘perceptions,” as Hume calls them — with
no spirits or selves to which the perceptions belong. A cer-
tain complex, or group, or series, of these ideas may, indeed,
on this principle be called a mind or self; but this self has
no identity or permanence or character of its own: it is &
mere heap of distinct ideas, each of which exists for itself.
Hume’s reasons for denying the existence of selves, as dis-
tinct from these mere bundles of perceptions, are somewhat
arbitrarily divided into arguments against the existence of any
‘spiritual substance’ and arguments against the existence of
any self. The division may be disregarded, for spiritual
substance really means nothing if not ‘self.”?

a. Hume's arguments against the existence of a self

By self is meant, Hume rightly supposes, that which is con-
scious, which is fundamental to its ideas (its perceptions, as
Hume calls them), which is relatively permanent, or better,
identical, in the flux of ideas. Hume argues against the exist-
ence of a self, so conceived, first on the ground that ideas
(perceptions) exist independently and that there is, thus, no
need of a self in which the ideas may inhere; second, on the
ground that I am not conscious of myself, whereas if there

1 The terms have been differently used, but never plausibly or justifiably.
Cf. Locke’s distinction of spiritual substance, or soul, from person, or self.
(“ Essay,” Bk. IL, Chapter 27.)
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were an I, T must be conscious of it. These considerations
must be discussed in order.

The most important argument, Hume believes, brought
forward to prove the existence of a self, is the following:
since ideas exist, there exists also a somewhat more per-
manent than they in which they inhere or to which they be-
long. Now Hume denies this premise. Our perceptions,
he says, have no need of anything in which to inhere, because
each is independent, each exists for itself, inheres in itself as
it were, in fact, fulfils for itself the alleged requirement of a
substance. ‘. . . All our perceptions,” he says, ‘‘are
different from each other, and from everything else in the
universe; they are also distinct and separable, and may be
consider’d as separately, existent, and may exist separately,
and have no need of any thing else to support their existence.”*

But this argument, if it is valid, proves only this: that from
the existence of ideas it is not necessary to infer the existence
of any self. In other words, it proves at most that a self does
not necessarily exist, and is far from proving that a self does
not exist. Hume’s second argument is farther reaching. If,
he teaches, there is an I fundamental to my perceptions, then
it is self-conscious. In other words, I must be conscious of
myself if such a self exist. But, he proceeds, I am not con-
scious of myself, therefore no sclf exists. In two ways Hume
seeks to make good the assertion that I am not conscious of
myself. (1) He reiterates, in the first place, the statement
that one never has an impression of a self. In Part I of the
“Treatise” this teaching occurs in its most general form, the
assertion that one never has an impression of substance. “I
would fain ask . . . philosophers,” hesays, ““. . . whether
the idea of substance be deriv’d from the impressions of sensa-
tion or of reflection? If it be convey’d to us by our senses, I
ask, which of them; and after what manner? If it be per-
ceiv’d by the eyes, it must be a color; if by the ears, a sound;

1 “Treatise,” Bk. I., Pt. IV., § 5, paragraph 5. Cf. § 6, paragraph 3.
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if by the palate, a taste; and so of the other senses. But I
believe none will assert, that substance is either a color, or
sound, or a taste. The idca of substance must thercfore be
deriv’d from an impression of reflection, if it really exist. But
the impressions of reflection resolve themselves into our pas-
sions and emotions; none of which can possibly represent a
substance. We have therefore no idea of substance, distinct
from that of a collection of particular qualities.” * In Part
IV. of the “Treatise,” Hume urges the same argument with
reference no longer to the existence of ‘substance’ in general,
but to that of the spiritual substance, or self.*> It is impos-
sible, he holds, that a self should exist; for there never
can occur an impression of a self, because impressions
are, one and all, fleeting and evanescent, perishing with
the instant which gives them birth, whereas a self is sup-
posed to be identical through succeeding moments. ‘It
must be some one impression, that gives rise to every real
idea. But self or person is not any one impression, but that
to which our several impressions and ideas are suppos’d to
have a reference. If any impression gives rise to the idea of
self, that impression must continue invariably the same, thro’
the whole course of our lives; since self is suppos’d to exist
after that manner. But there is no impression constant and
invariable. Pain and pleasure, grief and joy, passions and
sensations, succeed each other, and never all exist at the same
time. It cannot, therefore, be from any of these impressions,
or from any other, that the idea of self is deriv’d; and con-
sequently there is no ‘such idea.”?

The argument just outlined presupposes the validity of
Hume’s impression test of knowledge and would fall far short

1 “Treatise,” Bk. I., Pt. I., § 6. It should be noted that this argument
is directed against the existence of substance in general. If it were valid at
all, it would therefore tell against the existence of material substance, as well
as against that of spirit.

? Ibid., Bk. L, Pt. IV., § 6.

8 1bid., paragraph 2.
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of convincing any one who denied this doctrine of impressions.
For the benefit of such a reader, Hume reénforces his position
by a direct appeal to introspection. He begins by a clear
and forcible statement of his opponents’ teaching. ‘“There
are,”” he says, ‘“some philosophers who imagine we are every
moment intimately conscious of what we call our SELF; that
we feel its existence and its continuance in existence. . . .
The strongest sensation, the most violent passion, say they,
instead of distracting us from this view, only fix it the more
intensely, and make us consider their influence on se/f. . . .
To attempt a farther proof of this were to weaken its evidence;;
since no proof can be deriv’d from any fact, of which we are
so intimately conscious; nor is there anything of which we
can be certain, if we doubt of this.”* This assertion of our
consciousness of self Hume flatly denies. ¢ Unluckily,” he
continues, “all these positive assertions are contrary to that
very experience, which is pleaded for them, nor have we any
idea of self, after the manner it is here explain’d.” In
supposed self-consciousness, on the contrary, one is really
only conscious of a particular collection of impressions
and ideas. “For my part,” he asserts,” “ when I enter most
intimately into what I call myse/f, I always stumble on some
particular perception or other, of heat or cold, light or shade,
love or hatred, pain or pleasure. I never can catch myself at
any time without a perception. . . . When my perceptions
are remov’d for any time, as by sound sleep; so long am I
insensible of myself and may be truly said not to exist. And
were all my perceptions remov’d by death, and cou’d I neither
. think, nor feel, nor see, nor love, nor hate after the dissolution
of my body, I should be entirely annihilated. . . . If any
one, upon serious and unprejudic’d reflection, thinks he has a
different notion of himself, I must confess I can reason no
longer with him. . . . We are essentially different in this
particular. He may, perhaps, perceive something simple

1 «“Treatise,” Bk. L, Pt. IV., § 6, paragraph 1.  ? Ibid., paragraph 3.
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and continu’d, which he calls himselj; tho’ I am certain
there is no such principle in me.” Hume concludes, accord-
ingly, that ‘“setting aside some metaphysicians of this
kind,” he may venture ‘“to affirm of the rest of mankind,
that they are nothing but a bundle or collection of different
perceptions, which succeed each other with an inconceivable
rapidity,and areina perpetual flux and movement.”* “What
we call a mind,” he says in another passage, ‘‘is nothing but a
heap or collection of different perceptions, united together
by certain relations, and suppos’d, tho’ falsely, to be en-
dow’d with a perfect simplicity and identity.”

It is necessary now to estimate with utmost care each of
these arguments against the existence of a self. According
to the first of them, a self need not be inferred as substratum
of ideas, since an idea is self-sufficient, independent, separate
from all other reality. But this assertion of the self-depend-
ence, the isolation, of ideas flatly contradicts the teaching
of psychology. Itis a commonplace of psychologists, from
Plato to St. Augustine, and from Hobbes to Wundt, that
ideas are associated and interrelated. There is little need to
argue this point, for Hume himself makes the admission,
damaging as it is to his system. In the significant Appendix
which he added to Volume III. of the original edition of the
“Treatise,” there occur these memorable paragraphs: —

“. . . All perceptions are distinct. They are, therefore,

distinguishable, and scparable . . . and may exist sepa-
rately. . . .
* * * * * * *

“But having thus loosen’d all our particular perceptions,
when I proceed to explain the principle of connexion, which
binds them together, and makes us attribute to them a real
simplicity and identity; I am sensible, that my account is
very defective. . .

“In short there are two principles, which I cannot render

1 ¢ Treatise,” Bk. I, Pt. IV., § 6, paragraph 4.
3 Ibid., § 2, paragraph 39, Green and Grose edition, p. 495%
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consistent; nor is it in my power to renounce either of them,
viz. that all our distinct perceptions are distinct existences,
and that the mind never perceives any real connexion among
distinct existences. Did our perceptions either inhere in
something simple and individual, or did the mind perceive
some real connexion among them, there wou’d be no diffi-
culty in the case.”

It is evident from these paragraphs that Hume himself
admits a ‘principle of connexion’ binding perceptions to-
gether; and he certainly, therefore, is not entitled to argue,
from the independence of perceptions, that we must not infer
a self to exist.

But the more significant of Hume’s arguments remains for
consideration. The presupposition of this second argument
is unassailable. Certainly, as Hume throughout assumes,
if a self exists, then I am conscious of it, for self means
sclf-conscious being. But now, according to Hume, I am
as a fact not conscious of a sclf; therefore no self exists.
Hume’s denial of self-consciousness is,thus, the significant part
of his argument. As has appeared, he makes the denial on two
grounds: (1) He urges that T have no impression of myself
“and that without impression there is no knowledge. Against
this argument it may be claimed, in the first place, that Hume
is not justified in denying impressions of myself. To be sure,
I have no sense impressions of myself,—in other words, I do
not see or feel or hear myself, — yet I may be said to have an
emotional consciousness of myself; and emotions, it will be
remembered, are included in Hume’s class of ‘impressions of
reflection.” To this an advocate of Hume might answer:
Hume’s special point is that a ‘self’ is supposed to have
permanence, and that there can be no impression of perma-
nence. But precisely this last assertion is incorrect; Hume
could not make it save for the inadequacy, already pointed
out, in his impression theory of consciousness. Either we
are not even conscious of permanence at all, do not know what
is meant by the word (but not even Hume asserts this); or

PR
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we have an ideaof it without having an impression of it (which
is quite contrary to Hume’s teaching); or we do have an
impression of it.  Whichever statement of the case be true,
Hume is clearly wrong when he teaches that to know one
must have an impression ; that to know the self one must know
it as permanent; that one has no impression of permanence;
and, therefore, finally, that one does not know any self.!

We have so far discredited Hume’s attempt to prove from
the independence of perceptions that it is needless to infer
a self as the substratum in which they inhere. We have
seen, furthermore, the weakness of Hume’s first reason for
denying the direct consciousness of self here remains
his denial of self-consciousness through the mere appeal to
introspection. And with this we have reached the crucial
point of the discussion. The failure of the preceding reason-
ing is unimportant if now Hume can convince me that I am,
after all, not directly conscious of a self —that I am, in
fact, conscious only of perceptions, impressions and ideas.
Descartes had reasoned: I exist, for to doubt or to deny my
existence requires a doubting or denying I. Hume answers:
Doubt or denial requires not an I, but an idea, not a doubter,
but a doubt; and, as a matter of experience, I am conscious
not of the self or doubter but of the idea, the doubt.

I The first comment to be made upon this teaching is this,
that it does not follow from the premise. As has appeared,
Hume reaches the conclusion from the observation that he is
never conscious of himself except as perceiving. But I may

! There is, however, a significant truth in Hume’s assertion that I have no
impression of myself. To say, I have ‘an impression of self’ or ‘an idea
of self,’ is an awkward and artificial way of saying, “I am conscious of
myself, T feel or know myself.” Cf. the parallel criticism of Berkeley,
p- 147*.  We conceive of our experience, it is true, as a series of ideas (in
Hume’s term, perceptions); and we artificially regard the experience of a
given moment, without attending to the self which has it, as an idea or an
impression. Really, however, this is an inexact way of describing any one’s
consciousness; and is never more inadequate than when the impression, thus
abstracted from the consciousness which a self has, is made to argue against
the existence of the self.
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readily grant that I am never conscious of myself except as
conscious in some particular way — that is, as having a per-
ception of heat or cold, light or shade, love or hate, pain or
pleasure — without thereby denying that I am at the same
time conscious of a self which perceives. In other words,
it is certainly true that a self without perceptions is never
experienced, but it does not follow that there is no self; on
the other hand, it well may be that the perceptions are those
of a self.

b. The inconsistent assumption that a self exists

In favor of this view that in being conscious of perceptions
one is also conscious of a self, it should now be observed that
Hume, spite of his denial of a self, constantly presupposes its
existence. On every page of “Treatise” and of “Inquiry”
alike, he alludes to ‘mind or myself’ as more than a mere
bundle of perceptions, and attributes to it characters — in
particular, activity and continuousness — which cannot pos-
sibly belong to mere perceptions. Thus, he speaks of ‘the
operations of the mind’;* he says, in another place, that “im-
agination has the command over all its ideas”;? and he
teaches, even more explicitly, that “the mind has the com-
mand over all its ideas, and can separate, unite, mix, and
vary them, as it pleases.”® Hume’s assertions of the relative
permanence, or continuity, of the mind are equally unambig-
uous. “The mind . . . naturally continues,” he says.*
“The imagination,” he has observed, just previously,
“when set into any train of thinking, is apt to continue, even
when its object fails it, and like a galley put in motion by

1 “Treatise,” Bk. I., Pt. IIL, § 8, paragraph 2. Cf. “Inquiry,”
§ V., Pt. I, second paragraph from end, et al.

? “Treatise,” Bk. I., Pt. IIL., § 7, second paragraph from end.

3 Appendix to Vol. III. (original edition) of the “Treatise”; Green and
Grose edition, p. 555%

* Ibid., Bk. 1., Pt. IV., § 2, paragraph 22, Green and Grose edition,
p- 488
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the oars, carries on its course without any new impulse.”
But a mere bundle of evanescent perceptions could neither
‘““separate, unite, and mix ideas,” nor yet continue in a
train of thinking. This inconsistency is made especially evi-
dent by the effort to replace Hume’s personal pronouns, in his
very argument against the self, by some form of his exacter
definition of self. The passage quoted on page 182 would
read, thus translated, . . . when a bundle of perceptions
enters most intimately into what it calls this bundle of per-
ceptions it always stumbles on some particular perception
or other of heat or cold. . . .” Thus expressed, without
inconsistency with Hume’s doctrine, the passage loses all
that persuasiveness which it actually possesses because of its
virtual implication of that self which it ostensibly denies.

These implications, it must be observed, of the existence
of minds or selves, underlying the succession of ideas, are not
mere unessential lapses from Hume’s central teaching. On
the contrary, this conception of a self is fundamental to no
fewer than four of Hume’s explicit doctrines or arguments.
The first of these is his conception of causality. Tt has al-
ready been shown that he defines causality as ‘transition’ and
‘inference’ of the mind. But the occurrence of a transition
implies the existence of a permanent being within which the
transition occurs; fleeting perceptions can replace or succeed
each other, but there can be no transition in them.?

A second teaching of Hume which is based on the assump-
tion of the very self which he denies is his doctrine of personal
identity, that is, his method of accounting for what he terms
the false supposition of personal identity. For, though Hume
argues against the fact of personal identity, he none the less
has to admit our ‘great . .. propension . . . to suppose
ourselves possesst’® of it. He goes on to explain the alleged
consciousness of personal identity as the easy ‘transition of

! Cf. supra, p. 166 seq. * Cf. Kant’s teaching, infra, p. 227 seq.
3 “Treatise,” Bk. L., Pt. IV., § 6, paragraph 3.
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the mind from one object to another, the smooth and unin-
terrupted progress of the thought along a train of connected
ideas.”® But this ‘transition of the mind’ involves, as has
just appeared, a continuous mind, a self distinct from series
of resembling and connected ideas. So, Hume actually
opposes what he calls the false conception of personal identity
by an explanation which assumes the existence of what is
virtually the same — a continuous self.

The remaining doctrines which require the assumption of
a self fundamental to ideas belong to Hume’s psychological
and ethical teaching, not to the metaphysical system which,
in this chapter, is mainly considered. One important form
of his doctrine of the passions — that is to say, his psychology
of the emotions — is based upon the doctrine of a self in social
relation with other selves. Not the impression or idea, but
the self, is — Hume teaches — the unit of the affective con-
sciousness.? Thus, pride is defined® as ‘‘a certain satisfaction
in ourselves”’; love or friendship is said to be* ““a complacency
in another”; “self” is described ® as ‘“ever intimately present
to us.” In his moral philosophy, finally, Hume assumes
explicitly the existence of selves in social relations. ‘Good’
and ‘bad’ resolve themselves, for him, into ‘useful’ and
‘harmful,’ or ‘plecasant’ and ‘painful’; but pleasure and
pain arise, he teaches, through sympathy with others as well
as through personal experience;° the utility which is object of
virtue is that of society no less than that of the individual;?”

L Treatlse,” Bk. I, Pt, IV., § 6, paragraphs 6, 16 Green and Grose
edition, Pp- 5353, 541%

? This is perfectly evident in the “Dissertation on the Passions.” Book
II. of the *‘Treatise,” on the other hand, attempts in many passages to re-
duce emotions to ideas of pleasure and pain; but its classification of emotions
and its significant discussions are based throughout on the conception of emo-
tions as personal relations.

3 “Dissertation,” § II. Cf. “Treatise,” Bk, II., Pt. I, § 2, Green
and Grose edition, Vol. I1., p. 77 et al.

¢ “Dissertation,” § II.; “Treatise,” Bk. IL., Pt. II., § 1.
§ “Dissertation,” § III., 2. Cf. “Treatise,” Bk. II., Pt. L., § 2.
® “Treatise,” Bk. III., Pt. IL., § 2. Cf. “Principles of Morals.”

7 ““Treatise,” Bk. IL, Pt. III., § 6'; “Principles,” § V., Pt. L.
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indeed, the very ‘“notion of morals implies,” Hume says,
“some sentiment common to all mankind . . . the senti-
ment of humanity.”! But sympathy and society and human-
ity imply inevitably actual selves, distinct though inseparable
from their ideas, and in vital relation with each other.

After the outline and the estimate of Hume’s doctrine of the
self, it is necessary at the end to review the bearing of the
doctrine on the question fundamental to all philosophy: is
there a self which underlies evanescent psychic phenomena ?
Hume’s arguments to prove the self non-existent are funda-
mentally two. He argues that a self need not exist, on_the
ground that our perceptions, independently existing, have no
need of a subject in which to inhere; but he fails to prove
even to his own satisfaction that perceptions do exist indepen-
dently. Then he argues that a self does not exist, on the
ground that our alleged sclf-conscionsness is, after all, a mere

consciousness of perceptions; but his very argument refutes
itself and implies the truth that a consciousness of different
perceptions is also, inevitably, a consciousness of a perceiving
self. It is thus evident that Hume’s arguments are incapable
of disproving the existence of a self, and it is fair to add that
no essentially new arguments have been advanced since the
“Treatise” was published. The case for the self is im-
measurably strengthened, also, by the discovery that Hume’s
own philosophy, from start to finish, implies the existence
of a self. Against the force of these considerations, it may,
however, be objected that Hume’s inconsistency is not Zpso
facto an argument for the existence of a self; and that the
disproof of Hume’s arguments leaves undisturbed the proofs
which future philosophers may conceivably bring forward.
This abstract possibility is not to be denied, but —in the
view of the writer — does not affect one’s conviction of an
existing self, a unique and identical reality which underlies
and unifies distinct perceptions. For this conviction is not,

1 “Principles of Morals,” § IX., Pt. 1., paragraph s.
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primarily, an argued conclusion; it is a direct and therefore
an unproved certainty contained in every conscious experi-
ence. Of course this initially immediate assurance is later
reflected on; and it is immensely strengthened by the study
of Hume and the other philosophers who refuse to recog-
nize a self. For such a study shows that the arguments are
invalid which are urged against the existence of a self; and
that the existence of a self is constantly assumed by those
who deny it. In the last resort, however, I can only assert,
without proving, my direct consciousness of my own existence.

1IV. Hume’s TEACHING ABOUT GOD

It has already appeared that Hume argues against the
existence of objects independent of the mind, and yet that he
tacitly assumes that ideas correspond to external objects; that
he has said “there is no self,” and yet that his doctrines of
causality and identity —to name no others —imply the
existence of a self. It will not be surprising, therefore, to
discover that Hume everywhere assumes the existence of a
‘Supreme Being,’ or ‘Deity,” although it is evident that on
Hume’s principles we have no right to believe that there is a
God. TItis true that Hume never argues definitely against the
existence of ‘God, for even the sceptic Philo, in the “Dia-
logues concerning Natural Religion,” never questions ‘the
Being but only the Nature of the Deity.”' But Hume’s
arguments to disprove the existence of substance, material
or spiritual, apply as well to God as to finite realities. In
the first place, if God is conceived as a causal being, to _a_lly
distinct from human experience, then the argument by which
Hume proves that we may not infer the existence of external

! “Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion,” Pt. II., paragraph 3. On
this question of Hume’s philosophical doctrine about God, and of his personal
attitude toward religion, cf. especially the “Dialogues’’; but see, also, Elkin,
“Hume’s Treatise and Inquiry,” § 47, pp. 266 seq., and the works there cited,
including Huxley, “Hume” (pp. 151 seg.), and Wmdelband “History of
Philosophy” (Eng. trans., p. 494). )
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objects tells equally against the existence of God. For
causality is a relation within experience, and God cannat,
therefore, be conceived as infinite cause and at the same
time as existing independently of experience. If, on the
other hand, God be conceived as Infinite spirit, or greater
self, then Hume’s arguments against the existence of selves
would also tell —if they were valid arguments — against

God’s existence. We have questioned their cogency, but
Hume employed them; and it follows that there is no place
in his philosophy for God.

In the eyes of the uncritical reader, Hume’s conclusions
gain plausibility by his unjustified appropriation of the God,
the external objects, and the finite selves whom he has elabo-
rately annihilated. In the mind of the rigidly logical thinker,
on the other hand, this procedure awakens a suspicion, not
indeed of Hume’s personal sincerity, but of his intellectual
honesty and of the value of his teaching. No one, however,
can deny the significance of two portions of Hume’s doc-
trine, — his conception of causality, and his denial of the
existence of a self. Important features of his causal doc-
trine had, indeed, been suggested by Berkeley;' but
Hume first elaborated and fused the significant teachings
that causality is not an immaterial power; that it is rather a
sequence of events or, more clearly scrutinized, a mental
continuity or transition. These clements of his doctrine
have become inwrought in the fibre of modern philosophical
thinking; his equally emphasized denial of the necessity
of the causal sequence is, on the other hand, chiefly impor-
tant because it initiated Kant’s defence of causal necessity.?

Even more significant among philosophical doctrines is
Hume’s reduction of all selves to mere ‘bundles’ of fleeting
and unconnected ideas, and his consequent conception of the
universe as nothing more than a mass of loosely connected
perceptions, momentary sensations, for example, of red,

1 “Principles,” 53, 65, 66. 3 Cf. infra, p. 211 seq.
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sweet, soft, and fragrant, and equally fleeting emotions of
love and hate and avarice and the like. The importance
of this conception is not due to its validity; on the contrary,
as it has been the effort of this chapter to show, the doctrine
is argued from invalid premises and contradicts our most
immediate certainty. Yet Hume has rendered a service to
philosophy in setting forth this theory, erroneous as it is.
An error never can be refuted till it has been clearly stated;
" and an unformulated and unrefuted error may work incalcu-
lable injury from the shadowy recesses of the mind which
vaguely holds it. Now Hume’s annihilation of the self is
obviously a doctrine of vital consequences. If the supposed
self is a mere parcel of perceptions, replaced a moment hence
by another kaleidoscopic complex of sensations, plainly there
is no ground for belief in personal immortality, no philosophic
basis for a conviction of personal responsibility. Precisely
because of its practical significance, therefore, Hume’s denial
of the self tends to incite his readers to a closer analysis of
the conception of a self, a more careful study of the relations
of selves. This effect of Hume’s doctrine the succeeding
chapters will consider.
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CHAPTER VII

AN ATTACK UPON DUALISM AND PHENOMENALISM:
THE CRITICAL PHILOSOPHY OF KANT

“Das Zuriickgehen auf Kant [kann] fiir uns nur bedeuten: die Fragen,
die ergestellt hat, nicht bloss aufs neue zu stellen, sondern sie auch weiter
und schirfer zu fassen, die Antworten die er gegeben hat, aufs neue zu
priifen, zu erginzen, zu berichtigen.” — ZELLER.

MopERN thought had passed, in the early eighteenth
century, by way of the dualism of Descartes and of Locke,
through two phases of a qualitative monism. Under the
lead of Hobbes, philosophy had meant materialism; in the
hands of Leibniz and Berkeley, it had turned idealistic and
spiritualistic. Hume, finally, though as much an idealist as
ever Berkeley was, converted the spiritualistic form of idealism
into phenomenalism, by conceiving of the universe no longer
as a world of spirits but as a world of evanescent psychic

henomena : impressions and ideas.

Roughly coterminous with Hume’s philosophy is the
system of the German philosopher, Christian Wolff. Instead
of being a modification of idealism, Wolffian doctrine reverts
in a curious way to the old dualistic type. Wollff, to be sure,
purports to follow Leibniz; but he ignores all the significant
teachings of Leibniz, retaining little save the terminology and
the inconsistencies of the system. Leibniz teaches that the
universe is a community of through and through spiritual
beings. Wolff, on the contrary, holds that the ultimate all-
of-reality is a double universe : a world of reality independent
of and distinct from any and all consciousness, which would
exist if there were no mind or minds to know it; and a
parallel world of conscious beings. Thus to every part of the
world independent of consciousness, there corresponds, he

195
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holds, the consciousness of just this particular reality. Wolff
teaches, in other words, as Descartes has taught and as
most people uncritically believe, that it is possible to know
realities which are yet independent of the consciousness of
them.

Wolff’s system is, in the second place, rationalistic. His
rationalism follows,as must be admitted, from an inconsistent
teaching of Leibniz. For though Leibniz insists on the
continuity of consciousness and teaches that sense and
thought differ, not in kind, but in degree of consciousness,
he none the less exalts reason over sense; and Wolff em-
phasizes and perpetuates the distinction, really subversive
of Leibniz’s teaching. Thus, Wolff teaches that there are
two distinct kinds of consciousness: sense and thought.
Sense he conceives as the relatively superficial, which only
confusedly corresponds to the reality independent of con-
sciousness, and which is unable to fathom the deeper realities
of the universe; thought, on the other hand, he believes, may
attain the knowledge of the independent realities, or sub-
stances, and of causality, space and time, unity, and the other
rational principles.

It has been necessary to outline Wolff’s system, though it is
unimportant in itself considered, for the most influential of
modern doctrines, that of Immanuel Kant, is directly de-
rived from it. Kant’s philosophy, in its essential develop-
ment, is a progressive exploitation of the world of independent
reality in favor of that of consciousness. In other words, he
discovers, point by point, that forms of thought have no exact
parallels in a world of reality independent of them. Corre-
sponding with the sensational consciousness, however, he per-
sistently assumes the existence of independent realities — of
realities which are, to be sure, despoiled of all describable
characters, a ghostlike world of shadowy objects, whose only
quality is the negative one of being other than consciousness
and independent of it. Kant’s relation to Wolff is thus
comparable with the relation of Leibniz to Descartes. Yet
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though, like Leibniz, Kant modifies dualism in the direction
of idealism, unlike Leibniz, he fails to complete his idealistic
reconstruction of the universe. This incompleteness follows
doubtless, from Kant’s conservatism. He was himself 2
precise little university professor of fixed habits, and his
intellect was of the ‘slow and sure’ order, which turns and
twists traditional doctrines in the effort to gain all their
meaning, instead of throwing them rashly away at the first
suspicion of their inadequacy. In Kant this reluctance to
discard old forms was combined with an unsparing criticism
of doctrines which had not stood the test of prolonged scru-
tiny. 'The result of this curious combination of the conserva-
tive and the critical tendencies is a system marked by great
internal inconsistencies.

Kant’s system must not, however, be described solely by
its affiliation with that of Wolff. For Kant is profoundly
influenced also by his study of Hume. From Hume, he
derives, in the first place, the suggestion for his criticism of
dualism and of rationalism; with Hume he emphasizes the
perceptual nature of space and time, and the ideal character
of the forms of thought. But quite as important as the
agreement is the opposition between Kant and Hume.
Kant, imperceptibly influenced no doubt by Diderot’s and by
Rousseau’s individualism,' reinstates the spiritualistic — or
personalistic — form of idealism. He replaces Hume’s view
of the universe as mere conglomerate of impressions and
ideas, by the older conception of the known universe of
conscious selves. Only, as has been pointed out, he
retains the dualistic doctrine that there are still realities
beyond these selves.

But even those who believe, with the writer of this book,
that Kant’s system includes no teaching new to philosophy,
admit its historical importance. It turned back rationalistic
philosophy in Germany from the path of dualism reéntered

! Cf. Appendix, pp. 505, 506.
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by Wolff; and it rescued idealism from the sheer phenome-
nalism of Hume. The student of philosophy, therefore,
reads Kant, not because his works embody teachings which
occur nowhere else; on the other hand, there is little which
he taught that cannot be discovered better stated in the doc-
trines of predecessors or of successors. Nor does one study
Kant for the intrinsic worth of his system as such; on the
other hand, it must be admitted that his doctrine is incom-
plete and inconsistent, that the arguments by which he reaches
his conclusions are often invalid and still more often unneces-
sary. Yet the student of modern philosophy must study
Kant because nineteenth century philosophy of every order
has been influenced by Kant’s teaching. Post-Kantian
idealistic philosophy, both British and continental, is indeed
born of the Kantian system; the blood of Kant flows in its
veins. And the most antagonistic forms of British thought
have at least been influenced by Kant in the sense that they
have been most vigorous in their onslaughts upon him.
Thus the systems of friend and of foe alike presuppose on
the student’s part an acquaintance with Kant.!

A. KanT’s DocTtrINE OF THE KNowN OsmjEcT (A REFU-
TATION OF WOLFF's DuaLisM AND oF HuME’S PHENOM-
ENALISM)

The dualistic doctrine of Wolff forms the starting-point
of Kant’s own thought and, for many years, the basis of his

! The summary and estimate of Kant’s system contained in this chapter
are based on the study mainly of his “ Kritik of Pure Reason,” and the most
important of his ethical works, the “Metaphysik of Morality,” and the
“Kritik of Practical Reason.”” References are made to the first and second
editions (A and B, published respectively in 1781 and 1787) of the “Kritik
of Pure Reason,” and to the first editions of the other works. The pages
of Watson’s “Extracts from Kant” (cited as W.) are also referred to. Se-
rious students will precede or accompany the reading of this chapter by a
study of Kant’s text. They will be assisted by the more detailed discussion
of many sections of the “Kritik of Pure Reason,” in the Appendix of this
book (pp. 513 seg.). This chapter departs widely from Kant’s order, and
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teaching at Konigsberg. It may be roughly outlined as
follows : —

WORLD OF CONSCIOUSNESS WORLD OF REALITY INDEPEN-
DENT OF CONSCIOUSNESS

Sense [ Sensations of Color
{ Sensations of Sound
etc.
Conception of Substances Real Substances
Conception of Cause Real Causality
DG [Conception of Space Real Space }
Conception of Time Real Time
etc. etc.

It will be noticed, from this scheme, that the real world of
Wolff resembles that of Descartes: it contains not only
substances, but relations: space, time, causality, and the rest.
These, Wolff teaches, are independent of consciousness — that
is, they would remain real though every conscious being were
annihilated. They are known in a twofold way: first, in-
accurately and confusedly by the senses; and second, ade-
quately and clearly by thought. Thus, sensations of color,
sound, and the like are confused and inadequate representa-
tions of the world of independent reality, which itself has no
color, sound, or odor. On the other hand, the concepts, or
thoughts, of substance, space, time, and causality, are correct
representations of real substance, space, causality, and so on.

In opposition to Wolff and in agreement with Hume, Kant
teaches that all known objects are phenomena of conscious-
ness, ideas, and not realities independent of mind. In oppo-
sition to Hume, on the other hand, he teaches that the known
object is not a mere complex of sensations, but that it includes
unsensational characters, namely, relations. These two fea-
tures of Kant’s teaching — its divergence from traditional
dualism and its opposition to sensationalism — will appear
throughout the summary which follows. The first and

lays little stress or none on certain teachings which he emphasizes; but, in
the opinionof the writer, it presentsevery important feature of Kant’s doctrine.
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carliest part of the “Kritik of Pure Reason,” Kant’s most
important work, considers the known object as spatial and
temporal.

I. KaNT’s DoCTRINE OF THE KNOWN OBJECT AS SPATIAL
AND TEMPORAL?

a. Kand's teaching in opposition to Hume that space and
time are unsensational and a priori.

Kant sharply distinguishes space and time from mere
sensations, those of color, odor, and the like. These mere
sensations Kant does not discuss at length, but he attributes
to them, explicitly or implicitly, four characters. They are
(1) many; Kant refers to them as a sense manifold.? They
are (2) un-ordered and chaotic, conglomerate sense material,
without form.*> They are (3) individual; that is to say, in
the same circumstances, one person has one sense experience
while a second person has quite a different one.* Finally,
(4) the mind in being conscious of sensations is wholly pas-
sive; and sensations are therefore due, in some unexplained
way, to the reality independent of consciousness. This last
character attributed to sensations indicates, of course, the
unconquered dualism of Kant.’?

Now, Kant denies that space and time are on a par with
these chaotic, individual, sense qualities. There are, he
teaches, important differences between the changing color of
the sky and the spatial relations of the planets, or between the

! Kant’s teaching about space and time is contained in two portions of the
“XKritik of Pure Reason”: in Pt. I., the “ Asthetic’; and in the first and
second Antinomies of Pt. III., the “Dialectic.” (Cf. Appendix, pp. 516
seq., for a more detailed and technical discussion of these sections.)

2 «“Kritik of Pure Reason,” A, p. 20 et al; B, pp. 34, 68 ¢t al. (The
first edition of the “Kritik of Pure Reason” is cited as A, the second edition
as B. The references of the early sections of this chapter are almost exclu-
sively to this work, and the title will, therefore, ordinarily be omitted.)

3A, 20t al; 34,68et al; W., 22. (The references are to pages.)

* B, 6o et al. Cf. the discussion, p. 231, infra.

S A, 19, 68; B, 33,93; W.,—, 47. Cf.infra, p. 237.
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increasing heat of a star and the times of its successive tem-
peratures. These differences reduce to two. Space and
time are distinguished, Kant teaches, from the ‘sense mani-
fold,” in that the mind is active, not passive, in the conscious-
ness of them.! Space and time, he holds, are further differen-
tiated from sensations, on the ground that both are a priori,
whereas sensations are a posteriori. By a priori Kant means
universal and necessary.? An a priori, that is necessary, truth
asserts of something that it could not be otherwise; to a
universal proposition no exception is possible,—it applies,
in other words, to every member of a given class. In this
sense, Kant teaches, space and time are a priori: there is a
necessary relation of every moment to its past and to its
future as well; and, similarly, spatial quantitics — for ex-
ample, the circumference and the radii of a circle —are
necessarily related.® It follows, according to Kant, that space
and time are not mere sensations; and since an object, what-
ever else it may be, is always spatial and temporal, it follows
also that the known object is no mere sensational complex.

It should be added that Kant, even while he asserts the
unsensational nature of space and time, none the less regards
both space and time as ‘forms of perception.” But sensation
is admitted to be an essential element of perception, and the
wholly unsensational is therefore improperly named percep-
tion. It is, however, easy to explain Kant’s error in this
regard. His account of the space and time consciousness
would, indeed, naturally have led him to regard each as a
form, not of perception, but of thought — what he later calls
a category. But Kant also believes, for reasons which

! Cf. note on p. 205, infra.

% “XKritik of Pure Reason,” Edition B, Introduction, § IL., p. 4; W., 9. It
should be noted that Kant does not offer any distinction between the terms
‘universal’ and ‘necessary.’ Later in the ‘“ Kritik” he often uses the term
‘objective’ as roughly synonymous with either expression.

3 The argument here summarized is that of the so-called Transcendental
Deduction, A, 25, 31, 32; B, 40, 47, 48; W., 26, 30. For more detailed
exposition of Kant’s doctrine of space and time, cf. Appendix, pp. 516 seq.
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will later appear, that space and time belong to conscious-
ness and not to a reality independent of consciousness; and
he still believes with Wolff that if they were objects of thought,
they must be independently real. Ina word, he hasa dilemma
on his hands: space and time scem to him to be forms of per-
ception and not of thought; and yet they seem to him to be
too fixed and too certain to be sensational. He attempts
unsuccessfully to solve the problem by creating an imaginary
middle state, between perception and thought, distinguishing
sharply between sensations, and space and time — the neces-
sary forms, as he calls them, of perception.

b. Kants teaching in opposition to Wolff that space and
time are subjective

From the a priority, the universality or necessity, of space
and time Kant argues their ideal character. He denies, in
other words, that they belong to a world independent of
consciousness. The self-conscious being, he argues, knows
itself only; and if it makes assertions which have universal
validity, in other words, which are @ priori, these assertions
must be about consciousness, not about any reality inde-
pendent of consciousness — divorced from it, unknown by
it. But there are, Kant teaches, universal space and time
truths, wherefore space and time have to do with conscious-
ness, not with the independent reality.! (Conversely, it is
simply because mere sensations have, in his opinion, nothing
a priori about them, — because he cannot make universal
propositions about the sensible qualities of things,— that
Kant supposes sensations to be due to an unknown, inde-
pendent reality.)

For a second reason Kant argues that space and time are
ideal or subjective. Roughly summarized, his argument is

! Cf. “Inferences,” A, 26 and 31; B, 42 and 49; W., 27 and 30.
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the following : The so-called real, or absolute, space and time,
belonging according to Wolff to the world of independent real-
ity, would be fixed, immutable, and absolute. Space and time,
on the other hand, are full of paradoxes. In remembering,
for example, one makes the past present ; and in drawing lines
through the base of a triangle one discovers that, according
to the principles of mathematics, as many lines can con-
verge in the apex as can be drawn through the base. And
the greatest of these paradoxes is the necessity of conceiving
space and time both as complete and as endless: we can
always, on the one hand, imagine space beyond space; as
mathematicians we must, indeed, regard space as infinite:
and every past moment must be conceived to have its past
behind it, just as every future must be thought of with a
future beyond it. On the other hand, space and time, con-
ceived as absolute, must be complete and fixed and immuta-
ble. Now such contradictory assertions could not be made,
Kant holds, about space and time if they were realities inde-
pendent of consciousness; such paradoxes would, indeed, be
impossible with reference to a space and a time which are
unaffected by our thoughts about them.! On the other
hand, consciousness is noted for its contradictions and its
paradoxes; and, thus, all the contradictions involved in space
and time are accounted for by regarding both as mere forms
of consciousness, ways in which we are conscious. Kant
concludes that space and time behave like conscious experi-
ences, not like fixed realities, and that they are, in this sense,
subjective. “The world,” he says (meaning not the uni-
verse independent of consciousness but the world of concrete,
extended things and successive events) — “the world does
not exist in itself independently of the series of my ideas.”?
“Space,” he says, elsewhere, “is nothing except the form of all

! Newton’s definition of absolute space is the following (“Principles,”
Bk. I., Definition VIIIL., Scholium): “Spatium Absolutum, natura sua sine
relatione ad externum quodvis, semper manet similare et immobile.”

2A, 505; B 533; W., 171,
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phenomena of outer sense.”* This ideality he adds, is no
bar to the reality of space and time, for both spatial objects
and temporal events have ‘empirical reality’® and are
‘sufficiently distinct’ from dream realities.

It is unnecessary to discuss at length Kant’s arguments for
the subjectivity of space and time, since Leibniz, Berkeley,and
Hume had gone so much farther by their demonstration that
all characters of the known object — sensations along with
space and time—are ideal. The importance of Kant’s teach-
ing is in its historical relation to the revived dualism of his
immediate predecessor, Wolff. Kant deprives the supposed
world of non-conscious reality of that character, spatialness,
with which Descartes and Locke had endowed it, of which
Leibniz and Berkeley had robbed it, with which Wolfl has
again enriched it. Kant’s other teaching about the known
object — that certain of its characters are a priori, or uni-
versal— has a less important bearing on the main problem of
metaphysics, the nature of the all-of-reality; but is of cardinal
importance to Kant’s method of attack on the metaphysical
problem. This will appear more clearly in the next division
of this chapter.

II. Kant’s DoCTRINE OF THE CATEGORIES® (THE RELA-
TIONS OF KNowN OBjJECTS)

a. Kant’s teaching, in opposition to Hume, that the known
object includes categories, necessary relations

Hume has insisted that there is nothing in an object save
only that which is perceived, remembered, or imagined; in

YA, 26; B, 42; W, 27. The argument here outlined, for the sub-
jectivity of space and time, is found in the first and second Antinomies
(summarized, Appendix, pp. 521 seq.). The first set of illustrations in the
text are not those of Kant.

A, 28, 491; B, 44, 520; W., 29. This is substantially Berkeley’s teach-
ing, though Kant never recognizes the affiliation.

# This teaching is contained in the “Kritik of Pure Reason,” in two por-
tions of Pt. IT., the ““Analytic”: first, in the sections numbered g to 14 (with
the one immediately preceding § 9); second, in the division entitled “System
of all Principles of the Pure Reason.” (Cf. Appendix, pp. 525 seq.)
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other words, he has taught that an object is a compound of
‘impressions’ ! only. Yet Hume has virtually admitted the
occurrence of experiences which are not impressions;? and
Kant is therefore taking the part of Hume against Hume in
the teaching that every object contains unsensational as well
as sensational elements, that even in perceiving objects we are
conscious of them as more than sensational.* The unsen-
sational elements of the known objects (not including the
spatial and temporal elements) Kant calls categories, and he
recognizes twelve of them — four groups of three each —to
correspond with the classes of judgments treated in formal
logic.

The categorics, Kant teaches, are results of the mind’s
activity — or better, they are activities of the mind, and are
thus distinguished from sensation, for in sense-consciousness
the mind is merely passive.* The categories have, further-
more, like space and time relations, a peculiar universality
and nccessity; they are, in other words, @ priori. Accord-
ing to Kant this means, as we know, that one is justified in
making universal assertions and predictions about them.
We do not know what will be the sensible qualities of the

1Tt should be observed that Hume’s term ‘impressions’ and Kant’s term
‘sensations’ cover both sensations proper and affections of pleasantness and
unpleasantness.

2 Cf. supra, pp. 169 seq.

3 Occasionally Kant is disposed to admit that some objects are merely
given —in other words, that uncategorized, purely sensational, objects of
experience do occur, though they are not known. (Cf. A, go; B, 123.)
Usually, however, he holds the correct view that every object, even of per-
ception, is a related object.

*Kant lays great stress on this contrast (following Leibniz, through
Wolff. Cf. “ Asthetic,” § 1, A, 19; B, 33; “Logic,” Introduction, 1., A, 50;
B, 74; W., 40; A, 67-68, B, 92—93; W., 46-47). Kant has been widely fol-
lowed in this distinction; yet, in the opinion of the writer and of many stu-
dents of psychology, accurate introspection does not bear out the contrast.
The distinction of ‘active’ and ‘passive’ is not indeed properly made, for,
in one sense, all consciousness is activity; and, in another sense, every
finite self is passively conscious. The overdrawn distinction of sense from
thought is, it should be added, responsible for certain fundamental errors of
Kant’s philosophy.
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physical universe three billion years from now, but we do
know that, whatever its constituents, it must be a totality,
that it must be like or unlike the physical universe of this
year 1906, and that its present condition is causally, though
indirectly, connected with that future condition of it. Or,
to take a simpler instance, we cannot predict @ priori the
sensible character of the event to follow on a present event.
A sound or a flash of light may follow on the contact of the
wires, but whatever happens will be like or unlike something
else, will be the result of what has gone before, and will
always be so regarded. In other words, the sensible quali-
ties of future things and events cannot with assurance be
predicted; but the unsensational characters of future events
and things are predictable, and in that sense universal, or
necessary. Both because they are predictable and because
they imply mental activity, the categories, Kant teaches, are
subjective. He argues their occurrence and their unsensa-
tional character against Hume, and their subjectivity against
Wolff.

As so far outlined, Kant’s analysis of the world of known
objects and, in particular, of perceived objects, has consisted in
the teaching that an object is made up (1) of sensations —
chaotic, individual experiences, passively received by the
mind, and due to unknown things-in-themselves; and (2) of
space and time relations, unsensational ‘forms,” or construc-
tions of the mind itself, corresponding to nothing beyond
consciousness, but endowed with a peculiar universality.
The chief purpose of his category doctrine — the Transcen-
dental Logic, as he calls it —1is to discuss the remaining
characters of known objects, the categories. Among these,
however, he lays especial stress on four, degree, totality,
causality, and reciprocal connection, which are relations of a
known object within itself or with other objects and, as such,
unsensational factors of experience. In the course of his
discussion of the categories Kant also restates his doctrine
of space and time, so that these sections of the “Kritik”
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contain Kant’s full doctrine of relations. In this chapter,
only Kant’s conception of the four categories just named is
discussed.!

Kant’s procedure throughout the category discussion is the
following: He considers objects as perceived, on the ground
that these, if any, might be supposed to be purely sensational.
And he points out that, even in perceiving objects, we are
conscious of them as involving categories. This general
statement must be amplified by a consideration of the dif-
ferent categories.

1. The category of totality®

In perceiving any object, Kant argues, we are conscious,
not merely of its sensational characters, — its color, texture,
spatial qualities, and all the rest, — but we are also conscious
of these qualitics as belonging together, as combined, fused,
unified. And this consciousness of totality, or combination,
is an essential feature of the consciousness of an object;
in Kant’s terms, in perceiving an object, we unify the mani-
fold of impressions of which it is made up.® This unity, or
totality, may bespatial, but it may conceivably be non-spatial ;
for example, we are conscious as well of a union of sound,
smell, and taste, as of a union of top and bottom, right and
left. Kant, however, uses a case of spatial totality to illus-
trate this truth that a consciousness of unity is a constituent
of every percept. “I cannot,” he says, have the conscious-
ness of any line, however short, “without drawing it in

1 For critical summary of Kant’s doctrine of the categories (including
those which are not considered in this chapter), cf. Appendix, pp. 525 s¢g-

2 Kant discusses the categories of quantity, of which totality is most im-
portant, in “Analytic,” Bk. I, §§ 10-12, and in Bk. II, under the head of
« Axioms of Perception,” A, 80 seq., 161 seq.; B, 106 seq., 202 seq.; W, 51 seq.,
92 seq.

$ A, 162; B, 203; W., 93. For a criticism of Kant's statement ‘we unify’
as compared with the statement ‘we are conscious of unity,” cf. James’s
“Principles of Psychology,” II., p. 2, note; and the writer’s “An Introduc-
tion to Psychology,” p. 177.
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imagination — that is, without producing it, part by part,
from a point.” The illustration is unfortunate, for ordinary
observation contradicts its statement of fact. We are most
often conscious of small figures, not as connected parts but
as simple units; though we sometimes construct complex
spatial figures in exactly the slow, reflective way which Kant
describes, — for example, in imagination we combine geo-
metrical figures into a larger whole, or construct, part by
part, some complicated design. But though Kant has pitched
on a defective example of perceptual complexity, he is none
the less correct in his doctrine that perception, the experience
of a complex of sense qualities, does include an unsensational
consciousness of the holding together, the totality, of these
qualities. And he is unquestionably right in the teaching
that the relatedness, or totality, of the parts of an object is
a priori, necessary, in the sense already indicated : in other
words, that without exception and inevitably an object must
be conceived as totality of its parts. It should be added
that spatial totality is one of the spatial relations already
treated in the first division of the ““Kritik,” and that it is not
easy to account for Kant’s failure to recognize the present
discussion as in part a repetition of what has preceded.!

2. The category of degree (implied in the discussion of the
category of reality)?

Every perceived object includes, Kant teaches, besides the
relation of totality, some relation of degree, involving, as is
evident, comparison. Kant mecans that every scnsation has
a degree of intensity; that is, it is more or less bright or loud
or fragrant than other sensations with which it is always

! Cf. Appendix, p. 5243

? Kant discusses the ‘categories of quality,’ among which is his category
of ‘reality, in Bk. I, §§ 1o-12 of the “Analytic,” and in Bk. IL, under
the head of “Anticipations of Observation.” He only incidentally refers
to the category of degree. Cf. A, 80 seq., 166 seq.; B, 106 seq., 207 seq.; W.,
52 seq., 96 seg.; and Appendix, p. 528.
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compared. In Kant’s own words: “The real, which is an
object of sensation has intensive magnitude, that is,a degree.”*
That is to say, an object may always be known as being
sensationally ‘more’ or ‘less’ intense than other objects.
Thus, Kant has again established the point which he is mak-
ing against Hume: the truth that the known object (the
phenomenon, as Kant calls it) includes relations, as well
as impressions (sensations). For he shows that, in being
conscious of the sense qualities of an object, we are conscious
always of its degree, that is, of the more-or-less-ness of its color,
fragrance, and other sense qualities. He asserts, furthermore,
that the degree, the relation of more or less, is a priori, that is,
that it must invariably be predicated. “There is something

which has to do with . . . sensation,” Kant says, “which
may be known @ priori. . . . [The sensation has] intensive
magnitude, that is, a degree. . . . Every color, for example,

red, has a degree which, however small, is never the smallest
possible; and so it is with warmth, with weight, etc.”? I can-
not tell how bright may be the red of this evening’s sunset;
but I may know that every red sunset will be more or less
bright than other sunsets (if not equally bright); in other
words, every sensational object involves an a priori relational
category of degree.

It should be added that these categories of degree are one
class only of a larger group, the categories of comparison,
on which Kant lays little stress. To this group belong also
the categories of sameness and likeness and their opposites.
All these categories of comparison are @ priori or universal;
and, as a class, it must be noted they are different from the
connective relations of spatially related objects and tem-
porally related events.®

! These words form the heading of the *Anticipations of Observation,”
in Edition B, 207; W., ¢6.
ZA, 169; B, 211; W., 97.
3 Kant refers to the ‘sameness’ of recognized objects in the so-called
““Synthesis of Recognition” (A, 103; W., 60). This consciousness of same-
P
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3. The category of (phenomenal) causality*

Every object is known, Kant teaches, not merely as a
totality and as comparable with other objects; it is known,
also, as causally related. In opposition to Hume, Kant
therefore recognizes as constituent of every known object
the a priori, that is, necessary and universal, category of
causality. “ Experience,” he says, ““is possible only through
the consciousness of a necessary connection of percepts.” ?
The essential features of Kant’s conception are clear. We
know an ordered world of physical phenomena in relation to
each other. The world which we know is not composed of
isolated objects or of unconnected events. Just as certainly
as we experience the color and sound of it, we know the inter-
connectedness of it — the relation of one object, or event, to
the others. Moreover, we know this relation as necessary,
that is, as universally predicable. We cannot, it is true,
Kant seems to say with Hume, assert with absolute certainty
that any given event is necessarily the effect of any other
particular event,> but we do know that some effect,
whether or not we discover the nature of it, follows nec-
essarily upon a cause. It could never be admitted, Kant
insists, that the causal relation is purely imaginary or that
the effect must not be ‘everywhere perceived’ as determined
by the cause.* On the contrary, the effect follows ‘ without

ness is there treated as an argument for the unity of consciousness, but is not
explicitly named category. Cf. the discussion of these categories in Chap-
ter 11, on Hegel, pp. 369 seq. )

! Kant discusses the relation of phenomenal causality in Bk. I., §§ 10-12,
of the “Analytic,” and in Bk. II., in the second and third “Analogies
of Experience,” A, loc. cit., and 189 seq.; B, loc. cit., and 232 seq.; W., loc.
cit., and 110 seq. For Kant’s conception of cause, in the other sense of
‘explanation’ or ‘ground,” — intelligible cause, as he callsit, — cf. infra,
Pp- 259° seq.

? This is the heading of the “Analogies of Experience,” in Edition B
(p. 218; W, ro1). Cf.also A, 189; B, 234; W., 110.

8A, 196; B, 241; W., 115%

¢B, 234.
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exception and necessarily ! upon the cause. And from the
necessity inherent in the nature of the causal relation Kant
argues the subjectivity, or ideal character, of causality.
“We are concerned,” he says, “only with our own ideas;
the being of things-in-themselves [realities independent of
consciousness] is entirely outside our sphere of knowledge.” *
We cannot possibly predicate of them any universally ad-
mitted relation. The circumstance that we find ourselves
universally and necessarily asserting the causal relation is a
proof that the causality belongs to the ideal world and not to
a world independent of consciousness.

The full force of Kant’s conception of phenomenal cau-
sality is gained only by comparing it with Hume’s teaching.
It will be remembered that Kant’s study of Hume’s doctrine
of causality formed, as he himself assures us, the point of
departure for his own critical philosophy. Hume, he says,
“awaked me from my dogmatic slumber”;* and the “Kritik
of Pure Reason,” he elsewhere says, “was inspired by this
Humian doubt.”* That is to say, Kant’s study of the
category of causality led to his discovery of the other cate-
gories; and this, as will appear, brought him to the formu-
lation of his most important doctrine, that of the transcen-
dental self. The gist of Hume’s teaching about causality
is, it will be remembered, the following: There is, in the
first place, no power or causality in objects existing inde-
pendently of our consciousness. On the contrary, causality
is the anticipated, or inferred, regular sequence of events,
or — more precisely — it is a transition or inference of the
imagination. There is, in the second place, no necessary
relation between cause and effect. Hume argues this
(a) because cause and effect, antecedent and consequent, are
distinguishable ideas and therefore not necessarily related;

LA, 108; B, 244.

? A, 190; B, 235; W, 111,

8 “Prolegomena,” Preface.

4 “Kritik of Practical Reason,” p. 56 (Hartenstein Edition, 1867).
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(b) because we gain our knowledge of causes through acci-
dental experience and are never able to predict the effect
of a given event; (c¢) because past experience is no guar-
antee of the future.!

Kant’s agreement with Hume is much farther reaching
than is ordinarily supposed. He subscribes without reserve
to the first stated of Hume’s teachings; and though he denies
the second, he admits at least one of its premises. To begin
with the most fundamental agreement: Kant is as sure as
Hume is, that causality is no character or relation of things
independent of consciousness, and that, on the contrary,
causality is a transition of the mind, a mental connection.
What is meant, both philosophers would declare, when it is
asserted that the rubbing of sticks together is the cause
of a spark, is simply that we, conscious beings, mentally
combine. the two phenomena in a certain way, that we
regard the spark as effect of the friction. The only differ-
ence — an important one, to be sure — between Kant and
Hume, at this point, is that while Hume describes this
mental transition as ‘imagination’ or ‘belief,” Kant calls it
‘thought.’

The second of Hume’s teachings about causality is the
denial of a necessary connection between succeeding events.
This doctrine is indeed already implied by Hume’s account
of the causal consciousness as imagination; and as Kant
has denied the uncertain character of the causal conscious-
ness, so he disputes the contingency of the connection between
phenomena.” The causal connection between succeeding
events is, he holds, a necessary connection. This important

! The order of treatment of the chapter on Hume is here altered.

? Whereas Hume argues that causality, just because it is mental, is not
objective and thercfore lacks necessity, Kant teaches that causality is sub-
jective because it is necessary. In other words, both teach the subjectivity
of causality, but Hume deduces the contingency from the admitted sub-
jectivity, while Kant infers the subjectivity from the admitted necessity.
With the one, subjectivity is the starting-point; with the other, it is the
conclusion.
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divergence of Kant from Hume must be discussed at some
length.

Hume argues that events are not causally and necessarily
connected on the ground that each event is a separate, self-
sufficient phenomenon and therefore unconnected either
temporally or causally with any other. In justified opposi-
tion to this Kant points out that ‘‘the preceding time neces-
sarily determines the following.”* We may add: an event
means precisely a somewhat which is necessarily connected
with its past and with its future, and it is a contra-
diction in terms to deny the connectedness of one event
with another.?

Kant thus vindicates the necessity of the purely temporal
connection. But though the causal connection implies the
temporal, it is, as Hume and Kant both recognize, more-
than-temporal. In other words, the doctrine of causal
necessity is the teaching that, given a necessary connection
between two events, ¢ and b, the recurrence of @ is neces-
sarily followed by the recurrence of 5. Against this sort of
necessary connection Hume, it will be remembered, has two
arguments. There is, he urges, no necessary — that is, uni-
form — connection between events, for we gain our knowledge
of causality through specific experience. So far from deny-
ing this, Kant admits that the ‘logical clearness’ of the causal
principle is only then possible when we have made use of it
in experience. He does not dispute “the accepted doc-
trine” that ‘“we arc led to the concept of cause by the
harmonious relation of many events.”® But though Kant
accepts this, the premise of Hume’s argument, he de-
nies the validity of the conclusion which Hume draws from
it. Kant teaches, in other words, that the impossibility
of knowing with certainty just what will be the nature of a
given effect does not impair the certainty that there will be

1 A, 200; B, 246; W, 116.

2 Cf. infra, pp. 214 seq., to show that Kant means more than this.
8 A, 195; B, 241; W, 115.
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some effect.! It is true, he would admit, that the contact of
one billiard ball with another may not have as its effect the
event which we have foreseen, the motion of the second ball.
But it still may be necessarily, that is universally, true —in
other words, I may have at any time to admit — that some
definite effect follows uniformly on the motion of the first
billiard ball.

Kant has thus refuted one of the arguments urged by Hume
against the uniform connection of events. But Hume has
a more important objection to necessary, that is, uniform,
connection. A past or present experience, he insists, can
offer no guarantee for the future: for example, one may not
argue from the present relation of spark and flame to the
future sequence of one upon the other. Presumably to meet
this argument, Kant urges the following consideration: It
is admitted, he says, that we know a succession of objects,
that is, distinguish an objective from a subjective succession.
But objectivity, he holds, is constituted by causality, that is,
by necessarily uniform succession. Therefore our knowledge
of succeeding objects or events is a guarantee of the causal
succession of phenomena. Kant hasa well-known illustration
of our ability to distinguish objective from subjective suc-
cession:? When I look at a boat drifting down-stream, I
must see the boat at the source of the river before I see it at
the river’s mouth. When, on the contrary, I look at a house,
I may successively see the parts in any one of several orders:
I may sece first the roof and last the cellar, or first the cellar
and last the roof. I could not possibly, however, Kant asserts,
distinguish the objectivity of the successions of the boat’s
positions from the subjectivity of the series of ideas of the
house, were not the boat’s positions linked in a necessary
uniform connection which is lacking to the successive ideas.

! This doctrine is implied in A, 193~194, B, 238~239, W., 113-114 — 2
passage written with another purpose, namely, to emphasize the irrevers-
ibleness of the causal relation.

?A, 191-195; B, 237-240; W., 112-114.
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The fatal flaw in this argument was indicated twenty years
later by Schopenhauer.! It is not true that the successive
ideas of a ‘subjective series’ are uncaused. To take Kant’s
example : there Is certainly some cause for that position of
my head and eyes which results in my first looking upward
to the roof or downward to the cellar of the house, and every
successive movement is conditioned by the bodily position
or movement which preceded it. Even in the case of a purely
imaginary series of ideas, the image of any moment has a cause
— physiological or psychical or both—in the preceding mo-
ment.  But since, thus, subjective as well as objective series
are causally bound together, it follows that causality though a
character of objective series is not their distinguishing mark.?

Kant cannot therefore prove a necessary and uniform
connection of events by use of the distinction between ob-
jective and subjective succession. But in another section
of the “Kiritik,” * he argues in more justifiable fashion for the
necessity of causal connection. “If cinnabar,” he says,
“turned sometimes red, sometimes black, sometimes light,
and sometimes heavy; if a man were transformed now into
the shape of this animal and now of that; if on the longest
day the earth were covered now with fruits and again with
ice and snow, — then my empirical imagination would never
have occasion on observation of the red color to think of the
heavy cinnabar. There must therefore be something which,
asa priori ground of a necessary synthetic unity of phenomena,
makes this very reproduction of phenomena possible.” Kant’s

! “The Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason,” § 23; cf.infra,

- 345

? It should be added that Kant himself elsewhere formulates another and
a justifiable criterion of objectivity. Cf. “Second Analogy,” B, 234; also
infra, pp. 231 seq.

%A, 100 seq.; W., 58 seq., “Transcendental Deduction, Synthesis of
Reproduction.”  Cf. Benno Erdmann’s use of this argument in a very im-
portant: paper on “The Content and Validity of the Causal Law,” in Report
of Congress of Science and Arts at St. Louis, Vol. 1., also in the Philosophi-
cal Review, XIV., 1905. Cf., also; A. E. Taylor, “Elements of Metaphysics,”
Pp- 165 seq.
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meaning is clear. Hume had argued somewhat as follows:
the heat of this June is an event distinct from next June’s
heat; why then must heat be followed by luxuriant vege-
tation next June as well as this? Kant replies: our ex-
perience would not be what it is — in other words, we should
not know the world as a connected whole of regularly recur-
ring phenomena —if the causal uniformity were not absolutely
universal. The writer of this book, like some other critics of
Kant, challenges this conclusion. It is obvious, of course, that
we expect such uniformity and that this expectation is implied
in our constant assumption of the regularity of nature. But
there seems no cogent reason to doubt that we should assume
the uniformity, on the basis of our past experience, even if a
future exception to the uniformity were possible — and even
if we were sure of such a possibility. There seems, in other
words, no reason to deny that our consciousness of the world
as a connected whole might be built up as well on the basis
of an ordinarily uniform experience as on the assumption of
an inevitably uniform experience.

If this criticism of Kant be admitted, it follows that he
has not disproved Hume’s assertion: the causal, or uniform,
connection of events cannot be shown to be absolutely nec-
essary. Yet as will appear, the failure to demonstrate this
necessity does not invalidate the argument based by Kant on
his category doctrine. And more than this, in two features
of his causality doctrine, Kant has scored against Hume.
He has shown, in the first place, the invalidity of that argu-
ment in which Hume denies necessity on the ground that
one learns specific causal connections through accidental ex-
perience. And he has emphasized, in the second place, the
unquestioned necessity, denied by Hume, of the temporal
connection of events — the necessity, in other words, of the
link between before and after, past, present, and future.!

! This is, of course, a virtual repetition of Kant’s teaching about time.

I.nci.de'ntally, the inclusion of it with the discussion of causality shows the ar-
tificiality of the separation of space and time from the categories. It should
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4. The category of reciprocal connection

At least one other relation is discoverable in the experienced
world. Besides knowing every object as a totality and as a
comparable thing, and besides knowing temporal events as
causally connected, we are aware of a necessary connection
between untemporal phenomena. This relation has already
been implied by that of totality. 'The line is the whole of its
parts; but the parts are necessarily connected one with the
other, indeed, their connection is as necessary as that of a
cause with its effect. Similarly, the first term in a binomial
series is necessarily connected with the middle term or the
last. This form of necessary connection is distinguished,
Kant teaches, in the following way from the causal con-
nection. The causal and the temporal series are irreversi-
ble: the past is inevitably over before the present, the result
may not precede the cause. On the other hand, a reciprocal
connection is reversible: reciprocally connected phenomena
may,be apprehended in reversible order. One may look
from right to left or from left to right of the line, from west
to east or from east to west of the spatially related scene.
Right and left, east and west are connected, but their order
is, none the less, reversible. In its application to spatial and
to other mathematical quantities this is evidently the cate-
gory, emphasized in modern mathematics, of order.

be added that certain paragraphs of the ‘“Second Analogy” consider
neither causal nor temporal connection, but rather the reciprocally neces-
sary relation of parts within an object (a topic which is elsewhere appro-
priately considered; cf. Appendix, p. 527).

1 This category is only incidentally referred to by Kant in the * Third
Analogy” (which is mainly occupied with the consideration of a form of
causality — mutual causality — which Kant calls reciprocity). Cf. A, loc.
cit., and 211 seq.; B, loc. cit., and 256 seq.; W., 118 seq. Cf, also, Ap-
pendix, p. 531.
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b. Kant's teaching, in opposition to Wolff, that the
categories are subjective

This discussion of Kant’s category doctrine has so far em-
phasized mainly his opposition to Hume, that is to say, his
teaching that the world of known objects includes not merely
sensible qualities but a priori, that is necessary or universally
predicable, relations. But Kant opposed with equal vigor
Wolff’s doctrine that these relations occur outside the mind,
as links between realities independent of consciousness. In
other words, Kant insisted —in agreement now with Hume
and the other idealists — that the categories, no less than the
sense forms, space and time, and the sensible qualities, color,
hardness, and the rest, are themselves subjective or ideal.
But the world of known objects consists, it will be admitted,
of sense qualities, of the sense forms, space and time, and of
the categories, totality, causality, and the rest. Therefore
the known or experienced object is an idea, or, to use
Kant’s term, a phcnomenon; and the known world is a
world of ordered phenomena, of subjective realities.

Kant’s main argument for the subjective, or ideal, character
of objects as known has been indicated in the discussions of
space, of time, and of causality. He has discovered that
these relations are a priori, that is, universally predicable.
But of reality independent of consciousness no universal
predication may, he says, be made. For realities independent
of our consciousness, things-in-themselves, as Kant calls
them, could not affect us, or stand in any relation to us, there-
fore, they must be, as Kant always teaches, unknown. And
obviously, since we do not know them, we can make no
universally predicable assertion about them. Whatever is
known to be universally true must then, as Kant says, be
subjective. In his own words, “Relation (Verbindung)
does not lie in objects and cannot, so to speak, be borrowed
from them by sense perception and so first be taken up into
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the understanding; on the other hand, connection is ex-
clusively an achievement (Verrichtung) of the understand-
ing.”* This doctrine of the subjective character of the
categories, or relations, is of course in exact opposition to
Wolfl’s teaching. According to Wolff there is a ‘real’ world
independent of consciousness —a world of spatial things
and temporal events linked by relations of unity, causality,
and the like. We have, Wolff teaches, thoughts about these
things and their relations, but things and relations exist
unaffected by our thought. Kant has now plundered this
supposed world of things-in-themselves, not merely of space
and time, but of all the relations as well. 'We know nothing
about unity-in-itself or causality-in-itself, he teaches: unity
and causality are mental activities, ways in which we
think.?

Kant has thus answered the preliminary questions of his
metaphysics, — questions concerning the nature of objects
and of our knowledge of them. Known or experienced
objects simply are, he says, complexes of related sensations.
For example, a grape is a complex of blueness, smoothness,
coolness, flavor, resembling yet differing from other fruits?
and necessarily related to the vine on the one hand and to
Rothwein on the other. But sensations and relations are
mental experiences. Objects are, therefore, through and
through mental, they are ideas; we know them, as Kant says,
because we make them. And yet, though ideal, these known
objects are, Kant insists, empirically real;* they are no

1 ¢ Analytic,” Bk. I.; B, § 16, p. 134; W, p. 66.

2 This doctrine, it may be noticed, is pretty generally admitted by scien-
tific thinkers who, holding to the existence of ‘physical forces’ independent
of our thought, none the less believe that the relations — unity, difference,
and the like — are purely mental affairs with nothing corresponding to them
in the world of physical energy.

8 Resemblance and difference are not numbered by Kant among the
explicitly named categories.

* In the end of the ““ Asthetic” (A, 28, 36; B, 44, 52; W, 29, 35) Kant con-

trasts this ‘empirical reality’ with ‘transcendental ideality.’ Both of these
terms last mentioned are employed in an unusual sense, to indicate that
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visions and illusions, but real, concrete things, everyday
trees and tables and books.*

In this teaching of the known object as ideal, or phenom-
enal, Kant, as has been said so often, merely agreed with
Leibniz, Berkeley, and Hume. His significance, at this point,
was in his opposition to Wolff, who had gone back to the dual-
istic standpoint, teaching that there are two kinds of reality,
mental and non-mental. Kant himself, as will later appear
in more detail, never wholly abandoned Wolff’s dualism. He
admitted the existence of realities independent of conscious-
ness (things-in-themselves), and in fact he seems to have
regarded our sensations as due to them; but he insisted that
these things-in-themselves are unknown and that the char-
acters of objects-as-known are, on the contrary, sub-
jective. The inconsistency and difficulty of the thing-in-
itself doctrine had already been exposed by Hume and by
Berkeley, and will, later in this chapter, be discussed.

c. Criticism of Kant's doctrine of the mecessity of the
categories *

Before proceeding to the exposition of Kant’s teaching of
the subjectivity of the categories, it is best to review and so far
as possible to estimate the main results of the category doc-
trine up to this point. As will appear, Kant’s most signifi-
cant achievement is his emphasis upon the fact that we have
not merely sensations but unsensational and, in particular,
relational experiences. In the strict sense he does not demon-
strate this truth, since it depends for its acceptance on every
man’s introspection. But he may be said successfully to

known objects are unreal (ideal) so far as the world transcending conscious-
ness is concerned.

! Cf. infra, pp. 231 seq., for Kant’s distinction between real objects and
mere ideas.

? The untrained student will perhaps best omit this section on the first
reading of the chapter.
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challenge us — Hume included — to deny the occurrence in
our experience of the categories.

Now Kant’s main contribution to philosophy — the doc-
trine of the transcendental self — depends, as will later be
shown, on no wider conclusion about the categories than
precisely this: that our experience includes categories as well
as sensations. Kant, however, treats the categories in a far
more exhaustive fashion, and in particular attempts to explain
the distinction between categories and sensations. As has
appeared, he finds that the distinction consists in the uni-
versality and the necessity of the categories. The writer of
this book believes that Kant does not make good this account
of the difference, for though there is indeed a universality in
the categories, the same universality and necessity may be
predicated of sensations. The main purpose of this section
is to formulate this criticism.

It will be remembered that Kant means by universal
‘absolutely without exception,” and by necessary ‘that which
cannot help existing,” and that he uses the terms as exactly
synonymous.! Now, there unquestionably is necessity —
logical or, in Kant’s terms, analytic, necessity — involved in
our meanings, conceptions, and decfinitions. Even Hume
admitted the necessity in the case of arithmetical propositions,
holding that the square of 3 is necessarily 9, because we mean
by the square of 3 what we mean by 9.  And similarly, though
Hume did not always admit this, the sum of the angles of a
triangle is equal to two right angles because we mean by
triangle a figure such that the sum of its angles is the sum
of two right angles; and the future is necessarily connected
with the present because by future we mean that which
is connected with the present. If, then, by necessity

L Cf. supra, p. 201. In the writer’s opinion, the term ‘necessity ’ differs
from ‘universality’ only (1) when it is used as virtual synonym for the
relation between cause and effect, and (2) when it implies a ‘feeling of com-
pulsion.” Cf. F. C.S. Schiller, “Axioms as Postulates,” in ‘‘Personal Iden-
tity,” p. 70, note, (5).
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is meant the impossibility of not-meaning-what-we-do-
mean, in other words, the impossibility of self-contradic-
tion, Kant is clearly right in asserting the necessity of the
categories. But he is as clearly wrong in holding that such
necessity distinguishes the categories from sensations. For
logically necessary statements may be made as well about
sensations as about relations. It isas necessary that what-I-
mean-by-white is not-black as it is necessary that what-I-
mean-by-two-times-two is four; and it is as necessary that
what-I-mean-by-rose is fragrant as that a triangle is the
sum of two right angles. The necessity in both cases is
that of my identical meanings.!

It should be noted that this denial of Kant’s distinction
between category and sensation does not involve the ad-
mission that the two are indistinguishable. On the contrary,
sensations are well marked off from the categories. If the
passage of this chapter be reread in which the effort is made
to give a plausible meaning to Kant’s assertion that the
categories, as distinguished from sensations, are universal
and necessary,” it will be discovered that all which is shown
is (1) the greater observed variety of sensations, and (2) the
fact that there are greater observed differences between in-
dividuals in their sense experience resulting in-an indisposi-
tion to make universal judgments about sense facts; finally,
and most important, (3) the fact that while sensations imply
relations, relations do not in the same way imply sensations.
I cannot, for example, be conscious of ‘red’ without being
conscious of it as less or more bright, but I can well be con-
scious of ‘more’ without having a consciousness of ‘red.” It

! This statement about the necessary appears in two forms, one positive
and the other negative: the self-contradictory is not true; and, the true is
self-consistent. These are known as the Law of Contradiction and the Law
of Identity; are implied in our certainty of the fact of our own conscious-
ness; and are employed by philosophers of every stamp not, as is often erro-
neously stated, by rationalists only. Of course, necessity — whether predi-
cated of sensation or of category — is itself a category.

? Cf. supra, pp. 205° seq.
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follows that I must predict certain relations in predicting
any sensations, whereas I am unlikely to predict these par-
ticular sensations in asserting relations. Thus, to summarize
Kant’s teaching about sensations and categories: he has
rightly taught that the categories are necessary, if by neces-

_sary he means ‘inevitably self-consistent’; but he has wrongly
treated this necessity as a distinction between sensations and
relations. In truth, logically necessary statements may be
made about sensations; and their actual distinction from the
categories is to be found mainly in what may be named their
greater variableness.

But it must now at once be pointed out that Kant does not
mean by the necessity of the categories the merely logical —
or, as he calls it, analytical — necessity of which we have so
far spoken. In attempting to justify Kant’s assertion of the
necessity of space, time, and the categories, we have in fact
conceived this necessity in an un-Kantian fashion. It is
true that Kant recognizes logical necessity, but he expressly
teaches that space, time, and the categories have a necessity
of another sort. To make clear Kant’s meaning it will be
necessary, first, to state his distinction between analytic and
synthetic judgments.

“Analytic judgments,” Kant teaches, “add nothing
through the predicate to the subject, but merely analyze the
subject into the partial concepts (Teilbegriffe) which are
already thought in it though confusedly. . . . Synthetic
judgments add to the conception of the subject a predicate
which was not at all contained in it and which could not have
been extracted from it by analysis.” As example of analytic
judgment Kant gives “all bodies are extended,” holding that
extension is a constituent of my conception of body. The
judgment “all bodies are heavy’’ is, on the contrary, accord-
ing to Kant, a synthetic judgment, for heaviness, he says,
does not belong to the concept of body.! To this distinction

14 Zgthetic,” Introduction,§ 4, A, 7 seq.; B, 11 seq.; W., 13 seq. It may
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of the synthetic from the analytic judgment Kant now adds
the distinction of the a priori from the a posteriori judgment
— the judgment which is universal and necessary from that
which is individual and contingent. He attempts, moreover,
to codrdinate the two sets of distinctions—to decide, in other
words, whether analytic and synthetic judgments respec-
tively are a priori, a posteriori, or of both kinds. Now,
analytic judgments are one and all @ priori, that is to say, it
is everywhere and without exception true that the characters
which a concept includes may be predicated of it. This is
the sort of necessity which in this book, and especially in this
chapter, has been defended as the only necessity. A more
important question in Kant’s view is the following: are
synthetic judgments, judgments of discovery, ever necessary,
a priori? It is evident at first blush that one whole class
of synthetic judgments lack this necessity! These are
the judgments which one makes through one’s particu-
lar experience, which are one and all contingent or a pos-
teriori. From the fact that I have, for example, found that
metals are heavy I may not rightly infer that without excep-
tion all metals are heavy. Kant admits, in other words, that
most synthetic judgments are a posteriori, contingent. He
insists, however, that besides these contingent synthetic
judgments of experience there is another class of synthetic
judgments — those which are @ priori, or necessary. These,
he asserts, are the judgments about space, time, and the
categories. In other words, Kant supposes that causality
and the other relations have a necessity quite different from
the logical, or analytic, necessity.? '

be noted that Locke, who believed that solidity is an essential quality of
body, would have named this judgment also analytic.

Cf. Fichte, “Grundlage der Wissenschaftslehre; ” L. Couturat, “Les
Principes des Mathematiques,” Appendix, pp. 235 seq.; E. Caird, “The
Critical Philosophy of Immanuel Kant,” I., pp. 267 seq.; and F. Paulsen,
“Immanuel Kant,” transl., pp. 136 seq., for criticism of Kant’s principle
of distinction between analytic and synthetic judgments.

A, 9; B, 13; W, 14. ? A, 10; B, 14; W, 15.
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For a thoroughgoing estimate of this teaching there is not
time ;' the criticism here made upon it is dogmatically stated
and must be tested by the reader through a study of Kant’s
text. This criticism is, in brief, the following: Kant
never justifies his assertion that the necessary (a priori)
judgments, which may certainly be made about space,
time, and the categories, are synthetic as well as neces-
sary. In other words, Kant rightly asserts the necessity
of such judgments as “5+ 7 = 12,” “a straight line is
the shortest distance between two points,” ‘“the future
follows on the present,” but he never proves the truth of his
assertion that these a priori judgments are synthetic. It
must be confessed that he only once —in the case of cau-
sality — even attempts the proof; and here, in the opinion
of the writer, he is unsuccessful. For the truth is, as Hume
saw clearly, that the causal principle loses necessity whenever
it becomes synthetic — whenever, in other words, it seeks to
prophesy uniformity, though it has experienced only cus-
tomary conjunction. The synthetic, @ priori, judgment is, in
truth, impossible; we have no right to assert with certainty
anything which lies outside our experience, though we have
every reason to make explicit the confused implications of that
experience. And the certainty of our a priori judgments is,
rightly understood, always of this analytic sort.?

A brief restatement of this critical section will conclude it.
In the view of the writer, Kant has (1) proved that relations
are parts of our experience — and this is all which the main
argument of the “Kritik” requires of his category doctrine.
In the attempt (2) to distinguish categories from sensations
he has (a) rightly attributed necessity to space, time, and the
categories, but (b) wrongly denied the same sort of necessity
to sensations. He has made this mistake because (3) he

! For such criticism, cf. Couturat.

? For justification of the statement about the failure of Kant’s argument
for the a priority of causality, cf. supra, p. 216. For assertion of the analytic
character of mathematical judgments, cf. Couturat, op. cit., pp. 262 seq.

Q
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wrongly regards the necessary judgments about space, time,
and the categories as synthetic, that is, as involving a neces-
sity other than the logical impossibility of self-contradiction.

B. Kant’s DOCTRINE OF THE SELF, AND OF THE OBJECT
AS RELATED TO THE SELF (IN OPPOSITION To HUME)

I. KANT'S ARGUMENT FOR THE EXISTENCE OF A SELF

According to Kant the universe of reality includes not
merely unknown things in themselves and known objects
but includes also a self, or knower. This teaching of Kant
is of extreme significance in that it directly opposes Hume’s
teaching that a self, or knower, does not and cannot exist
and that the universe is a mere kaleidoscopic succession of
ideas.

Kant founds his doctrine,—that a self exists,—in the first
place, on simple introspection. Hume argues that the
succession of ideas makes up the whole of what we know.
But these ideas, Kant points out, may at any moment
be claimed as ‘my’ ideas.! In truth, I am never conscious
of ideas which are nobody’s ideas: that is to say, in
knowing the existence of ideas, I know the existence of a
self or of selves. But besides asserting, as a fact of im-
mediate experience, the existence of the self, Kant proceeds
to argue that certain characters, which we attribute to ideas,
really belong to a self and therefore imply its existence. In
more detail Kant’s argument is as follows: —

We are, in the first place, conscious of the identity of cer-
tain experiences with others. The consciousness of the
identity of the present with the past is, in truth, the essence
of recognition. Kant lays stress upon this ‘synthesis of
recognition,” as he calls it. 'We have, as he points out, the
“‘consciousness that what we think is the same as that which

!¢ Analytic,” Bk. 1., § 16, sentence 1: “ Das: Ich denke muss alle
meine Vorstellungen begleiten kénnen,”
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we thought a minute ago.”' Now this identity cannot,
Kant insists, belong to the ideas themselves. For, as idea
of a particular moment, each idea is distinct from every
other, far from being identical with it. If, therefore, as
Hume contends, there were no self, —if the word ‘self’
were merely a name for a succession of ideas, — then one
idea never could be looked upon as identical with another
which had gone before; and no one even could say, “ This is
the same view, or bird note, or conclusion.” For to-day’s
landscape, or sound, or reflection is a different idea, a dis-
tinct experience, from yesterday’s. Yet we do have the
experience of identity —in other words, we do recognize;
and the fact that identity may not be attributed to ideas
leaves us but the one way to account for the existence of
identity. The consciousness of identity is really, thus, the
consciousness of the one and identical self.

In the second place, Kant argues the existence of the self
from a more general character of the series of ideas. Not
merely the one relation of identity, which we attribute to
ideas, but all relations of ideas to other ideas, that is, the
general fact of the relatedness of ideas implies, Kant says,
the existence of a relating or unifying self. In his own
words: ‘““The consciousness of relation can be created only
by the subject, for it is an act of its self-activity.”® Kant is
content with this assertion that relatedness implies a self as
relater. The proposition is, however, so important, that
it must be dwelt upon with more than Kant’s emphasis on
* it. Kant has established the fact that the known world is a

1« Analytic,” “Deduction of the Pure Concepts of Understanding,” in
Edition A (A, p. 103; W, p. 60). Kant shows that the consciousness of
identity is involved also in perception. Cf. A, 8.

2 Cf. F. C. S. Schiller, on ““ Axioms as Postulates,” in “ Personal Idealism,”
p- 97. “The felt self-identity of consciousness . . . is the ultimate psy-
chical basis for raising the great postulate of logical identity.” Cf. J. S.
Mill, note 33 to Vol. II., Chapter XIV., § 7, of his edition of James Mill’s
“Analysis of the Phenomena of the Human Mind.”

3 “Transcendental Deduction” of Edition B, B, p. 130; W., p. 64.
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world of related objects, that is, of related ideas. But, as
Hume has shown, an idea, in itself considered, is an isolated
and self-sufficient fact. The idea of one moment is indeed
over before that of another begins, so that there is nothing
in one idea which may relate it to a second. It follows
that relations do not exist as parts of ideas; and yet it has
been shown already that all relations are subjective, that
they exist in the world of consciousness, not in a world
independent of reality." But since ideas are, as a matter
of experience, in relations of causality, identity, and the
like, to still other ideas,® these relations, which belong
neither to objects independent of consciousness nor to
objects as known (ideas) must be characters of a self;
and a self must exist because ideas are related, because
they cannot relate themselves, and because no reality inde-
pendent of consciousness relates them.

Kant’s argument for the existence of a self has real value.
Before Hume’s time, philosophers, once they have estab-
lished the reality of consciousness, do not need to argue for
the existence of selves; for consciousness is simply assumed
to mean selves who are conscious. Hume, however, chal-
lenges this assumption. He teaches, to be sure, that the
universe consists, through and through, of consciousness; but
he conceives of consciousness as mere succession of ideas.
Kant now restores selves to their rights. A world of con-
sciousness must be, he insists, the world of a conscious self
which has ideas; for the ideas, and in particular the identity
and the relatedness of the ideas, imply the existence of an
identical and unifying self. No self — no ideas; if ideas —
then a self: such, in brief, is Kant’s answer to Hume. And
the universe of reality, as so far formulated by Kant, con-
tains (1) related objects which have turned out to be com-

! This argument lays no stress on the relation of the parts within an
idea. For consideration of the implication of relation in general, cf. infra,
Chapter 10, pp. 369 seq., and Chapter 11, pp. 418 seq.

2 Cf. quotation on p. 218 above.
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plexes of sensations and relations; (2) the self which knows
them; and (3) unknown things-in-themselves.

II. KaNT’S DOCTRINE OF THE NATURE OF THE SELF

The existence of known objects, that is, of ideas, has thus
been shown by Kant to imply the existence of a conscious
self. Kant does not, however,— for a reason which will
later appear, — make use of the words ‘self’ or ‘spirit.” In
their place, he employs such expressions as ‘the subject,’
‘the I think,” and still more often the awkward expression
‘unity of apperception,” doubtless chosen in order to empha-
size the self as contrasted with the evanescent plurality of the
successive, momentary ideas. In this chapter the non-Kan-
tian term ‘self’ is retained, for the sake of brevity and clear-
ness.' No part of Kant’s philosophy has more constructive
value and none has had more historical significance than his
doctrine of the nature of the self. The most characteristic
feature of this doctrine is the distinction which he makes .
between the ‘transcendental’ self, as he calls it, and the
‘empirical’ self.

a. The transcendental and the empirical self

Heretofore, philosophers have distinguished only between
finite selves and infinite self. Kant finds the conception
‘finite self’ too crude to do justice to the complexity of self-
consciousness, but the distinction by which he seeks to
enrich it —the distinction between transcendental and
empirical self ?—is, as will appear, vague and indecisive.

! The terms ‘ Gemiith’ and ‘innerer Sinn (inner sense)’ as used in the first
part of the ““Kritik,” the early written “ Esthetic,” probably refer to the self
as contrasted with the thing-initself. Occasionally these terms creep into
the “Analytic” — usually as synonyms for ‘empirical self,’ in some one of
its meanings.

? Cf. “ Analytic,” “ Transcendental Deduction of the Pure Concepts of Un-
derstanding,” of Edition B, §§ 16-19, pp. 132 seg.; W., pp. 65 seg. Even
the beginner in philosophy should read these sections, containing, as they do,
the core of Kant’s teaching.
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(1) He first distinguishes the transcendental self, as identical,
from the empirical self, as momentary. Already, in the argu-
ment for the existence of a self, Kant has shown how the
self, as identical, is contrasted with the idea, as momentary.
Now the momentary idea may be idea-of-a-self; as such, it
is empirical self and is distinguished from the transcendental,
the identical, self. At any particular instant there are present
to my consciousness not only the varying complexes of ordered
sensations constituting my percepts of desk and book-shelves
and window and road, but a certain complex, chiefly of
organic sensations, affectively toned, which makes up my
this-moment’s-idea-of-myself. This way-that-I-feel-at-this-
particular-moment is contrasted both with the percept of
outer object and also with the experienced self that can-
not be broken up into moments — with the identical, more-
than-momentary, one self of which each of us is conscious —
the self which remembers and feels and intends instead of
consisting of memory image or feeling or purpose. Now
the identical self is what Kant means, primarily, by his
transcendental unity of apperception; and his empirical self
is, from this point of view, the shifting self which varies with
every change of environment, which alters in the process of
youth to age and in the progress of disease. The empirical
self is, in fact, Kant says, ‘‘a many-colored self,” or rather, it
is a series of selves, each one a distinct idea,' whereas the tran-
scendental self is my own deeper, underlying, identical self.
(2) The transcendental as contrasted with the empirical self
is, in the second place, a thinking, categorizing, active, not a
sensationally conscious, passive, self. This is evident from
the very name which Kant applies to it, synthetic unity
of apperception, and from the nature of the argument which
he advances for the existence of a self. It is the transcen-
dental, more-than-momentary, self for which he argues, and
he establishes the truth of its existence — it will be remem-

!B, § 16, paragraph 2, sentence § (p. 134), freely paraphrased.
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bered — solely on the ground that there must be a unifier,
a relater of the sense-manifold. Such a unifying, relating
self is a thinking self.

(3) A final important character is attributed by Kant to the
transcendental I: it is not merely an identical, and a think-
ing, but a universal, self, ‘one universal self-consciousness,’
as he declares.* We have next, therefore, to discover how
he argues that the self is universal and what he means by
its universality. Both problems will be found to involve us
in difficulty. In brief, he argues its universality from the
discovery that there are ¢ things outside me,’ * and our study
of his conception of the self leads, therefore, to a discussion
of his conception of the ‘ thing outside me,” and of his argu-
ment for its existence. There isa sharp distinction — so Kant
teaches, quite in harmony with everyday philosophy — be-
tween my private ideas (Vorstellungen) and the °¢things
outside me,’ or ‘things in space.” It is true that, accord-
ing to Kant, these ‘things outside me’ are known objects,
and as such that they are themselves ideas, or related sen-
sation-complexes,® but they differ utterly from the ideas
peculiar to a single self — the ideas of a self-as-particular.
Between ‘an object in space’ and the ideas (percepts or
images) called up in different minds by this same object,
there is, Kant thus insists, a difference, though the ‘thing
outside me’ is itself idea.* For example, between my
own particular sight or percept of a stone, or your percept
of it, and the ‘stone outside me’ there must be a dis-
tinction, else we could not, Kant observes, make general

1 ¢ Analytic,” § 16, B, 132; W, 65.

? Kant’s reason for believing the existence of a universal self thus re-
sembles Berkeley’s reason for asserting that there is an infinite self, though,
as will appear, Kant is far from meaning by transcendental self what
Berkeley means by infinite self.

3 Conversely it is, as Kant says, true that “every . . . idea may be called
an object, so far as one is conscious of it” (“Second Analogy,” B, p. 234;
W., 110).

4 “Analytic,” Bk. I, B, § 18; 139-140; W., 70-71.
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assertions about objects: we could not say ‘“the thing is
heavy,” but merely “the thing feels heavy to me,”* nor could
we distinguish imagination from perception. Thus, generali-
zation and perception both imply, Kant teaches, ‘a thing
outside me and not the mere consciousness of a thing outside
me ’:* in other words, ““to our percepts (adsseren Anschau-
ungen) there corresponds something real in space.”

This ‘thing outside me”’ or real ‘object in space’ is not, we
must once more remind ourselves, an object independent of
consciousness, in the sense of the dualists, Locke and Des-
cartes, — in Kant’s own terms, it is not a ‘thing-in-itself.’
Such a view, however tempting, is impossible. For the thing
in itself, Kant always teaches, is unknown; whereas the real
‘object in space,’ though it is not your or my exclusive pos-
session, yet is a thing that you and I know, and is therefore
an idea. The problem is to reconcile these two conditions:
to discover an idea, or phenomenon, which yet is a ‘real
thing’ in a sense in which our percepts, as particular, are not
real. Kant’s solution of the problem is the following: he
conceives of the ‘real things in space’ as objects of the
transcendental self and contrasts them with the mere ideas,
the ideas of empirical selves. The real things are, thus, ex-
ternal to the empirical self, but they are the ideas, or objects,
of the transcendental self.

The pressing question of Kantian interpretation is then
the following : what, concretely, is the self whose object is no
mere percept or image, but a real thing, though at the same
time an idea? It is very difficult to find Kant’s answer to
this question. Berkeley has answered it by the doctrine
that it is God whose object or idea is the external thing.

1 Analytic,” Bk. I., B, § 19, B, 142; W., 71-72. -

? “Refutation of Idealism” of Edition B, B, 275. For outline and criti-
cism of the arguments which Kant presents, cf. Appendix, pp. 530, 533.
In brief, he argues that consciousness of myself demands a permanent in
perception; and that the “perception of this permanent requires a thing

outside me.”
8 “Dialectic,” Paralagism 4, of Edition A, A, 375, 374 et al.
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Fichte and Hegel are yet to answer it by the teaching that the
transcendental self is an absolute, or including, self. The
universal self, they hold, whose object is a real thing, must be
a self which is greater than the finite selves, and which in
some sense includes them. Thus interpreted, the trans-
cendental self is a more-than-finite self; the empirical selves
are particular, finite selves, related to the including self as
the momentary states to the finite, yet identical, self; and
real things, objects of the transcendental or including self,
are in one sense external to the finite selves,and yet are known
by them in so far as they, the finite selves, share in the con-
sciousness of the greater self which includes them.! In the
view of the writer, this post-Kantian doctrine truly offers the
only answer to the question which Kant himself has raised:
how account for the existence of rcal things distinguished
from the ideas of finite selves? But Kant, though he states
the problem and, indeed, by the distinction between greater
and lesser self, provides terms for this Hegelian solution of it,
never himself reaches this result. By transcendental self
he scems to mean not an absolute self which includes finite
selves but any finite self — you, I, he, or Friedrich der
Grosse — in its universalizing consciousness of real things.
Thus, besides being a particular self and as such possessed of
percepts and imaginations of my own, I am also, Kant scems
to teach, a transcendental, universal self which perceives
objects realer than those of the particularizing, momentary,
empirical self — objects which are in a sense outside that
empirical self. Thus, for example, Immanuel Kant, as
empirical self, may stand at his window imagining his lec-
ture-room and even having his own special percept of the
view before him, but Kant as transcendental self is conscious
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