As we approach these higher forms of
negation, we see the negative acting
against itself, and this ‘constitutes a pro-
cess. The food that life réquires, which
it negates in the process of digestion, and
assimilates, is, in the life process, again
negated, eliminated from the organism,
and replaced by new elements. A nega-
tion is made, and this is &gain negated.
But the higher form of negation appears
in the generic; * The speciés lives and the
individual dies.” Thegenefic continually
transcends the individual—going forth to
new individuals and desertilig the old—
a process of birth and deeiy, both nega-
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tive processes. In conscious Spirit both
ars united in one-movement. The generie
here enters the individual as pure ego—
the undetermined possibility of all deter-
minations. Since it is undetermined,
it is negative to all special deter-
minations. But this ego not only exists as
subject, but also as object—a process of
gelf-determination or self-negation. And
this negation or particularization contin-
nally proceeds from one object to another,
and remains conscious under the whole,
not dying, 28 the mere animal does, in the
transition from individual to individual.
This is the apergu of Immortality.

HERBERT

CHAPTER I.
THE CRISIS IN NATURAL SCENCE.

During the past twenty yeat8 a revolu-
tion has been working in physical science.
Within the last ten it has come 40 the sur-
face, and is now rapidly spretding into
all departments of mental activity.

Although its centre is to be foun#'in the

doctrine of the ¢ Correlation of Forces,” it

would be a narrow view that counted only
the expounders of this doctrine, niimerous
as they are; the spirit of this movement
inspires a heterogeneous multitude—Car-
penter, Grove, Mayer, Faraday, Thompson,
Tyndall and Helmholtz; Herbert Spencer,
Stuart Mill, Buckle, Draper, Lewes, Lecky,
Max Miiller, Marsh, Liebig, Darwin and
Agassiz ; these names, sclected at tandom,
are suggested on account of the extensive
circulation of their books. Every day the
press announces some new name in this
field of research.

What is the character of the old which
is displaced, anf of the new which gets
established ?

By way of preliminary, it must bb re-
marked that there are observable in mod-
ern times three general phases of cultm‘e,
more or less historic.

The first phase is thoroughly dogmatm
it accepts as of like validity metaphysical
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abstractions, and empirical observations.
It has not arrived at such a degree of
clearness as to perceive contradictions be-
tween form and content. For the most
part, it is characterized by a reverence for
external authority. With the revival of
learning commences the protest of spirit
against this phase. Descartes and Lord
Bacon begin the contest, and are followed
by the many —Locke, Newton, Leibnitz,
Clark, and the rest. All are animated with
the spirit of that time —to come to the
matter in hand without so much mediation.
Thought wishes to rid itself of its fetters;
religious sentiment, to get rid of forms.
This reaction against the former stage,
which has been called by Hegel the meta-
physical, finds a kind of climax in the in-
tellectual movement just preceding the
French revolution. Thought no longer is
contented to say ¢ Cogito, ergo sum,” ab-
stractly, but applies the doctrine in all di-
rections, “I think ; in that deed, I am.”
] am aman only in so far ag I think. In
so far as I think, I am an essence. What 1
get from others is not mine. What I can
comprehend, or dissolve in my reason, that-
is mine.”” It looks around and spies insti--
tutions—¢¢ clothes of apirit,”” as Herr Teu-
felsdroeck calls them. ¢ What are you
doing here, you sniveling priest > says
Voltaire; ““you are imposing delusions
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upon society for your own aggrandizement«
Ihad no part or lot in making the church;
cogito, ergo sum ; I will only have over me
what I put there !”?

“] see that all these complications of
society are artificial,”” adds Rousseaun;
““man has made them ; they are not good,
and let us tear them down and make
anew.” These utterances echo all over
France and Europe. ¢ The state is merely
a machine by which the few exploiter the
many”’—* off with crowns !> Thereupon
they snatch off the erown of poor Louis,
and his head follows with it. ¢“Reason?”
is enthroned and dethroned. Thirty years
of war satiates at length this negative sec-
ond period, and the third phase begins.
Its characteristic is to be constructive, not
to accept the heritage of the past with pas-

sivity, nor wantonly to destroy, but to

realize itself in the world of objectivity—
the world of laws and institutions.

The first appearance of the second phase
of consciousness is characterized by the
grossest inconsistencies. It says in gene-
ral, (see D’Holbach’s ¢ Systtme de la Na-
ture”: ¢The immediate, only, is true;
what we know by our senses, alone has
reality ; all is matter and force.” But in
this utterance it is unconscious that matter
and force are purely general concepts, and
not objects of immediate consciousness.
What we see and feel is not matter or
force in general, but only some special
form. The self-refutation of this phase
may be exhibited as follows: _

I. “What is known is knowh through
the senses : it is matter and force.”

II. But by the senses, the particular only
is perceived, and this can never be maiter,
but merely a form. The general is a medi-
ated result, and not an object of the senses.

I1I. Hence, in positing matter and force
ag the oontent of sensuous knowing, they
unwittingly assert mediation to be the
content of immediateness.

The decline of this period of science re-
sults from the perception of the contradic-
tion involved. Kant was the first to show
this; his labors in this field may be
summed up thus:

The universal and necessary is not an
empirical result. (General laws cannot be
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sengsuously perceived.) The constitution
of the mind itself, furnishes the ground for
‘it :—first, we have an a priori basis (time
and space) necessarily presupposed as the
condition of all sensuous perception ; and
then we have categories presupposed as the
basis of every. generalization whatever.
Utter any general proposition : for example
the one above quoted—¢¢ all is matter and
force”—and you merely posit two cate-
gories — Inherence and Causality — as ob-
jeetively valid. In all universal-and neces-
sary propositions we announce only the
subjective conditions of experience, and
not anything in and for itself true (i. e.
applicable to things in themselves).

At once the popular side of this doctrine
began to take effect. ¢ We know only phe-
nomena; the true object in itself we do
not know.”

This doctrine of phenomenal knowing
was outgrown in Germany at the com-
mencement of the present century. In
1791—ten years after the publication of
the Critique of Pure Reason—the deep
spirit of Fichte began to generalize Kant’s
labors, and soon he announced the legiti-
mate results of the doctrine. Schelling
and Hegel completed the work of trans-
forming what Kant had left in a negative
state, into an affirmative system.of truth.

" The following is an outline of the refuta-

tion of Kantian scepticism :

I. Kant reduces all objective knowledge
to phenomenal : we furnish the form of
knowing, and hence whatever we announce
in general concerning it—and all that we
call science has, of course, the form of
generality—is merely our subjective forms,
and does not belong to the thing in itself.

IL. This granted, say the later philoso-
phers, it follows that the subjective swal-
lows up all and becomes itself the univer-
sal (subject and object of itself), and
hence Reason is the true substance of the
universe. Spinoza’s substance is thus seen
to become subject. We partake of God as

"intellectually seeing, and we see only God

as object, which Malebranche and Berkeley
held with other Platonists.

1. The categories (e. g. Unity, Reality,
Causality, Existence, etc.) being merely
subjective, or given by the constitution of
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the mind itself—for such universals are
presupposed by all experience, and hence
not derived from it—it follows:

2. If we abstract what we know to be
subjective, that we abstract all possibility
of a thing in itself, too. For ¢ existence’
is a category, and hence if subjective, we
may reasonably conclude that nothing ob-
jective can have existence.

3. Henoce, since one category has no pre-
ferenge over another, and we cannot give
one of them objectivity without granting it
to all others, it follows that there can be
no talk of noumena, or of things in them-
selves, ezisting beyond the reach of the
wind, for such talk merely applies what it

‘pronounces to be subjective categories,
(existence) while at the same time it de—
nies the validity of their application.
¢ III. But since we remove the supposed
““noumena,” the so-called phenomena are
not opposed any longer to a correlate be-
yond the intelligence, and the noumenon
proves to be mind itself.

An obvious corollary from this is, that by
the self-determination pf mind in pure
thinking we shall find the fundamenta.l
laws of all phenomena.

Though the Kantian doctrine soon gave
place in Germany to deeper insights, it
found its way slowly to other countries.
Comte and Sir Wm. Hamilton have made
the negative results very widely known—
the former, in natural science ; the latter,
in literature and philosophy. = Most of the
writers named at the beginning are more or
less imbued with Comte’s doctrines, while
a few follow Hamilton.. For rhetorical
purposes, the Hamiltonian statement is far
superior to all others; for practical pur-
poses, the Comtian. The physicist wishing
to give his undivided attention to empiri-
cal observation, desires an excuse for neg-
lecting pure thinking; he therefore refers
to the well-known result of philosophy,
that we cannot know anything of ultimate
causes—we are limited to phenomena and
laws. Although it must be conceded that
this consolation is somewhat similar to
that of the ostrich, who curningly con-
ceals his head in the 8and when annoyed
by the hunters, yet great benefit has
thereby accrued to sciemce through the
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undivided zeal of the mvestlgutors thus

consoled.
When, however, a sufficiently large col-

‘lection has been made, and the laws are
sought for in the chaotic mass of observa-
tions, then thought must be had. Thought
is the only crucible capable of dissolving
¢the many into the one.”” Tycho Brahe
served a good purpose in collecting obser-
vations, but a Kepler was required to dis-
cern the celestial harmony involved therein.

This discovery of laws and relations, or
of relative unities, proceeds to the final
stage of science, which is that of the abso-
lute comprehenswn.

Thus modern science, commencing with
the close of the metaphysical epoch, has
three stages or phases:

1. The first rests on mere isolated facts
of experience; accepts the first phase of
things, or that which comes directly before
it, and hence may be termed the stage of
immediateness.

II. The second relates its thoughts to
one another and compares them ; it devel-
opes- inequalities; tests one through an-
other, and discovers dependencies every-
where ; since itelearns that the first phase
of objects is phenomenal, and depends up-
on somewhat lying beyond it since it de-
pies truth to the immediate, it may be
termed the stage of mediation.

IIL. A final stage which considers a phe-
nomenon in its totality, and thus seizes it
in ‘its noumenon, and is'the stage of the
comprehension.

To resume: the ﬁrst is that of sensuous
knowing ; the second, that of reflection (the
understanding) ; the third, that of the rea-
son (or the speculative stage).

In the sensuous knowing, we have crude,
undigested masses all co-ordinated; each
is in and for itself, and perfectly valid
without the others. But as soon as re-
flection enters, dissolution is at work.
Each is thought in sharp contrast with the
rest; contradictions arise on every hand.
The third stage finds its way out of these
quarrelsome abstractions, and arrives at a
synthetic unity, at a system, wherein the
antagonisms are seen to form an organism.

The first stage of the development closes
with attempts on all hands to put the re-



Herbert Spence‘r. 9

sults in an encyclopaediacal form. Hum-
boldt’s Cosmos is a good example of this
tendency, manifested so widely. Matter,

masses, and functions are the subJects of .

investigation.

- Reflection investigates functions and
seizes the abstract category of force, and
straightway we are in the second stage.
Matter, as such, loses its interest, and “cor-
relation of forces® absorbs all attention.

Force is an arrogant category and will
not be co-ordinated with matter; if ad-
mitted, we are led to a pure dynamism.
This will become evident as follows :

I. Force implies confinement (to give it
direction) ; it demands, likewise, an ¢ oc-
cusion,” or soliciting force to call it into
activity.

II. But it cannot be confined except by
force ; its occasion must be a force like-
wise.

IIL. Thus, since its confinement and ¢ oc-
casion®” are forces, force can only act upon
forces—upon matter only in so far as that
is a'force. Its-nature requires confinement
in order to manifest it, and hence it can-
not act or exist except in unity with other
forces which likewise have the same de-
pendence upon it that it has upon them.
Hence a force has no independent subsist-
ence, but is only an element of a combination
of opposed forces, which combination is a
unity existing in an opposed manner (or
composed of forces in a state of tension).
This deeper unity which we come upon as
the ground of force is properly named law.

From this, two corollaries are to be
drawn: (1.) That matter is merely a name
for yarious forces, as resistance, attraction
and repulsion, etc. (2.) That force is no
ultimate category, but, upon reflection, is
seen to rest upon law as a deeper category
(not law as a mere similarity of phe-
nomena, but as a true unity underlying
phenomenal maltiplicity). .

From the nature of the category of force
we see that whoever adopts it as.the ulti-
mate, embarks on an ocean of dualism, and

instead of ¢“ seeing everywhere the one and’

all”” as did Xenophanes, he will see every-
.where the self opposed, the contradictory.

The orisis which science has now reached
isof this nature. The second stage is at

its commencement with the great bulk of
scientific men.

To illustrate the self—nugatory character
ascribed to this stage we shall adduce
some of the most prominent positions of
Herbert Spencer, whom we regard as the
ablest exponent of this movement. These
contradictions are not to be deprecated, as
though they indicated a decline of thought ;
on the contrary, they show an increased ac-
tivity, (though in the stage of mere reflec-
tion,) and give us good omens for the future.

- The era of stupid mechanfeal thinkers is

over, and we have entered upon the active,
chemical stage of thought, wherein the
thinker is trained to consciousness con-
cerning his abstract categories, which, as
Hegel. says, ““drive him around in their
whirling circle.”

Now that the .body of scientific men are
turned in this direction, we behold a vast
upheaval towards philosophic thought ; and
this is entirely unlike the isolated pheno-
menon (hitherto observed in history) of a
single group of men lifted above the sur-
rounding darkness of their age into clear-
ness. We do not have such a phenomenon
in our time; it is the spirit of the nine-
teenth century to move by masses.

CHAPTER II.

THE °‘ FIRST PRINCIPLES” OF THE °‘ UNKNOW-
ABLE.”

The British Quarterly speaking of Spen-
cer, says: ‘ These ¢First Principles’ are
merely the foundation of a system of Phil-
osophy, bolder, more elaborate and com-
prehensive, perhaps, than any other which
has been hitherto designed in England,”

The persistence and sincerity, so gener-
ally prevailing among these correlationists,
we have occasion to admire in Jlerbert
Spencer. He seems'to be always ready to
sacrifice his individual interest for truth,
and is bold and fearless in uttering what
he believes it to be.

For critical consideration no better divi-
sion can be found than that adopted in the
¢ First Principles” by Mr. Spencer himself,
to wit : 1st, the unknowable, 2nd, the know-
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able. Accordingly, let us examine first his
theory of
THE UNKNOWABLE. .

When Mr. Spencer announces the con-
tent of the ¢“ unknowable’” to be ¢ ultimate
religious and scientific ideas,” we are re-
minded at once of the old adage in juris-
prudence—¢¢ Omnis definitio in jure civili
est periculosa;” the definition is liable to
prove self-contradictory in practice. So
when we have & content assigned to the
unknowable we at once inquire, whence
come the distinctions in the unknowable ?
If unknown they are not distinct to us.
When we are told that Time, Space, Force,
Matter, God, Creation, etc., are unknow-
ables, we must regard these words as cor-
respondmg to no distinet objects, but
rather as all of the same import to us. It
should be always borne in mind that all
universal negatives are self-contradictory.
Moreover, since all judgments are made by
subjective intelligences, it follows that ail
general assertions concerning the nature
of the intellect affect the judgment itself.
The najveté with which certain writers
.wield these double-edged weapons is a
source of solititude to the spectator.

When one says that he knows that he
knows nothing, he asserts knowledge and
denies it in the same sentence. If one
says ““all knowledge is relative,” as Spen-
cer does, (p. 68, et seq., of First Principles,)
he of course asserts that his knowledge of
the fact is relative and not absolute. If a
distinct content is asserted of ignorance,
the same contradiction occurs.

The perception of this principle by the
later German philosophers at once led
them out of the Kantian nightmare, into
positive truth. The principle may be ap-
plied in general to any subjective scepti-
cism. The following is a general scheme
that will apply to all particular instances:

1. “We cannot know things in them-
selves; all our knowledge is subjective; it
is confined to our own states and changes.”

II. If this is so, then still more is what
we name the ‘“objective’® only a state or
change of us as subjective; it is a mere
fiction of the mind so far as it is regarded
a8 a ‘““beyond” or thing in itself.

III. Hence we do know the objective ;

for the scepticismr can only legitimately
conclude that the objective which we do
know is of a nature kindred with reason;
and that by an a priori necessity we can
affirm that not only all knowable must
have this nature, but also all possible ez-
istence must. »

In this we discover that the mistake on
the part of the sceptic consists in taking
self-conscious intelligence as something
one-sided or subjective, whereas it must
be, according to its very definition, subject
and object in one, and thus universal.

The difficulty underlying this stage of
consciousness is that the mind has not
been cultivated to a clear separation of
the imagination from the thinking. As
Sir Wm. Hamilton remarks, (Metaphysics,
p- 487,) ¢ Vagueness and confusion are
produced by the confounding -of objects so
different as the images of sense and the
unpicturable notions of intelligence.””

Indeed the great ¢ law of the condition-
ed” so much boasted of by that philoso-
pher himself and his-disciples, vanishes at
once when the mentioned confusion is
avoided. Applied to space it results as
follows :

I.— Thought of Space.

1. Space, if finite, must be limited from
without ;

2. But such external limitations would
require space to existin;

3. And hence the supposed limits of
space that were to make it finite do in fact
continue it.

It appears, therefore, that space is of
such a nature that it can only end in, or be .
limited by itself, and thus is universally
continuous or infinite.

1I.—Imagination of Space.

If the result attained by pure thought is
correct, space is infinite, and if so, it can-
not be imagined. If, however, it should
be found possible to compass it by imagi-
nation, it must be conceded that there
really is a contradiction in the intelligence.
That the result of such an attempt coin-
cides with our anticipations we have Ham-
ilton’s testimony—¢¢ imagination sinks ex-
hausted.”

Therefore, instead of this result contra-
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dicting the first, as ITamilton supposes, it
really confirms it.

In fact if the mind is disciplined to
separate pure thinking from mere imagin-
ing, the infinite is not difficuit to think.
Spinoza saw and expressed this by making
a distinction between ¢‘infinitum actu
(or rationis),” and ¢ infinitum imagina-
tionis,”” and his first and second axioms
are the immediate results of thought ele-
vated to this clearness. This distinction
and his ¢ omnis determinatio est negatio,”
together with the development of the third
stage of thinking (according to reason),
““sub quadam specie @ternitatis,”’—these
distinctions are the priceless legacy of the
clearest-minded thinker of modern times;
and it behooves the critic of ‘human
knowing” to consider well the results that
the “human mind*” has produced through
those great masters — Plato and Aristotle,
Spinoza and Hegel.

Herbert Spencer, however, not only be-
trays unconsciousness of this distinction,
but employs it in far grosser and self-
destructive applications. On page 25,
(““ First Principles,”) he says: ¢ When on
the sea shore we note how the hulls of dis-
tant vessels are hidden below the horizon,
and how of still remoter vessels only the
uppermost sails are visible, we realize with
tolerable clearness the slight curvature of
that portion of the sea’s surface which lies
before us. But when we seek in imagina-
tion to follow out this curved surface as it
actually exists, slowly bending round until
all its meridians meet in a point eight
thousand miles below our feet, we find
ourselves utterly baflled. We cannot con-
ceive in its real form and magnitude even
that small segment of our globe which ex-
tends a hundred miles on every side of us,
much less the globe as a whole. The piece
of rock on which we stand can be mentally
represented with something like complete-
ness; we find ourselves able to think of
its top, its sides, and its under surface at
the same time, or so nearly at the same
time that they seem all present in con-
sciousness together; and so we can form
what we call a conception of the rock, but
to do the like with the earth we find im-
possible.”” ¢ We form of the earth not a
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symbolic conception.”

Conception here is held to be adequate
when it is formed of an object of a given
size ; when the object is above that size the
conception thereof becomes symbolical.
Here we donot have the exact limit stated,
though we have an example given (a rock)
which is conceivable, and another (the
earth) which is not.

¢“We must predicate nothing of objects
too great or too multitudinous to be men-
tally represented, or we must make our
predications by means of extremely inade-
quate representations of such objects, mere
symbols of them.”” (27 page.)

But not only is the earth an indefinitely
multiple object, but so is the rock; nay,
even the smallest grain of sand. Suppose
the rock to be a rod in diameter; . micro-
scope magnifying two and a half millions
of diameters would make its apparent mag-
nitude as large as the earth. It is thus
only a question of relative distance from
the person conceiving, and this reduces it
to the mere sensuous image of the retina.
Remove the earth to the distance of the
moon, anfl our conception of it would, upon
these principles, become quite adequate.
But if our conception of the moon be held
inadequate, then must that of the rock or
the grain of sand be equally inadequate.

Whatever occupies space is continuous
and discrete; i. e., may be divided into
parts. It is hence a question of relativity
whether the image or picture of it corre-
spond to it.

The legitimate conclusion is that all our
conceptions are symbolic, and if that pro-
perty invalidates their reliability, it fol-
lows that we have no reliable knowledge
of things perceived, whether great or small.

Mathematical knowledge is conversant
with pure lines, points, and surfaces ; bence
it must rest on inconceivables.

But Mr. Spencer would by no means con-
cede that we do not know the shape of the
earth, its size, and many other inconceiv-
able things about it. Conception is thus
no criterion of knowledge, and all built
upon this doctrine (i. e. depending upon
the conceivability of a somewhat) falls to
the ground.
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But he applies it to the questions of the
divisibility of matter (page 50): “If we
say that matter is infinitely divisible, we
commit ourselves to a supposition not
realizable in thought. We can bisect and
rebisect a body, and continually repeating
the act until we reduce its parts to a size
no longer physically divisible, may then
mentally continue the process without
limit.”

Setting aside conceivability as indiffer-
ent to our knowledge or thinking, we have
the following solution of this point :

I. That which is extended may be bi-
sected (i. e. has two halves).

II. Thus two extensions arise, which, in
turn, have the same property of divisibil-
ity that the first one had.

III. Since, then, bisection is a process
entirely indifferent to the nature of exten-
sion (i. e. does not change an extension
into two non-extendeds), it follows that
body is infinitely divisible.

We do not have to test this in imagina-
tion to verify it ; and this very truth must
be evident to him who says that the pro-
gress must be ¢‘ continued without limit.”
For if we examine the general conditions
under which any such “ infinite progress >
is possible, we find them to rest upon the
presupposition of a real infinite, thus:

Infinite Pregress.

I, Certain attributes are found to be-
long to an object, and are not affected by
a certain process. (For example, divisi-
bility as a process in space does not affect
the continuity of space, which makes that
process possible. Or again, the process of
limiting space does not interfere with its
continuity, for space will not permit any
limit except space itself.)

II. When the untatored reflection en-
deavors to apprehend a relation of this
nature, it seizes one side of the dualism
and is hurled to the other. (It bisects
space, and then finds itself before two ob-
jects identical in nature with the first; it
has effected nothing; it repeats the pro-
cess, and, by and by getting exhausted,
wonders whether it could meet a different
result if its powers of endurance were
greater. Or else suspecting the true case,

says: ““no other resalt would happen if [
went on foraver.””)

III. Pure thought, however, gragps this
process as a totality, and sees that it only
arises through a self-relation. The ¢ pro-
gress ” is nothing but a return to itself,
the same monotonous round. It would be
a similar attempt to seek the end of a cir-
cle by travelling round it, and one might
make the profound remark : ¢ If my pow-
ers were equal to the task, I should doubt-
less come to the end.”” This difficulty
vanishes as soon as the experience is made
that the line returns into itself. ¢ It is the
same thing whether said once or repeated
forever,” says Simplicius, treating of this
paradox.

The ¢¢Infinite Progress” is the most
stubborn fortress of Scepticism. By it
our negative writers establish the impo-
tency of Reason for various ulterior pur-
poses. Some wish to use it as a lubrica-
ting fluid upon certain religious dogmas
that cannot otherwise be swallowed. Oth-
ers wish to save themselves the trouble of
thinking out the solutions to the Problem
of Life. But the Sphinx devours him who
does not faithfully grapple with, and solve
her enigmas.

- Mephistopheles (a good authority on this
subject) says of Faust, whom he finds
grumbling at the littleness of man’s mind :

¢¢ Verachte nur Ve ft und Wi haft,
Des Menschen allerhdehste Kraft !
Und hiitt’ er sich such nicht dem Teufel {ibergeben,
Er miisste doch su Grunde gehen.”

Only prove that there is a large field of
the unknowable and one has at once the
vade mecum for stupidity. Orude reflec-
tion can pour in its distinctions into a sub-
ject, and save itself from the consequences
by pronouneing the basis ineomprehensi-
ble. It also removes all possibility of
Theology, or of the Piety of the Intellect,
and leaves a very narrow margin for re-
ligious sentiment, or the Piety of the
Heart.

The stage of Science represented by the
French Encyclopaedists was immediately
hostile to each and every form of religion.
This second stage, however, has a choice.
It can, like Hamilton or Mansel, let re-
ligious belief alone, as pertaining to the
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unknown and unknowable—wbich may be
believed in as much as one likes; or it may
‘¢ gtrip off,”” as Spencer does, ¢ determina-
tions from a religion,”” by which it is dis-
tinguished from other religions, and show
their truth to consist in a common doc-
trine held by all, to-wit: ¢ The truth of
things is unknowable.”

Thus the scientific man can baffle all at-
tacks from the religious standpoint; nay,
he can even elicit the most unbounded ap-
proval, while he saps the entire structure
of Christianity.

Says Spencer (p. 46) :  Science and Re-
ligion agree in this, that the power which
the Universe manifests to us is utterly in-
scrutable.”” He goes on to show that
though this harmony exists, yet it is
broken by the inconsistency of Religion :
¢“For every religion, setting out with the
tacit assertion of a mystery, forthwith
proceeds to give some solution of this
mystery, and so asserts that it is not a
mystery passing human comprehension.”
In this confession he admits that all relig-
ions agree in professing to reveal the solu-
tion of the Mystery of the Universe to man
and they agree, moreover, that man, as
simply a being of sense and reflection, can-
not comprehend the revelation; but that
he must first pass through a profound me-
diation—be regenerated, not merely in his
heart, but in intellect also. The misty
limitations (‘‘ vagueness and confusion *’)
of the imagination must give way to the
purifying dialectic of pure thought before
one can see the Eternal Verities.

These revelations profess to make known
the nature of the Absolute. They call the
Absolute ¢ Him,” ¢ Infinite,” ¢ Self-cre-
ated,” ¢ Self-existent,”> ¢¢ Personal,”” and
ascribe to this ¢ Him* attributes implying
profound mediation. All definite forms
of religion, all definite theology, must at
once be discarded according to Spencer’s
principle. Self-consciousness, even, is re-
garded as impossible by him (p. 65):
¢“Clearly a true cognition of self implies a
state in which the knowing and known are
one, in which subject and object are iden-
tified ; and this Mr. Mansel rightly holds
to be the annihilation of both.”” He con-
sid(;re it a degradation (p. 109) to apply

personality to God: ¢“Is it not possible
that there is a mode of being as much
transcending intelligence and will as these
transcend mechanical motion?” And
again (p. 112) he holds that the mere
““ negation of absolyte knowing contains
more religion than all dogmatic theology.”
(P. 121,) «“All religions are envelopes of
truth, which reveal to the lower and con-
ceal to the higher.” (P.66,) ¢ Objective
and subjective things are alike inscrutable
in their substance and genesis.”” ¢ Ulti-
mate religious and scientific ideas (p. 68)
alike turn out to be mere symbols of the
actual, and not cognitions of it.” (P.69,)
“We come to the negative result that the
reality existing behind all appearances
must ever be unknown.”

In these passages we sec a dualism pos-
ited in this form : ¢ Everything immediate
is phenomenal, a manifestation of the hid.
den and inscrutable essence.” This es-
sence is the unknown and unknowable;
yet it manifests itself in the immediate or
phenomenal.

The first stage of thought was uncon-
scious that it dealt all the time with a
mediated result (a dualism) while it as-
sumed an immediate; that it asserted all
truth to lie in the sensuous object, while it
named at the same time ““matter and force,”
categories of reflection.

The second stage has got over that dif-
ficulty, but has fallen into another. Fer
if the phenomenon manifested the essence,
it could not be said to be ° unknowable,
hidden, and inscrutable.”” But if the es-
sence is not manifested by the phenome-
non, then we have the so-called phenome-
non as a self-existent, and therefore inde-
pendent of the so-called essence, which
stands coordinated to it as another exist-
ent, which cannot be known because it
does not manifest itself to us. Hence the
¢ phenomenon® is no phenomenon, or
manifestation of aught but itself, and the
‘¢ essence ”” is simply a fiction of the phil-
osopher.

Hence his talk ahout essence is purely
gratuitous, for there is not shown the need
of one.

A dialectical consideration of essence
and phenomenon will result as follows :
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Kssence and Phenomenon.

I. If essence is seized as independent
or absolute being, it may be taken in two
senses :

a. As entirely unaffected by ‘¢ other-
ness” (or limitation) and entirely unde-
termined ; and this would be pure nothing,
for it cannot distinguish itself or be dis-
tinguished from pure nothing.

b. As relating to itself, and hence
making itself & duality—becoming its own
other; in this case the ¢ other” is a van-
ishing one, for it is at the same time iden-
tical and non-identical —a process in
which the essence may be said to appear
or become phenomenal. The entire pro-
cess is the absolute or self-related (and
hence independent). It is determined, but
by itself, and hence not in a finite man-
ner.

II. The Phenomenon is thus seen to
arise through the self-determination of
essence, and has obviously the following
characteristics :

a. It is the ¢ other » of the essence, and
vet the own self of the essence existing in
this opposed manner, and thus self-nuga-
tory ; and this non-ahiding character gives
it the name of phenomenon (or that which
merely appears, but is no permanent es-
sence).

b. If this were simply another to the
essence, and not the self-opposition of the
same, then it would be through itself, and
itself the essence in its first (or immediate)
phase. But this is the essence only as ne-
gated, or as returned from the otherness.

¢. This self-nugatoriness is seen to arise
from the contradiction involved in its be-
ing other to itself, i. e. outside of its true
being. Without this self-nugatoriness it
would be an abiding, an essence itself, and
hence no phenomenon ; with this self-nu-
gatoriness the phenomenon simply exhib-
its or ‘‘ manifests > the essence ; in fact,
with the appearance and its negation taken
together, we have before us a totality of
essence and phenomenon. .

1II. Therefore: a. The phenomenal is
such because it is not an abiding some-
what. Itis dependent upon other or es-
gence. b. Whatever it posesses belongs
to that upon which it depends, i. e. be-

longs to essence. c. In the self-nugatori-
ness of the phenomenal we have the entire
essence manifested.

This latter point is the important result,
and may-be stated in a less strict and more
popular form thus: The real world (so-
called) is said to be in a state of change—
origination and decay. Things pass away
and others come in their places. Under
this change, however, there is a permanent
called Essence.

The imaginative thinking finds it impos-
sible to realize such an abiding as exists
through the decay of all external form,
and hence pronounces it unknowable. But
pure thought seizes it, and finds it a pure
self-relation or process of return to itself,
which accordingly has duality, thus:
a. The positing or producing of a some-
what or an immediatc, and, . The cancel-
ling of the same. In this duality of be-
ginning and ceasing, this self-relation
completes its circle, and is thus, c. the en-
tire movement.

All categories of the understanding
(cause and effect, matter and form, possi-
bility, etc.) are found to contain this
movement when dissolved. And hence
they have self-determination for their pre-
supposition and explanation. It is un-
necessary to add that unless one gives up
trying to imagine truth, that this is all
very absurd reasoning. (At the end of the
sixth book of Plato’s Republie, ch. xxi.,
and in the seventh book, ch.xiii., one may
see how clearly this matter was understood
two thousand, and more, ycars ago.)

To manifest or reveal is to make known;
and hence to speak of the ¢ manifestation
of a hidden and inscrutable essence? is to
speak of the making known of an unknow-
able,

Mr. Spencer goes on; no hypothesis of
the universe is possible—creation not con-
ceivable, for that would be something out
of nothing—self-existence not conceivable,
for that involves unlimited past time.

He holds that ¢ all knowledge is rela-
tive,” for all explanation is the reducing
of a cognition to a more general. He says,
(p- 69,) ¢ Of necessity, therefore, explana-
tion must eventually bring us down to the
inexplioable—the deepest truth which we
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can get at must be unaccountable.”” This
much valued insight bas a positive side as
well as the negative one usually developed :

I. (a.) To explain something we sub-
sume it under a more general.

(b.) The “summum genus® cannot be
subsumed, and

(c.) Hence is inexplicable.

II. But those who conclude from this
that we base our knowledge ultimately
upon faith (from the supposed fact thar we
cannot prove our premises) forget that—

(a.) If the subsuming process cnds in an
unknown, then all the subsuming has re-
sulted in nothing; for to subsurne some-
thing under an unknown does not explain
it. (Plato’s Republie, Book V11, chap. xiii.)

(b.) The more general, howcver, is the
more simple, and hence the *“summum
genus” is the purely simple—it is Deing.
But the simpler the clearer, and the pare
simple is the absolutely clear.

(c.) Atthe * summum genus” subsump-
tion becomes the principle of identity—
being is heing; and thus stated we have
simple self-relation as the orizin of all
clearness and knowing whatsvever.

Ill. Hence it is seen that it is not the
mere fact of subsumption that makes some-
thing clear, but rather it is the rcduction
of it to identity.

In puare being as the summum genus, the
mind contemplates the pure form of know-
ing—*“ais a,” or “a subject is a predi-
cate”—(a is b). The pure ““is” is the
empty form of mental affirmation, the pure
copula; and thus in the summum genus
the mind recognizes the pure form of itself.
All objectivity is at this point dissolved
into the thinking, and hence the subsump-
tion becomes identity—(being=ego, or ¢“co-
gito, ergo sum?” ;) the process turns round
and becomes synthetic, (*‘dialectic” or
¢“genctic,”” as called by some). From this
it is evident that self-consciousness is the
basis of all knowledge.

CHAPTER 1II.

THE ‘‘FIRST PRINCIPLES” OF THE ‘KNOW-
ABLE.”

As might be expected from Spencer’s

treatment of the unknowable, the knowable

will prove a confused affair; espcciaiy
since to the above-mentioned ¢“inscruta-
bility” of the absolute, he adds the doc-
trine of an ¢ obscure consciousness of it,”’
bolding, in * , that the knowable is only
a relative, and that it cannot be known
without at the same time possessing a
knowledge of the unknowable.

(P. 82) he says: ‘A thought involves
relation, difference and likeness; what-
ever does not present each of them does
not admit of cognition. And hence we
may say that the unconditioncd as present-
ing none of these, is trebly unthinkable.”
And yet he says, (p. 96) : < The relative is
itself inconceivable exceept as related to a
real non-relative.”

We will leave this infinite sclf-contradic-
tion thus developed, and turn to the posi-
tiong established concerning the knowable.
They concern the nature of Force, Matter
and Motion, and the predicates set up are
¢ persistence,” ¢ indestructibility’® and
similar.

THE KNOWABLE.

Although in the first part ¢ conceivabil-
ity’> was shown to be utterly inadequate
as a test of truth ; that with it we could not
even establish that the earth is round, or
that space is infinitely continuous, yet here
Mr. Spencer finds that inconceivability is
the most convenient of all positive proofs.

The first example to be noticed is his
proof of the compressibility of matter (p.
51): It is an established mechanical
truth that if a body moving at a given ve-
locity, strikes an equal body at rest in
such wise that the two move on together,
their joint velocity will he but half that of
the striking body. Now it is a law of
which the negative is inconceivable, that
in passing from any one degree of magni-
tude to another all intermediate degrecs
must be passed through. Or in the case
before us, a body moving at velocity 4,
cannot, by collision, be reduced to velocity
2, without passing through all velocities
between 4 and 2. But were matter truly
solid — were its units absolutely incom-
pressible and in unbroken contact — this
¢ law of continuity,” as it is called, would
be broken in every case of collision. For
when, of two such units, one moving at ve-
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locity 4 strikes another at rest, the striking
unit must have its velocity 4 instantane-
ously reduced to velocity 2; must pass
from velocity 1 to velocity 2 without any
lapse of time, and without passing through
intermediate velocities ; must be moving
with velocities 4 and 2 at the same instant,
which is impossible.” On page 57 he ac-
knowledges that any transition from one
rate of motion to another is inconccivable;
hence it does not help the matter to ‘pass
through intermediate velocities.” It is
Jjust as great a contradiction and just as
inconceivable that velocity 4 should be-
come velocity 3.99994-, as it is that it
should become velocity 2; for no change
whatever of the motion can be thought (as
he confesscs) without having two motions
in one time. Motion, in fact, is the syn-
thesis of place and time, and cannot be
comprehended except as their unity. The
argument here quoted is only adduced by
Mr. 8. for the purpose of antithesis to other
arguments on the other side as weak as
itself.

On page 241, Mr. Spencer deals with the
question of the destructibility of matter:
““The annihilation of matter is unthink-
able for the same reason that the creation
of matter is unthinkable.” (P.54): ¢ Mat-
ter in its ultimate nature is as absolutely
incomprehensible as space and time.”> The
nature of matter is unthinkable, its crea-
tion or destructibility is unthinkable, and
in this style of reasoning we can add that
its indestructibility is likewise unthinkable ;
in fact the argument concerning self-exis-
tence will apply here. (P. 31): ¢ Self-
cxistence necessarily means existence with-
out & beginning; and to form a conception
of self-existence is to form a conception of
existence without a beginning. Now by
no mental effort can we do this. To con-
ceive existence through infinite past time,
implies the conception of infinite past time,
which is an impossibility.”” Thus, too,
we might argue in a strain identical; in-
destructibility implies existence through
infinite future time, but by no mental effort
can infinite time be conceived. And thus,
too, we prove and disprove the persistence
of force and motion. When occasion re-
quires, the ever-convenient argument of

¢‘inconceivability’’ enters. It reminds
one of Sir Wm. Hamilton’s *imbecility”
upon which are based ¢ sundry of the most
important phenomena of intelligence,”
among which he mentions the category of
causality. If causality is founded upon
imbecility, and all experience upon it, it
follows that all empirical knowledge rests
upon imbecility.

On page 247, our author asserts that the
first law of motion ‘“is in our day being
merged in the more general one, that mo-
tion, like matter, is indestructible.” If is
interesting to observe that this so-called
¢ First law of motion’ rests on no better
basis than very crude reflection.

“When not influenced by external forces,
a moving body will go on in a straight
line with & uniform velocity,” is Spencer’s
statement of it.

This abstract, supposed law has neces-
sitated much scaffolding in Natural Phil-
osophy that is otherwise entirely unneces-
sary ; it contradicts the idea of momen-
tum, and is thus refuted :

I. A body set in motion continues in
motion after the impulse has ceased from
without, for the reason that it retains mo-
mentum.

II. Momentum is the product of weight
by velocity, and weight is the attraction of
the body in question to another body exter-
nal to it. If all bodies external to the
moving body were entirely removed, the
latter would have no weight, and hence
the product of weight by velocity would
be zcro.

III. The ‘¢ external influences” referred
to in the so-called ‘‘law,” mean chiefly
attraction. Since no body could have mo-
mentum except through weight, another
name for attraction, it follows that all free
motion has reference to another body, and
hence is curvilinear; thus we are rid of
that embarrassing ¢¢ straight line motion >
which gives so much trouble in mechanics.
It has all to be reduced back again through
various processes to curvilinear movement.

We come, finally, to consider the central
point of this system :

THE CORRELATION OF FORCES.

Speaking of persistence of force, Mr.
Spencer concedes (p. 2562) that this doc-
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trine is not demonstrable from experience.
He says (p. 254): ¢“Clearly the persistence
of force is an ultimate truth of which no
inductive proof is possible.” (P. 255):
¢ By the persistence of force we really
mean the persistence of some power which
transcends our knowledge and conception.”
(P. 257): “The indestractibility of matter
and the continuity of motion we saw to be
really corollaries from the impossibility of
establishing in thought a relation between
something and nothing.” (Thus what
was established as a mental impotence is
now made to have objective validity.)
“Qur inability to conceive matter and
motion destroyed is our inability to sup-
press consciousness itself.” (P. 258):
‘ Whoever alleges that the inability to con-
ceive a beginning or end of the universe
is a negative result of cur mental struc-
ture, cannot deny that our consciousncss
of the universe as persistent is a positive
result of our mental structure. And this
persistence of the universe is the persist-
ence of that unknown cause, power, or
force, which is manifested to us through
all phenomena.” This ¢ positive result of
our mental structure’ is said to rest on
our ““inability to conceive the limitation
of consciousness’ which is “simply the
obverse of our inability to put an end to
the thinking subject while still continuing
to think.” (P. 257): ¢ To think of some-
thing becoming nothing, would involve
that this substance of consciousness having
just existed under a given form, should
next assume no form, or should cease to
be consciousness.” )

It will be observed here that he is en-
deavoring te solve the First Antinomy of
Kant, and that his argument in this place
differs from Kant’s proof of the ¢ Antithe-
8is” in this, that while Kant proves that
“The world [or universe] has no begin-
ning,” ete., by the impossibility of the
origination of anything in a ¢ void time,”
that Mr. Spencer proves the same thing by
asserting it to be a “ positive result of our
mental structure,”” and then proceeds to
show that this is a sort of ‘“inability”
which has a subjective explanation; it is,
according to him, merely the *“substance
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of consciousness” objectified and regaided
as the law of reality.

But how is it with the ¢ Thesis’’ to that
Antinomy, “The world has a beginning
in time ?” Kant proves this apagogi-
cally by showing the absurdity of an * in-
finite series already elapsed.” That our
author did not escape the contradiction
has already been shown in our remarks
upon the ‘‘indestructibility of matter.”’
While he was treating of the unknowable
it was his special province to prove that
sclf-existence is unthinkable. (P.31): He
says it means ‘“ existence without a begin-
ning,” and ““to conceive existence through
infinite past time, implies the concepticn
of infinite past time, which is an impos-
sibility.” Thus we have the Thesis of the
Antinomy supported in his doctrine of the
¢ unknowable,” and the antithesis of the
same proved in the doctrine of the know-
able.

We shall next find him involved with
Kant’s Third Antinomy.

The doctrine of the correlation is stated
in the following passages :

(P. 280): “ Those modes of the un-
knowable, which we call motion, heat,
light, chemical affinity, ete., are alike
transformable into each other, and into
those modes of the unknowable which we
distinguish as sensation, emotion, thought :
these, in their turns, being directly or in-
direetly re-transformable into the original
shapes. That no idea or fceling arises,
save as a result of some physical force ex-
pended in producing it, is fast becoming a
common-place of science; and whoever
duly weighs the evidence, will see that
nothing but an overwhelming bias in favor
of a preconceived theory can explain its
non-acceptance. Iow this metamorphosis
takes place—how a force existing as mo-
tion, heat, or light, can become a mode of
consciousness—how it is possible for acrial
vibrations to generate the semsation we
call sound, or for the forces liberated by
chemical changes in the brain to give rise
to emotion—these are mysteries which it
is impossible to fathom.” (P. 284): “Each
manifestation of force can be interpreted
only as the effect of some antecedent force ;
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no matter whether it be an inorganic ac-
tion, an animal movement, a thought, or a
feeling. KEither this must be conceded, or
else it must be asserted that our successive
states of consciousness are self-created.”
“ Either mental energies as well as hodily
ones are gquantitatively correlated to cer-
tain energies expended in their production,
and to certain other energies they initiate ;
or else nothing must become something
and something, nothing. Since persistence
of force, being a datum of consciousness,
cannot be denied, its unavoidable corol-
lary must be accepted.”

On p. 294 he supports the doctrine that
¢ motion takes the direction of the least
resistance,” mentally as well as physically.

Here are some of the inferences to be
drawn from the passages quoted :

1. Every act is determined from with-
out, and hence does not belong to the sub-
ject in which it manifests itself.

2. To change the course of a foree, is to
make another direction ¢ that of the least
resistance,’” or to remove or diminish a
resistance.

3. But to change a resistance requires
force, which (in motion) must act in ¢ the
direction of the least resistance,”” and
hence it is entirely determined from with-
out, and governed by the disposition of
the forces it meets.

4. Hence, of will, it is an absurdity to
talk ; freedom or moral agency is an im-
possible phantom.

5. That there is self-determination in
self-consciousness—that it is ¢ self-cre-
ated ’—is to Mr. Spencer the absurd al-
ternative which at once turns the scale in
favor of the doctrine that mental phenom-
ena are the productions of external
forces.

After this, what are we to say of the
following ? (P. 501): ¢ Notwithstanding
all evidence to the contrary, there will
probably have arisen in not a few minds
the conviction that the solutions which
have been given, along with those to be
derived from them, are essentially mate-
rialistic. Let none persist in these mis-
conceptions.”” (P.502): ¢ Their implica-
tions are no more materialistic than they

Spencer.

are spiritualistic, and no more spiritual-
istic than they are materialistic.”

If we hold these positions by the side of
Kant’s Third Antinomy, we shall see that
they all belong to the proof of the ¢ Anti-
thesis,” viz: ¢ There is no freedom, but
everything in the world happens accord-
ing to the laws of nature.”” The ¢ Thesis,”
viz: ¢ That a causality of freedom is nec-
essary to account fully for the phenomena
of the world,” he has not anywhere sup-
ported. We find, in faect, only those
thinkers who have in some measure mas-
tered the third phase of culture in thought,
standing upon the basis presented by
Kant in the Thesis. The chief point in
the Thesis may be stated as follows: 1.
If everything that happens presupposes a
previous condition, (which the law of
cnusality states,) 2. This previous condi-
tion cannot be & permanent (or have been
always in existence) ; for, if so, its conse-
quence, or the effect, would have always
existed. Thus the previous condition must
be a thing which has happenecd. 3. With
this the whole law of causality collapses ;
for (a) since each cause is an effect, (b) its
determining power escapes into a higher
member of the series, and, (c¢) unless the
law changes, wholly vanishes ; there result
an indefinite series of effects with no
cause ; each member of the series is a de-
pendent, has its being in another, which
again has its being in anether, and hence
cannot support the subsequent term.

Hence it is evident that this Antinomy
consists, first : in the setting up of the law
of causality as having absolute validity,
which is the antithesis. Secondly, the
experience is made that such absolute law
of causality is a self-nugatory one, and thus
it is to be inferred that causality, to be at
all, presupposes an origination in a ¢ self-
moved,” as Plato calls it. Aristotle (Meta-
physies, xi. 6-7, and ix. 8) exhibits this ul-
timate as the ¢ self-active,” and the Schol-
astics take the same, under the designation
¢ actus purus,” for the definition of God.

The Antinomy thus reduced gives :

I. Thesis: Sclt-determination must lie
at the basis of all causality, otherwise
causality cannot be at all.
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II. Antithesis : If there is self-determin-
ation, ‘the unity of experience (which
leads us to look for a cause) is destroyed,
and hence no such case could arise in ex-
perience.””

In comparing the two proofs it is at once
seen that they are of different degrees of
universality. The argument of the Thesis is
based upon the nature of the thing itself,
i. e. a pure thought; while that of the
Antithesis loses sight of the idea of
“efficient > cause, and seeks mere contin-
uity in the sequence of time, and thus ex-
hibits itself as the second stage of thought,
which leans on the staff of fancy, i. e. mere
representative thinking. This ¢ unity of
cxperience,” as Kant calls it, is the same
thing, stated in other words, that Spencer
refers to as the ¢“positive result of our
mental structure.”” In one sense those are
true antinomies—those of Kant, Hamilton,
et al.—viz. in this: that the ¢ representa-
tive” stage of thinking finds itself unable
to shake off the sensuous picture, and think
““sub quadam specie @ternitatis.” To the
mind disciplined to the third stage of
thought, these are no antinomies ; Spinoza,
Leibnitz, Plato and Aristotle are not con-
fused by them. The Thesis, properly
stated, is a true universal, and exhibits its
own trath, as that upon which the law of
causality rests; and hence the antithesis
itself—less universal—resting upon the
law of causality, is based upon the Thesis.
Moreover, the Thesis does not deny an in-
finite succession in time and space, it only
states that there must be an efficient cause
—just what the law of causalty states, but
shows, in addition, that this efficient cause
must be a “ self-determined.”

On page 282 we learn that, “ The solar
heat is the final source of the force mani-
fested by society.”” ¢ It (the force of so-
ciety) is based on animal and vegetable
products, and these in turn are dependent
on the light and heat of the sun.”

As an episode in this somewhat abstract
discussion, it may be diverting to notice
the question of priority of discovery,
touched upon in the following note (p.
454): “Until T recently consulted his
¢ Outlines of Astronomy’ on another ques-
tion, I was not aware that, so far back as

1833, Sir John Herschel had enunciated
the doctrine that the sun’s rays are the
ultimate source of almost every motion
which takes place on the surface of the
earth.’ He expressly includes all geologic,
meteorologic, and vital actions; as also
those which we produce by the combus-
tion of coal. The late George Stephenson
appears to have been wrongly credited
with this last idea.”

In order to add to the thorough discus-
sion of this important question, we wish
to suggest the claims of Thomas Carlyle,
who, as far back as 1830, wrote the fol-
ing passage in his Sartor Resartus (Am.
ed. pp. 55-6): “ Well sang the Hebrew
Psalmist: ¢If I take the wings of the
morning, and dwell in the uttermost parts
of the Universe, God is there.” Thou, too,
O cultivated reader, who too probably art
no psalmist, but a prosaist, knowing God
only by tradition, knowest thou any corner-
of the world where at least force is not 9
The drop which thou shakest from thy wet
hand, rests not where it falls, but to-mor~
row thou findest it swept away ; already,.
on the wings of the north wind, it is near-
ing the tropic of Cancer. Iow it came to
evaporate and not lie motionless ? Think-
est thou there is aught motionless, without
force, and dead ?

““ As I rode through the Schwartzwald,
I said to myself: That little fire which.
glows starlike across the dark-growing
(nachtende) moor, where the sooty smith.
bends over his anvil, and thou hopest to.
replace thy lost horseshoe—is it a detach-
ed, separated speck, cut off from the whole
universe, or indissolubly joined to the
whole? Thou fool, that smithy-fire was
primarily kindled at the sun ; is fed by air-
that circulates from beyond Noah’s deluge,
from beyond the Dog star; it is a little
ganglion, or nervous centre in the great.
vital system of immensity.”

We have, finally, to consider the correl-.
ation theory in connection with equilib-
rium,

L. Motion results from destroyed equi-
librium. The whole totality does not cor-.
respond to itself, its ideal and real contra-
dict each other. The movement is the re-.
storing of the equilibrium, or the bringing
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into unity of the ideal and real. To illus-
trate : a spring (made of steel, rubber, or
any elastic material) has a certain form in
which it may exist without tension; this
may be called the ideal shape, or simply
the ideal. If the spring is forced to as-
sume another shape, its real shape becomes
different from the ideal; its equilibrium
is destroyed, and force is manifested as a
tendency to restore the equilibrium (or
unity of the ideal and real). Generalize
this: all forces have the same nature;
(@) expansive forces arise from the ideal
existing without—a gas, steam, for ex-
ample, ideally takes up a more extended
space than it has really ; it expands to fill
it. Or (b) contractive forces: the multi-
plicity ideally exists within; e. g. attrac-
tion of gravitation; matter trying to find
the centre of the earth, its ideal. The will
acts in this way: The ideal is changed
first, and draws the real after it. I first
destroy, in thought and will, the identity
of ideal and real ; the tension resulting is
force. Thinking, since it deals with the
universal (or the potential and the actual)
is an original source of force, and, as will
result in the sequel from a reverse analysis
(see below, V.3, ¢) the only source of force.

IL. 'Persistence of force requires an un-
restorable equilibrium ; in moving to re-
store one cquilibrium, it must destroy
another—its equivalent.

II1. But this contradicts the above de-
veloped conception of force as follows:
(a) Since force results from destroyed
equilibrium, it follows (b) that it requires
as much force to destroy the equilibrium
as is developed in the restoring of it (and
this notion is the basis of the correlation
theory). But (c) if the first equilibrium
(already destroyed) can only be restored
by the destroying of another equal to the
same, it has already formed an equilibrium
with the second, and the occasion of the
motion is removed.

If two forces are equal and opposed,
which will give way ?

By this dialectic consideration of force,
we learn the insufficiency of the theory of
correlation as the ultimate truth. Instead
of being ¢ the sole truth, which transcends
experience by underlying it ? (p. 258), we

are obliged to confess that this ¢ persist-
ence of force” rests on the category of
causality ; its thin disguise consists in the
substitution of other words for the meta-
physical .expression, ¢ Every effect must
be equal to its cause.” And this, when
tortured in the crucible, confesses that
the only efficient cause is ¢ causi sui;”
hence the effect is equal to its canse, be-
cause it is the cause.

And the correlation theory results in
showing that force cannot be, unless self-
originated. ,

That self-determination is the inevitable
result, no matter what hypothesis be as-
sumed, is also evident. Taking all counter-
hypotheses and generalizing them, we have
this analysis:

I. Any and every being is determined
from without through another. (This theo-
rem includes all anti-self-determination
doctrines.)

II. It results from this that any and
every being is dependent upon another and
is a finite one; it cannot be isolated with-
out destroying it. Hence it results that
every being is an element of a whole that
includes it as a subordinate moment.

III. Dependent being, as a subordinate
element, cannot be said to support any
thing attached to it, for its own support is
pot in itself but in another, namely, the
whole that includes it. From this it re-
sults that no dependent being can depend
upon another dependent being, but rather
upon the including whole.

The including whole is therefore not a
dependent; since it is for itself, and each
element is determined through it, and for
it, it may be called the negative unity (or
the nnity which negates the independence
of the elements).

Remark.—A chain of dependent beings
collapses into one dependent being. De-
pendence is not converted into independ-
ence by simple multiplication. All de-
pendence is thus an element of an inde-
pendent whole.

IV. What is the character of this inde-
pendent whole, this negative unity? «“Char-
acter’ means determination, and we are
prepared to say that its determination can-
not be through another, for then it would
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be a dependent, and we should be referred
again to the whole, including it. Its de-
termination by which the multiplicity of
elements arises is hence its own self-deter-
mination. Thus all finitude and depend-
ence presupposes as its condition, self-
determination.

V. Self-determination more closely ex-
amined exhibits some remarkable results,
{which will throw light on the discussion
of ¢ Essence and Phenomena > above):

(1.) It is ““causa sui;” active and pas-
sive; existing dually as determining and
determined ; this self-diremption produces
a distinction in itself which is again can-
celled.

(2.) As determiner (or active, or cause),
it is the pure universal—the possibility of
any determinations. But as determined
(passive or effect) it is the special, the par-
ticular, the one-sided reality that enters
into chiange.

(3.) But it is ¢ negative unity” of these
two sides, and hence an individual. The
pure universal whose negative relation to
itself as determiner makes the particular,
completes itself to individuality through
this act.

(a.) Since its pure universality is the
substrate of its determination, and at the
same time a self-related activity (or nega-
tivity), it at once becomes its own object.

(b.) Its activity (limiting or determin-
ing) —a pure negativity — turned to itself
as object, dissolves the particular in the
universal, and thus continually realizes
its subjectivity.

(c.) Hence these two sides of the nega-
tive unity are more properly subject and
object, and since they are identical (causa
sui) we may name the result ¢ self-con-
sciousness.”

The absolute truth of all truths, then, is
that self-consciousness is the form of the
Total. God is a Person, or rather the
Person. Through His self-consciousness
(thought of Himself) he makes Himself
an object to Himself (Nature), and in the
same act cancels it again into His own
image (finite spirit), and thus comprehends
Himself in this self-revelation.

.Two remarks must be made here: (1.)
This is not * Pantheism ;” for it results

that God is a Person; and secondly Nature
is a self-cancelling side in the process;
thirdly, the so-called ¢ finite spirit,”” or
man, is immortal, since otherwise he would
not be the last link of the chain; but such
be is, because he can develop out of his
sensuous life to pure thought, uncondition-
ed by time and space, and hence he can
surpass any fized *“higher intelligence,”
no matter how high created.

(2.) It is the result that all profound
thinkers have arrived at.

Aristotle (Metaphysics XI. 6 & T7) car-
ries this whole question of motion back to
its presupposition in & mode of treatment,
¢“sub quadam specie «ternitatis.” He
concludes thus: “ The thinking, however,
of that whichis purely for itself, is a think-
ing of that which is most excellent in and
for itself.

*“The thinking thinks itself, however,
through participation in that which is
thought by it; it becomes this object in
its own activity, in such a manner that the
subject and objact are identical. For the
apprehending of thought and essence is
what constitutes reason. The activity of
thinking produces that which is perceived ;
so that the activity is rather that which
Reason seems to have of a divine nature;
speculation [pure thinking] is the most ex-
cellent employment; if, then, God is al-
ways engaged in this, as we are at times,
He is admirable, and if in a higher degree,
more admirable. But He s in this pure
thinking, and life too belongs to Him ; for
the activity of thought is life. He is this
activity. The activity, returning into it-
self, is the most excellent and eternal life.
We say, therefore, that God is an eternal
and the best living being. So that life and
duration are uninterrupted and eternal;
for this is God.”

When one gets rid of those * images of
sense ” called by Spencer  conceivables,”
and arrives at the ‘‘unpicturable notions
of intelligence,” he will find it easy to re-
duce the vexed antinomies of force, matter,
motion, time, space and causality; arriv-
ing at the fundamental principle — self-
determination—he will be able to make a
science of Biology. The organic realm
will not yield to dualistic Reflection.
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Goethe is the great pioneer of the school of
physicists that will spring out of the pre-
gent activity of Reflection when it shall
have arrived at a perception of its method.

Resume.—Mr. Spencer’s results, so far
ag philosophy is concerned, may be briefly
summed up under four general heads: 1.
Psychology. 2. Ontology. 3. Theology.
4. Cosmology.

PSYCHOLOGY.

(1.) Conception is a mere picture in the
mind ; therefore what cannot be pictured
cannot be conceived ; therefore the Infinite,
the Absolute, God, Essence,Matter, Motion,
Force—anything, in short, that involves
mediation—cannot be conceived ; hence
they are unknowable.

(2.) Consciousness is self-knowing; but
that subject and object are one, is impos-
sible. We can neither know ourselves nor
any real being.

(3.) All reasoning or explaining is the
subsuming of a somewhat under a more
general category; hence the highest cate-
gory is unsubsumed, and hence inexpli-
cable.

(4.) Our intellectual faculties may be
imnroved to a certain extent, and beyond
shis, no amount of training can avail any-
thing. (Biology, vol. I, p. 188.)

(5.) The ““substance of consciousness”
is the basis of our ideas of persistence of
Force, Matter, etc.

(6.) All knowing is relative ; our knowl-
edge of this fact, however, is not relative
but absolute.

ONTOLOGY.

(1.) All that we know is phenomenal.
The reality passes all understanding. In
the phenomenon the essence is ¢ manifest-
ed,” but still it is not revealed thereby;
it remains hidden behind it, inscrutable to
our perception.

(2.) And yet, since all our knowledge is
relative, we have an obscure knowledge of

the hidden and inscrutable essence of the
correlate of our knowledge of phenomena.
We know that it exists.,

(3.) Though what is inconceivable is for
that reason unknowable, yet we know that
persistence belongs to force, motion and
matter ; it is a positive result of our ‘men-
tal structure,”” although we cannot con-
ceive either destructibility or indestructi-
bility.

(4.) Though self-consciousness is an
impossibility, yet it sometimes occurs,since
the “substance of consciousness” is the
object of consciousness when it decides
upon the persistence of the Universe, and
of Force, Matter, etc. ’

THEOLOGY.

The Supreme Being is unknown and un-
knowable; unrevealed and unrevealable,
either naturally or supernaturally; for to
reveal, requires that some onc¢ shall com-
prebhend what is revealed. The sole doc-
trine of Religion of great value is the doc-
trine that God transcends the human intel-
lect. When Religion professes to reveal
Him to man and declare His attributes,
then it is irreligious. Though God is the
unknown, yet personality, reason, con-
gciousness, etc., are degrading when ap-
plied to Him. The ¢ Thirty-nine Arti-
cles” should be condensed into one, thus:
There is an Unknown which I know that I
cannot know.”

¢ Religions are envelopes of truth which
reveal to the lower, and conceal ‘to the
hisher.”” ¢ They are modes of manifesta-
tion of the unknowable.”

COSMOLOGY.

¢Evolution is a change from an indefi-
nite, incoherent homogeneity, to a definite,
coherent heterogeneity ; through continu-
ous differentiations and integrations.”
This is the law of the Universe. All pro-
gresses to an equilibration—to a moving
equilibrium.



