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PREFACE.

—_—

Tuis work, taken in conjunction with a previous one “On
Mr. Spencer’s Formula of Evolution,” must be regarded
as a criticism of the general logical construction of M,
Spencer’s philosophical system. The writer is not opposed
to the author he criticises as regards the scientific doctrine
of evolution or natural development, so far as it is known
to us; but he sees great blanks in the deductive treatment,
and great failures of explanation, which cause Lim to re-
gard Mr. Spencer’s presumed fulness of exposition as
merely illusory.

In so far as Mr. Spencer’s work is viewed as an
attempt to show the & priori reasonableness of evolution
by gradual development already established in various
departments of science by & posteriori methods, it may
be held to have accomplished its object; but in so far as
it claims to have put together a framework of thought
commensurate with all the sequences of the cosmos, it
must be considered a disjointed structure, from which as
yet several connccting parts are missing, And it will
be found that the deductive system which Mr. Spencer
attempts is so mystical in its fundamental ideas, as well
as so incomplete in its logical counections, that, regarded
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as a system of Philosophy, it is as vague as it is ill
constructed. I

Thus, although the writer is fundamentally in sympathy
with the goal of Mr. Spencer’s attempt, and although he
accepts the same d posteriory truths, he is nevertheless
compelled to criticise adversely the ambitious claims of
the system, with the faultiness of reasoning and general
bad workmanship entailed by the supposed accomplish-
ment of the endeavour. Although it is important that
established truths should be frankly accepted, however
inharmonious with previous beliefs, it is equally important
that imperfections of theory should be freely acknow-
ledged. The attempt to outrun the gradual growth of
knowledge by filling in every hiatus with theoretical ex-
planations is a positive obstruetion to the progress of
science.

Although the first principles of a science are the first
in logical order, they are generally the last in order of
discovery. They are arrived at by generalisations of ex-
tended experience. They mark the attainment of true
scientific inductions, and manifest their correctness by the
explanations they are able to afford. They enable us to
discern the coherence of large classes of facts, and give
us the power to forecast a line of sequences whereby
we may direct them to the accomplishment of desired
ends, or shape our actions to those coming events which
are beyond our control. As an instrument of discovery,
first principles are of very HKttle value, and, on account of
the many chances of error, and of the fascination which the
idea of a completed system exercises over the imagination
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of great minds, the search after them has been fruitful of
error.

The present undertaking, therefore, is to be regarded
not as an attack upon the evolutionism of Lamarck, nor as
an attack upon the evolutionism of Lyell or Darwin, nor
yet upon the evolutionism of Spencer as regards the de-
velopment of intelligence, but as an attack upon the
theory which attempts to combine all these into one con-
tinuous process. Moreover, the criticism is not made
upon the ground that such a theory, in the nature of
things, cannot be established, but that as yet it is not
established, and that in the endeavour towards its ac-
complishment Mr. Spencer fails. It may even be asserted
that there is not anywhere discernible the probable or
possible grounds of such an universal counection of se-
quences.

The writer finds himself in accord with Mr. Spencer in
maintaining that any merely materialistic or mechanical
interpretation of the universe is beyond question insufficient
to account for what we find in it. He is not in accord
with him in supposing that the theory of the “double
aspect ” is intelligible and capable of completing a logical
explanation. He is not in accord with him in supposing
that mysticism completes explanations partially effected
by intelligible methods. And he is not in accord with
him in his estimate of what can be accomplished by
means of the concrete factors he actually employs, more
particularly in the deductions of biology.

So curiously inconsistent is Mr. Spencer’s position, as
at the same time that of the scientific man giving cou-
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crete explanations of concrete sequences, and that of the
mystic basing his explanations on symbolism, that the
whole course of the criticism may be taken as a vindi-
cation of Mr. Spencer’s final conclusion that:—

“« Matter, Motion, and Force are but the z, %, and z with
which we work our e(iuations, and formulate the various
relations among phenomena in such way as to express
their order in terms of z, %, and z—though I have shown
that the realities for which z, 9, and z stand, cannot be
conceived by us as existing thus or thus withont commit-
ting ourselves to alternative absurdities.” *

In the predicament thus described we actually find
ourselves whenever we pursue to their logical results
any of Mr. Spencer’s formulas of explanation, if we
attacl: to the terms employed any definite meaning;
and in this verdict of the author himself is to be found
the most potent vindication of the course of the present
criticism.

The present work may indeed be regarded as undertaken
in the interests of the purity of scientific thought, and for
the promotion of correct methods of scientific investiga-
tion, by showing the futility of those methods which
anticipate the results of study, and by exposing the conse-
quent abuses of logic and of words, more particularly in the
employmentof the latter as more than merely representative
of certain concrete facts. This, and any actual clearance
of imperfect theory, constitute the only claim which the
present book may have upon the attention of the student.
To the higher claim of positive accomplishment it does not

* First Principles, p. 530.
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aspire. The uses of criticism are negative only. Never-
theless this subordinate task has its own place in the
elucidation of truth.

It is not to be expected that Mr. Spencer should reply
to these criticisms. The public will fully appreciate his
objections to the controversies attendant upon replies and
rejoinders, as well from their unsatisfactory results as
from the interruption of work which they entail. The
public will fully understand that silence does not imply
the lack of any answer to our positions, but that Mr.
Spencer is occupied with work having greater claims upon
his attention.
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ON

MR. SPENCER’S UNIFICATION OF
KNOWLEDGE.

CHAPTER L

§ 1. The Unification of Knowledge as the Main Olject of
Mr. Spencer’s Works.

Mgz. HerBerT SPENCER has published a number of volumes with
the evident intention of producing a considerable effect upon
the course of human thought. These volumes are full of sug-
gestive thinking, and display in many respects great insight.
The amount of care and research involved in their production is
manifest, and their influence on modern thought, though vague,
is undoubted.

At the same time, it may be questioned whether that portion
of the public which has endeavoured to judge of Mr. Spencer’s
undertaking without theological prejudice, and has in part
acknowledged his theories, has ever set itself thoroughly to
understand him, to judge of the consistency and coherency of
his works as a whole, to estimate properly his main endeavour,
and to range in their due places his subordinate tasks. That
such should be the case is not at all surprising, for the bias of
modern thought is all in Mr. Spencer’s favour, and men naturally
prefer to have their thinking done for them, being pleased
when they find their own half-formed theories receive apparently
a full and cogent expression. Such, indeed, was the present

A
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writer’s feeling ; but having set himself to explain Mr. Spencer’s
works to a Philosophical Society, he found himself in the diffi-
culties already set forth in a previous work and about to be
stated in this, i

Now, it must be clearly borne in mind that Mr. Spencer’s
series of books is essentially one work. The volumes on ¢ Bio-
logy,” ¢ Psychology,” ¢ Sociology,” ¢ Ethics,” &c., are not inde-
pendent treatises upon these different sciences, but unite in a
series as links in a continuous chain, forming one whole System
of Philosophy. The question therefore arises, what is the
main idea of Mr. Spencer’s series of works? what is his principal
purpose ? what is the one great object he has in view, to which
all these separate volumes are subservient ?

That the unification of knowledge is the set purpose of Mr.
Spencer’s works appears, we think, open to no dispute. What-
ever assertion we may make respecting other views of our author
which he may consider misapprehensions, we believe that he
will not shrink from acknowledging this intention as holding
the first and foremost place in his Philosophy. It is the ruling
idea of the whole work. It is the principal purpose he holds in
view throughout the exposition of his doctrines. He not only
sets it out plainly before his readers in commencing his labours,
but he refers to it throughout the whole series of volumes as
being the end, indeed, to which they subserve.

To make this clear, let us study the first chapter of the book
on The Knowable (“ First Principles”), entitled ¢ Philosophy
Defined,” in which Mr. Spencer tells us what is Philosophy
and what are its aims. On p. 131 we find it stated that Philo-
sophy is “knowledge of the highest degree of generality;” and
again we are asked—* What must be the specific shape here
given to this conception? The range of intelligence we find
to be limited to the relative. Though persistently conscious
of a Power manifested to us, we have abandoned as futile
the attempt to learn anything respecting the mnature of that
Power; and so have shut out Philosophy from much of
the domain supposed to belong to it. The domain left is
that occupied by Science. |/ Science concerns itself with the
coexistences and sequences among phenomena ; grouping these
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at first into generalisations of a simple or low order, and
rising gradually to higher and more extended generalisations.”
Science includes the family of the sciences—Mechanies, Physics,
Chemistry, Geology, Biology, Psychology, Sociology, Ethies, &.
Philosophy is the knowledge constituted by the fusion of all
these contributions into a whole. Science consists of truths
more or less separated, and does not recognise these truths as
entirely integrated,—and whatever *“ integrated ” may mean, we
presume it must imply unifieation.

We are next shown the historical growth and organisation
of kuowledge, from crude experiences embodied in partieular
propositions, to general propositions embracing a large number
of experiences of a similar character. Some of the highest
triumphs of Scienee have been achieved when classes of pro-
positions of diverse charaeters have been unified in a proposition
whieh has been able to embrace and express them all within
the meaning of its terms. Thus it is seen that the organisation
of knowledge is a building-up process ; we go from induction to
induetion, ever reaching propositions of wider and more com-
prehensive sweep, the busy thinkers of humanity bringing the
results of their labours to an edifice which mounts up pyramid-
wise towards the apex which shall erown the entire structure.

As each wider general proposition is formed, it will be seen
that the less-wide included propositions as well as isolated
particular propositions, become, as a mode of thought, corol-
laries from that wider proposition., It is true the wider pro-
position itself has been reached induetively, and is justified
by original observations and experience, and by the successive
generalisations which led up to it; but when it is onee formed,
these in their turn become but corollaries of the more general
proposition. | Such general propositions form the key to know-
ledge, and enable us to foretell from given eircumstanees whole
series of events.' ' We find expressed in them the law of the rela-
tions of factors by which we are able to foresee a long course of
sequerces. These are the truths and gencralisations of Seience
which constitute the triumphs of intellectual achievement. \l

What shall we say then? Shall we arrive at a time when
these larger truths shall themseives he comprchended in some
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still wider gencralisations, and may we eventually look forward
to the unification of all knowledge in a single proposition? If
s0, the process must apparently be analogous to past methods.
‘We must build up to it by wider generalisations of the widest
scientific truths, and then we shall have a proposition from
which all others are seen to be corollaries, and from which all
future sequences can be deduced.
W\ Thus we see that the unification of knowledge must have a
double justification, and be capable of a double statement and
exposition. It must be the legitimate outcome of an inductive
or building-up process, and as a mode of thought it must be
embodied in a proposition from which, as corollaries, all the
included truths or propositions are deducible.y This, then, is
the goal of Philosophy, and will be found to accord with Mr.
Spencer’s teachings. \| After citing several instances in which
a single scientific formula expresses a large number of diverse
individual facts (which passages, for the fuller understanding
of the argument, should be carefully read), he continues (p.
133) i—

¢ And now how is Philosophy constituted? It is constituted
by carrying a stage further the process indicated. So long as
these truths are known only apart and regarded as independent,
even the most general of them cannot without laxity of speech
be called philosophical. DBut when, having been severally
reduced to a simple mechanical axiom, a principle of molecular
physics, and a law of social action, they are contemplated
together as corollaries of some ultimate truth, then we rise to
the kind of knowledge that constitutes Philosophy proper.
< “The truths of Philosophy thus bear the same relation to
the highest scientific truths that each of these bears to lower
scientific truths. . . . It is the final product of that process
which begins with a mere colligation of crude observations,
goes on establishing propositions that are broader and more
separated from particular cases, and ends in universal proposi-
tions, Or to bring the definition to its simplest and clearest
form :—Xnowledge of the lowest kind is un-unified knowledge;
Science is partially-unified knowledge ; Philosophy is completely-
unified knowledge.”
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Mr., Spencer goes on to a passage which seems to mean, that
if we frame an universal proposition, either rigidly by an induc-
tive process not overstepping thie bounds of actual knowledge,
or by consciously overstepping these bounds and forming a
hypothesis concerning the universal proposition, then we have
two forms of Philosophy—in the one case the universal proposi-
tion is the produet of the induction, and in the other case it is
the means or instrument of exploration—in the latter event it
must be justified by its agreement with experiences and the
amount of interpretation it accomplishes in expressing the rela-
tions of sequences. Mr. Spencer would seem to imply that the
strictly inductive method, by never going beyond the bounds of
experience, is insufficient as a means of explanation, and we
must have recourse to hypothesis, so that, setting out with some
hiypothetical universal trath, we judge of its merits by the results
—the test being that its corollaries shall be found coincident
with the sequences of Nature.

Mr. Spencer, it may be remarked, does not say this explicitly,

but it seems to be what he attempts to say, and it is certainly
what he ouglit to say to make it conformable to his previous
reasoning. This is what he does say in the second paragraph
of § 38:—
W “ Two forms of Philosophy, as thus understood, may be dis-
tinguished and dealt with separately. On the one hand, the
things contemplated may be the universal truths: all particular
truths referred to being used simply for proof or elucidation of
these universal truths. On the other hand, setting out with the
universal truths as granted, the things contemplated may be the
particular truths as interpreted by them.” (Query, deduced
Jrom them ?) ““In both cases we deal with the universal truths ;
but in the one case they are passive and in the other case active
—in the one case they form #he products of exploration, and in
the other case the {nstruments of exploration.” \'

However, our only object at present is to establish the fact
that Mr. Spencer's main purpose is the unification of know-
ledge. We see that he sets it down as the goal of Philosophy,
and we can only suppose, after this precise initial statement, that
not only the “First Principles” but all his other works are
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written with this end in view. We therefore propose entering
upon a broad examination of these works, with the purpose of
ascertaining liow far they contribute to that end. Dut first we
will inquire as to the conditions of the proposed unification
itself.

§ 2. The Form of the Unification of Knowledyge.

‘What, then, must be the form of the unification of know-
ledge? We hold that all knowledge is expressed in proposi-
tions. /7 All knowledge is of the relations of things or the rela-
tions of sequences, and all coherent knowledge is expressed in
propositions of one sort or another. Firstly we have singular
propositions, next wider propositions, again propositions of a
still more general character, and finally perhaps universal pro-
positions. DBut nothing is worthy of the name of knowledge
that cannot be set down in a proposition. ' Still more : nothing is
worthy of the name of a proposition, the terms of which do not
convey a distinet impression to the mind, the separate parts of
which have not distinct meanings and definite intelligibility. This
is indeed our experience in the actual progress of Science. y Scien-
tific progress has been made by the formulation of science, that
is, by the framing of specifically knowable propositions, and it
is only when generalisations of thought have taken this definite
form that they have been entitled to a place in the organisation
of knowledge, and formed firm points for fresh departures. If,
then, the formation of Philosophy must be by a method analo-
gous to that of Science, the outcome must have equally the
proper form of knowledge, and appear with clear intelligibility
in a proposition framed of definite terms. \'To say that it
should not so do is to say that we seek for the unification of
knowledge in non-knowledge and in other ways than the ways
of Science.

¢ The answer to every question which it is possible to frame,”
says Mr. Mill, “is contained in a Proposition, or Assertion.
‘Whatever can be an object of belief, or even of disbelief, must,
when put into words, assume the form of a proposition. All
truth and all error lie in propositions. WWhat, by a convenient
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misapplication of an abstract term, we call a Truth, is simply a
True Proposition ; and errors are false propositions.” *

A proposition consists of three parts—a subject, a predicate,
and a copula. What, then, should be the terms of an unifica-
tory proposition? It must be all-embracing; it must comprise
the cosmos. In order to do this our subject must be thus ex-
pressed : All existences, all sequences, or all existences and their
interrelations, or the interrelations of all existences ; the copula
will be the word “are ;” and the predicafe will be the universal
truth which is to unify knowledge.

What then is the right method of procedure for framing this
universal proposition ? Can we reach it as the natural outcome,
by induction, of the present state of the sciences? or does that
state justify us in framing some hypothetical proposition which
we can afterwards verify by the identification of its corollaries
with the course of nature, and thus cause it in its turn to assist
the inductive process, by enabling us to fill up the blanks in the
connections of the sciences? or must we start boldly with some
purely original hypothesis and try it on its own merits? Evi-
dently the former course is that justified by expericnce. We
must consider how Science leads—see if we can frame a propo-
sition in harmony with it, and then test it as described. This
is indeed the manner of Mr. Spencer, save that he refrains from
the rigid test of one definite proposition.

Nevertheless we are under the necessity of framing one, and
one only, and the first question that arises is whether we must
include in our subject “all existences” or only their interrela-
tions? But since existences for the most part are compound
and had preceding histories, they must, according to Mr. Spencer
(“First Principles,” p. 541), be included in our proposition.
He says:—

“ Tt was shown that a Philosophy stands self-convicted of
inadequacy, if it does not formulate the whole series of changes
passed through by every existence in its passage from the
imperceptible to the perceptible, and again from the perceptible
to the imperceptible. If it begins its explanations with exist-

* J. 8. Mill’s Logic, vol. i. p. 2I.

e
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ences that already have concrete ” (Query, perceptible ?) “forms,
or leaves off while they still retain concrete forms ; then mani-
festly, they had preceding histories, or will have succeeding his-
tories, or both, of which no account is given. And as such
preceding and sueceeding histories are subjects of possible know-
ledge, a Philosophy which says nothing about them falls short
of the required unification. Whence we saw it to follow that
the formula sought, equally applicable to existences taken singly
and in their totality, must be applicable to the whole history
of each and to the whole history of all.”

This passage must be accepted with some modifications.
Evidently the perceptible and the concrete are treated as iden-
tical. Evidently also the history of the passage of the imper-
ceptible into the concrete or perceptible is beyond the pale of
knowledge and therefore of Philosophy, although Mr. Spencer
says here that it is the subject of possible knowledge. Also
the element of perceptibility, though a condition of an existence
being within knowledge, is not a condition of the independent
existence and order of nature. Several of these matters will
hereafter have to be discussed. In the meantime it seems evi-
dent from the passage quoted that we shall have to include in
our subject

¢ All existences and their interrelations ;”
the copula of course will be the word “ are,” and the predicate
will be the ultimate truth.

And since this ultimate truth, whether it be a rigid induction
or of a hypothetical nature, must be subjected in the end to the
deductive test, the predicate must commence with the words
¢ corollaries of,” which for convenience we shall hereafter incor-
porate with the copula, leaving the final or ultimate truth to be
expressed in the predicate as the problem for investigation.

§ 3. Mr. Spencer’'s Unificatory Predicates.

In seeking the requisite proposition, we shall pursue a rather
mixed method ; for while our main objeet will be the ascertain-
ment of Mr. Spencer’s opinions, we shall find it more convenient
to consider all the varieties of predicates which could be em-
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ployed to make our proposition complete. As to Mr. Spencer, he
seems to forget that unificatory implies oneness. He has quite
a number of universal truths, and no doubt there are a number
of universal truths; but when, as in § 38, he speaks of inter-
preting things by means of universal truths in the plural,
where is the unification? Surely there must be one ultimate
truth from which even the universal truths are derivable, And
from this initial confusion we never get clear. Throughout Mr.
Spencer’s works we are continually finding that something or
other is a corollary from some of the ultimate truths; but this
does not constitute an unification of knowledge—it is only a
partial unification, which falls short of the goal of Philosophy.
These universal truths have to be unified.

Further, we find that Mr. Spencer nowhere sets down his
proposed unifications in the distinet form of a proposition.
‘Whatever ideas he may have, or whatever opinions he may wish
to convey, as to what precisely does constitute the unification
of knowledge, he does not put them down anywhere in the
form of a distinet proposition, but leaves us to gather his
opinions in an indistinct manner from incolherent statements
scattered here and there throughout his works. And if we
set ourselves the task of gathering these opinions for the pur-
pose of completing our unificatory proposition by furnishing it
with a predicate, what do we find? We find that quite a
variety of different methods of the unification of knowledge are
taught by Mr. Spencer! In studying these in detail, we see
that they arrange themselves into six classes, which we may
call the Mystical, the Psychological, the Physical, the Meta-
physical, the Supraphysical, and the Symbolical. And if we
make good our criticism, what becomes of Mr. Spencer’s unifi-
cation of knewledge?

§ 4. The Mystical Methods of the Unification of Knowledge.

One of the first requisites in the treatment of a complicated
study is the collection of all the material that properly appertains
to it, and the demarcation of all that is extrinsic. It is, there-
fore, with great satisfaction that the student observes Mr.

s e
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Spencer adopt this precautionary method in distinguishing
between the proper objects of study and those speculative and
shadowy subjects upon which so much human energy has been
absolutely wasted. Mr. Spencer very properly holds these in-
quiries in contempt, like others before him, and teaches that
modesty of thought which is the characteristic of the true man
of science, retaining his attention within the bounds of the
Knowable, and so restraining his thought that his energy is ex-
pended in useful organisation within the actual limits of know-
ledge, instead of wasting its force in useless flights into the
regions of the Unknowable. This satisfaction, however, is but
of short duration; for the student finds, after making this
mental effort to clear the ground of extraneous speculative
growth, and after preparing himself for the masterly task of the
co-ordination of all that is knowable under the guidance of his
new teacher—a task he contemplates with great zest and satis-
faction—that all the work is spoiled by the re-introduction of
that Unknowable which had just been repudiated. For in the
book on the Knowable the Unknowable is always presenting
itself. It meets one at every tum, and each important term
is a back-door into the Unknowable. KElaborate results of
careful structure are vitiated by continual references to the un-
knowability of the factors employed.

This is a fundamental defect in Mr. Spencer’s exposition of
his philosophy, and ecalls for serious attention, since he is ap-
parently conscious of the fact himself, and is prepared to justify
it. 'We ourselves, in our study, fully understood that when we
had reached the end of the book on the Unknowable we had
done with it for ever; and that is why, in all our subsequent
studies of the book on the Knowable, we so persistently ignored
it, and held that we had to deal with termgs and propositions of
a knowable character, and having definite values only.

It is not necessary for our present purpose, although we
are engaged in pointing out this great fundamental defect
of exposition, that we should enter fully into the study of
the Knowable and the Unknowable, but it is necessary that
we should illustrate the nature of the distinction, so as to
lead up to and make clear our point of criticism. The
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general subject of the limits and conditions of human know-
ledge receives attention in some of the following sections
of this chapter, and also in sect. 1 of chap. ii. For our im-
mediate design, let us consider our knowledge of oxygen and
hydrogen. What do we know of these two substances? We
turn to a book on chemistry, and find all their several pro-
perties or attributes fully set out. We find that oxygen has
certain definite properties, without which it would cease to
be oxygen as we know it; and when we speak of oxygen,
it is this indissoluble set of attributes that we refer to. We
mean no less than this. Do we mean anything more? Cer-
tainly not. All we mean by oxygen is a bundle of attributes
or properties. Curiosity asks, ¢ What ties this bundle together ?
What is the nexus?” (for these questions always sound more
Impressive in Latin). “What is the substratum upon which
all these properties are built? What is the nature of the
substance or matter in which all these attributes inhere?”
‘Well, we do not know, and we do not see why such a ques-
tion should be asked at all. The question derives its point
from the further question, “In what respect does this nexus
or substratum differ from that of lLiydrogen, so that the latter
ties together another and different set of attributes?” No
doubt, if we could understand this and the further distinc-
tions between all the other elements, it would enormously
extend the boundaries of science; but this is held to be un-
knowable, and certainly is unknown. ;/Actual knowledge is
limited to the ascertained properties of oxygen, liydrogen, and
the rest, and it does not pertain to the realms of science to say
anything at all about the nexuses and the substrata, Our
knowledge is precise, clear, definite, and without any confu-
sion ; we know in chemistry what we are talking about. ’ Chemi-
cal science, indeed, is so far advanced that the laws of atomic
combination are set forth. Under Mendejeleef’s law, the dis-
covery of a new element was predicted ; and, as in the cele-
brated case of the planct Neptune, it was looked for and found
—taking its place in an orderly serjes.

Let us suppose now that since we cannot understand the
nexus or substratum of oxygen and hydrogen, they are there-
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fore to be regarded as differentiated manifestations of an Un-
knowable Power, we would ask, Does this add to our know-
ledge of oxygen or hydrogen taken singly? We would also
ask, Does it add to our knowledge of them taken together, or
taken in their interrelations? It cannot be said that it adds
any information or increases our knowledge of them one iota.
If any one chooses to assert this theory, we may be willing to
admit the truth of it—we are scarcely in a position to deny it
—but when we come to look at our question in the dry light of
rcason, we are bound to confess that the Unknowable Power
which manifests itself thus and thus does actually manifest
itself thus and thus, no more and no less, and is actually
known to us as thus conditioned. Y\ This is the material with
which Science deals, and to which Philosophy, taken as the
unification of the sciences, must be rigidly confined. / The
unification must be accomplished within the bounds of know-
ledge : if the unknowable is mixed up in it over and beyond
the known conditions—as a factor, but a factor of unknown
value—then the whole organisation or co-ordination of the
sciences is vitiated and comes to nought. | Henee it appears to
us that the question as to the nature of the nexus or substratum
of matter is quite as much beyond the purview of philosophy as
it is of science, and does not affect the consideration of our
studies in the least.

Mr. John Stuart Mill may here be cited as giving the weight of
his reasoning to the same effect. e acknowledges the unknown
cause, but disclaims it as holding a place in the truths of science
or philosophy. In his “Logie,” chap. ii., § 7, there is a very
excellent discussion of the metaphysical questions concerning
the nature of *“body.” It would carry us beyond our present
object to discuss these questions here. It is only requisite to
note that Mr. Mill admits the unknowability of the substratum
of matter, or of the laws of the differentiation of the attributes
of matter, and aiso the unknowability of the substance of mind.

“Body having now been defined the external cause, and
(accerding to the more reasonable opinion) the Aidden external
cause, to which we refer our sensations; it remains to frame a
definition of Mind. Nor, after the preceding observations, will
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this be difficult. For as our conception of a body is that of an
unknown exciting cause of sensations, so our conception of a
mind is that of an unknown recipient, or pereipient, of tlem ;
and not of them alone, but of all our other feelings. As body
is the mysterious something which excites the mind to feel, so
mind is the mysterious something, which feels, and thinks”
(p. 81).

“Thus, then, as body is the insentient cause to which we are
naturally prompted to refer a certain portion of our feelings, so
mind may be described as the sentient subject (in the German
sense of the term) of all feelings ; that which has or feels them.
But of the nature of either body or mind, further than the
feelings which the former excites and which the latter expe-
riences, we do not, according to the best existing doctrine, know
anything ; and if anything, logic has nothing to do with it, or
with the manner in which the knowledge is aequired” (p. 82).

This seems to correspond with the Unknowable Power of
Mr. Spencer, whieh manifests itself to us and in us in varions
ways. We ask again, What is the value of snch a power in a
gystem of knowledge? How does it affect the organisation of
knowledge? If it is placed out of the sphere of the knowable,
how can it have any place in the endeavour to systematise
knowledge? If it has not, then let it for ever be banished
from our minds in the attempt : if it has, and yet we are unable
to fix it in owr minds in its mode of operation, then we have
mere mysticism, and not science at all.

Mr. Mill proceeds to say, when discussing the import of pro-
positions, p. 134, that although they deal with phenomena
and their relations, yet indirectly they deal with the sub-
strata which are the hidden causes of phenomena. Never-
theless all they assert of these is their mere existence, and all
their value, influence, and efficacy are sumnied up in the know-
ledge of the phenomena in which they manifest themselves.
In actual practice the so-called substances may be eompletely
ignored : their only place is that of verbalisms in a logical clas-
sification.

“In the first place, sequences and co-existenees are not only
asserted respecting Phenomena : we make propositions also
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respeeting those hidden eauses of phenomena which are named
substances and attributes. A substance, however, being to us
nothing but either that which causes, or that which is conscious
of, phenomena; and the same being true, mutatis mutandis, of
attributes ; no assertion can be made, at least with a meaning,
concerning these unknown and unknowable entities, (beyond their
mere cxistence,) except in virtue of the Phenomena by which
alone they manifest themselves to our faculties.”

Thus we see that Mr. Mill agrees with Mr., Spencer in his
acknowledgment of the Unknowable, but consistently rejects it
from the list of things respecting which any propesition can be
made.

To make our ease more clear, let us take Mr. Spencer’s own
illustrations of the office of Philesephy at p. 132 of “First
Principles.”

“If we ascribe the flow of a river to the same force which
causes the fall of a stone, we make a statement, true as far as
it goes, that belengs to a certain division of Science. If, in
further explanation of a movement produced by gravitation in
a direction almost horizontal, we cite the law that fluids subject
to mechanical forces exert re-active forces which are equal in
all directions, we formulate a wider fact, containing the scientific
interpretation of many other phenomena; as those presented
by the fountain, the hydraulic press, the steam-engine, the air-
pump. And when this proposition, extending enly teo the
dynamies of fluids, is merged in a propesition of general dyna-
mies, comprehending the laws of movement of solids as well as
of fluids, there is reached a yet higher truth; but still a truth
that eomes wholly within the realm of Science,”

This is followed by a second series of illustrations, ending in
the Jaw of the relation between the amount of heat and the
amount of molecular change, and by a third series, drawn from
the phenomena of sociology, and ending in the law that each
man seeks satisfaction for his desires in ways costing the smallest
efforts.

Now it is quite clear that the several individual instances
upon which these generalisations are founded, as well as all the
subsidiary gencralisations leading up to the wider ones, are
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matters of clear knowledge. If we add that they are all diffe-
rentiated manifestations of an Unknowable Power, we know no
more about them than we did before, and we do not more clearly
understand the nature of their interrelations as a whole.

Mr. Spencer says of them that “so long as these truths are
known only apart and regarded as independent, even the most
general of them cannot, without laxity of speech, be called
philosophical. But when, having been severally reduced to a
simple mechanical axiom, a principle of molecular physics, and
a law of social action, they are contemplated together as corol-
laries of some ultimate truth, then we rise to the kind of know-
ledge that constitutes Philosophy proper. ; /The truths of Philo-
sophy thus bear the same relation to the highest scientific truths,
that each of these bears to lower scientific truths, &e.” 1/
3V It is thus seen that even when we reach Philosophy it is still
within the limits of the knowable—it is merely Science extended.
Extended it may and indeed must be to its furthest limit—
pushed out to its most extreme boundary—but it is still Science.
It is a pity, indeed, that it should be called anything else but
Unitative Science, for when we get to speaking of Philosophy
the mind begins to soar.// Philosophy is the intoxication of
Science rather than Science itself ; it sees visions, dreams dreams,
grows poetic, prophetic, religious, and, by exciting the moral and
spiritual emotions of our nature, causes us to lose the calm, clear,
and cold apprehension of knowable things which is the character-
istic of Science. In this respect we do not say that Philosophy
is wrong, nor that its broadest views should not so affect us.
The consideration of this subject, indeed, we hope to take up in
a future work ; but in the meantime, having firmly settled our-
selves to the task of unifying knowledge under Mr. Spencer’s
guidance, we never intend to allow ourselves, while engaged in
this special undertaking, to get off our feet or stray away from
the knowable. So that when Mr. Spencer says he looks for the
unification of knowledge in the derivation of the three scientific
truths already specified, as corollaries from some ultimate truth,
we can only understand him to mean that this ultimate truth is
arrived at first inductively, that it is intelligible (that is to say,
knowable), and then that it can be used deductively. If we go
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on to say that this ultimate truth is a manifestation of the un-
knowable, we do notadd to our knowledge by saying so. The
ultimate truth must express what we know in the first instance,
. and if any one likes to say that it also expresses what we do
not know, in that it, like all other truths, is a manifestation
of the unknowable, he does no harm and he does no good,
regarding the matter in its purely scientific aspect. Its value
depends upon its validity as an ultimate induction, and upon its
capacity for deductive interpretation.

We see, therefore, that the unification of knowledge must
be effected within the limits of the knowable, and we expect
this from Mr. Spencer when he so deliberately sets apart the
unknowable and the knowable for separate treatment.

Nevertheless, the book on the Knowable is pervaded by
references to the Unknowable Power. Now either the Unknow-
able Power puts itself wholly into the bondage of conditions or
manifestations, or it does not, and the quantity remaining so
unconditioned is constant or variable. If the Unknowable
Power wholly manifests or conditions itsclf, then the Unknow-
able Power is wholly known in its manifestations, and these
known, it may be ignored. But this will be the case also if that
which remains unconditioned and unmanifested never interferes
with that which is conditioned and manifested. If, on the
other hand, it does so interfere, then it becomes matter of kuow-
ledge, in so far as thus manifested ; but the unification of
knowledge in this case is not possible, for the elements of know-
ledge are of a variable character. So that in the one case all
references to the Unknowable Power are confusing and illegiti-
mate, and in the other case the task of unification is utterly
hopeless.  Still more is this the case if it does interfere in ways
that are unknowable by us.

This is Mr. Spencer’s actual treatment of his subject. He
defines matter (chap. iv.), he explains motion (chap. v.), he says
what he means by the term “force” (chap. vi.), in their scientific
meanings, and he also treats of all of them in chap. iii. Yet
the two former, viz., Matter and Motion, are but modes of the
latter—Force, and by the latter we mean the ¢ persistence
of some power which transcends our knowledge and concep-
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tion. The manifestations, as occurring either in ourselves or
outside of us, do not persist; but that which persists is the
unknown cause of these manifestations. In other words, assert-
ing the persistence of force is but another mode of asserting an.
unconditioned reality, without beginning or end.” And as at the
commencement, so at the end of his work, Mr. Spencer holds
the same opinions. On pp. 557, 558, he reiterates the doctrine of
an Unknowable Power which works in us certain effects.

““These effects have certain likenesses of kind, the most
general of which we class together under the names of Matter,
Motion, and Force; and between these effects there are likenesses
of connection, the most constant of which we class as laws of
the highest certainty.”

But we submit that those laws which come within the scope
of Science are just as valuable to us, and are not in the least
augmented or diminished in value by the acknowledgment of
an Unknowable Power behind them, of which they are but
manifestations. And the writer who introduces an Unknow-
able Power in the unification of the Knowable is responsible
for misleading students not sufficiently wary to understand
that this Unknowable Power,—whatever may be its value in
moral and emoticnal aspects,—is of no effect whatever in this
particular purpose.

If we say, then, that a stone thrown from an eminence will
fall to the ground, and we can formulate the law by which
its motion is effected, so as to be able to calculate the time it
will take to reach the ground, we are not much wiser if some
philosopher tells us that the fall is effected by some Inscrutable
Power. We find no reference to an Inscrutable Power in any
treatise on mechanics or chemistry. We make no allowance for
it in the actual construction of machinery, guns, ships, buildings,
&c., nor in any of the processes of manufactures. These only
recognise scrutable or knowable powers. And as in the smaller
g0 in the greater matters of Science; it is just as evident that
an inscrutable power which manifests itself thus or thus is
known by, and limited by, its known manifestations, and the
unification of knowledge is to be effected within the limits of

actual knowledge only.
B
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It is true that some of the language of Science, in the imper-
fection of our knowledge, consists of words acknowledging
powers; and the laws of their action being only partially known,
the greater stress of meaning belongs more to the former than to
the latter. But this is an evidence of our ignorance rather than
of our knowledge. As knowledge increases the defect will pass
away. Thus we now speak of the law of gravitation, and care
nothing about the powers or attractions of which it is the law.
‘We speak of the laws of motion and laws of chemistry simply
as the formule of the action of unknown powers, but care
nothing about those powers when we are able to formulate their
laws. Thus in the growth of knowledge the remaining terms
expressive of powers will give place to propositions expressive
of laws of action. In the same way some of the scientific or
pseudo-scientific words which Mr. Spencer uses—viz., equilibra-
tion, polarity, &c.—now express meanings in which the acknow-
ledgment of unknown powers is expressed ; but when we are
able to formulate their laws, the laws will be everything and
the powers nothing. So to speak, as the knowable advances the
unknowable recedes, or becomes of less account.

In any case, the unknown and the unknowable can never
explain or unify the known. To attempt to do so is mysticism ;
and one of the many phases of Mr. Spencer’s work is mysticism
of the character just explained. /! The unification of knowledge
effected is an unification within the lines of Science as far as
we can go, and then the final unification is an act of mental
despair in the unification by means of an Unknowable Power.
Before it, all is one; in it, one is all. Out of it, all proceeds ;
into it, all go. It is the unity of processes ; all things and their
interrelations are but manifestations of it. . The question is, Does
anybody understand this? and if so, to what object and in what
manner is the valuable information to be applied? The test is
in the application. Mr. Spencer has omitted inorganic evolution.
He has subjected himself to criticism in biological evolution, and
it will be seen, when we come to criticise it, that the interpreta-
tions, whatever value they may have, are not derived from the
Unknowable Power, but from certain known manifestations of it.

Unfortunately, in the study of Mr. Spencer’s worls, we meet
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with a certain number of words and phrases which are capable
of being understood in a variety of different meanings; and it
will be found in the present eriticism that under the various
sections thereof we shall have to treat of the same words. The
reason is that they bear different senses under each head. Thus
the word Force may be used in a mystical sense, in an abstract,
physical, or symbolic sense ; and our examination will be rather
one of different systems founded upon these different senses
of the same terms than one dealing with differently expressed
systems of Philosophy.

The sense we have now to deal with is that which takes them
all to be but expressions for manifestations of an Unknowable
Power, and invests them with a mysticism derived therefrom,
seeming to confer upon them a greater aptitude for explanation
and for the unification of knowledge than they would possess
if the idea of an Inscrutable Power behind them were not pre-
sent to the mind. This is mysticism, and it means that what
we do not know is the explanation of what we do know. We
have found in various instances that the value of terms, pro-
positions, and scientific laws is derived from what is knowable
in them, and that their value is not in the least affected by the
addition of an Inscrutable Power. Mysticism is an attempt to
read into these terms, propositions, and laws a value derived
from this attribution to them of an Unknowable Power as their
cause or manifestation. We deny the validity of the attempt in
general, and we shall have to examine some instances in detail.

There are various forms of Mysticism, according to the
education or natural bias of individual minds. They are the
Religious, the Metaphysical, and the pseudo-Scientifie forms.
What is common to them all is the recognition of an Inscrutable
Power at work in the cosmos. They differ in respect to what
is read into this Inscrutable Power, aecording to the convie-
tions, the reasoning, or the sentiment of individuals. The
Inscrutable Power derives its value in human interests from the
manner in which it is regarded, for this is the bond of relation
it has with humanity. What should be the attitude of the
human mind towards it—whether it should be regarded as an
Intelligent Divine Being, or as Self-Determining Being, or as
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an Unknowable Force—we reserve for discussion when we
come to consider Mr. Spencer’s Ethics. All we are concerned
with at the present time is to see how Science and the proeess
of increasing generalisation of knowledge which ends in unifica-
tion is affected by this method of treatment.

The widest of all generalisations, according to Mr. Spencer,
is “the Persistence of Force;” so that the unification of know-
ledge is effected when we are able to say—* All existences and
their interrelations are corollaries of the Persistence of Force.”
The Persistence of Force may be taken as a scientifie, that
is to say, a knowable phrase, and one that has a limited and
definite meaning, arrived at in the process of inductive science-
building, of which we have before spoken ; and, in this respect,
it does not properly come on for discussion under our present
heading of the Mystical, but will have to be considered under
the head of the Physical Methods of the Unification of Know-
ledge. Dut seeing that Mr. Spencer refuses to be tied down to
any definite meaning which may be attached to the term, and
repudiates as misrepresentations any conclusions deduced from
attaching any definite meaning to it, and since he states, in the
most emphatic manner, that all he means by the term Force
is, that it is a symbol like the algebraical ¢z,” we are bound
not to consider this method of the unification of knowledge
among the physical methods of the unification of knowledge,
because in these methods we are obliged to give definite mean-
ings to the terms we employ. We shall, of course, in order to
make this an exhaustive criticism, so consider the proposition ;
but, in the meantime, what is the value of the proposition if
the term ‘“force” is regarded merely as a term deriving its value
not from processes of induction, but from these plus an Unknow-
able Power?

It is to be presumed that the proposition can have no value
if the term ‘force” has no meaning. Therefore it must when
it is used have some indistinct meaning. It must be half under-
stood—or it must be changeable and mean something sometimes,
or sometimes have one meaning, sometimes another. This is
the only way to get anything out of it, to mean something when
we pronounce it, or to make it a,principal term in an all-
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comprehensive proposition applicable to all the interrelations of
existences.

From the foregoing two things are evident. Firstly, that in

the scientific progress from un-unified knowledge to partially
unified knowledge, and to still more unified knowledge, the
process is a truly scientific one from first to last; that is to say,
the general propositions, though wide, are still definite—they
have true meanings—are intelligible, and of practical worth in
actual application, {' Knowledge never by any process of induc-
tion oversteps itself into the Unknowable ; it builds with solid
bricks, and never makes an archway into thin air. It is obvious
that the ultimate truth of Secience which is to unify its compo-
nent parts—if indeed such an end can ever be attained—must be
within the scope of knowledge and not beyond it.1 The indue-
tive process does not end in mysticism. DMysticism is some-
thing added. If Science can proceed a certain distance and no
further, and if it then says, ¢ Beyond this I cannot go,’” it simply
owns its own incompetence. It may recognise mystery beyond,
but this recognition of an Inscrutable Power beyond it is not
an unification of knowledge but a confession of defeat. If in-
duction ends in the vague recognition of an Inscrutable Power,
all well and good ; it may have a value, but that value certainly
is not in the unification of knowledge.
It Secondly, it is clear that there can be no deductive process
from a proposition the terms of which are uncertain or even
positively stated to be inconceivableat What are the corollaries
of blank? what are the corollaries of Force or the Persistence
thereof if Force is an Unknowable Power ?

The deductive problem is from the phrase ¢ Persistence of
Foree,” regarding the latter word as untranslatable into any
definite conception, or regarding it as_known forces plus the
attribution of uuknowable power, to draw a series of corollaries
which eorrespond to and will be a picture of all the changes of
the universe from the commencement, <.c., from undifferentiated
Force. This is clearly impossible. It may be said that Mr.
Spencer nowhere advances such a proposition. We ave unable
to decide exactly, yet his langnage sometimes looks very like
it. If he does, then our criticism applies. If he does not, then
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what he really means will no doubt receive examination in one
of the other sections.

There are other unificatory propositions of Mr. Spencer’s
relating to Matter, Motion, &c., which are apparently of definite
meaning, and which we shall so consider later on in our
work, but which also he transforms into mystical proposi-
tions when the exigencies of criticism force him to do so. They
are not only Matter and Motion as we know them, but since
they are manifestations of an Unknowable Power they are
supposed to possess a value in thought over and above this
knowable value, and in this case the same remarks apply.
Scientific induction may place them beyond knowledge, but
deduction can get nothing out of them.

‘What shall we say again to the proposition—¢ All existences
and their interrelations are corollaries of the Unknowable”?
Only this, that the proposed deductive process would be a sheer
impossibility. Not that Mr. Spencer proposes this in clear
words, but it is what any universalistic proposition amounts
to of which the predicate admits in any form an Unknowable
Power as a factor in the process of reasoning.

\'We come to the conclusion, then, that in Mysticism, that is to
say, those methods of the unification of knowledge the terms of
which are held not merely to connote the included facts of induc-
tion, but something added of an anknowable character, although
it may be the final attainment of human research, we do not
reach the final goal of Philosophy—the unification of knowledge
—but rather an acknowledgment of the futility of the endeavour. '
‘We conclude also that any proposition in which the predicate
contains some term which is merely a sign or symbol standing
for the Unknowable, of which we can form no adequate con-
ception, is a proposition of the mystical order iransgressing the
limits of true scientific induction, and utterly valueless as the
starting-point of a deductive process.

§ 5. The Psychological Methods of the Unification of
Knowledge.

Mr. Spencer’s representation of the means by which the
unification of knowledge may be effected varies with the nature



THE PSYCHOLOGICAL METHODS. 23

of his subject. In the “Psychology” we get quite a special
account of it—indeed, several different accounts.

The continuity of our criticism will be best preserved by
noting here only the general conclusions of our study of the
¢ Psychology ” so far as they relate to the special object of our
present inquiry, namely, the unification of knowledge, leaving the
justification of our representations to a more detailed exposition
in chap. iv. Here we give merely a summary of that chapter,
in order to preserve a proportionate argument.

Therein it will be seen that Part VIL of the “ Psychology ”
furnishes us with an interesting study of the endeavour to unify
knowledge by psychological methods, for there are several of
them. Apparently Mr. Spencer defeats his own object by pro-
posing so many. Whether he does an injustice to himself or not
by failing to show that these various unifications can themselves
be unified, we do not know ; but holding ourselves that they
connot be fused into a larger intelligible generalisation, we
believe them to be mutually destructive inasmuch as there can
only be one unification of knowledge. This is a fatal flaw,
independent of the failure of each separate unification, taken
on its own merits, to answer the requirements of the criterion
we hold continually before us, namely, that it must be both a
scientific induction including all other scientific inductions, and
a proposition from which as corollaries all existences and their
interrelations can be deduced.

The first conclusion we come to respecting Mr. Spencer’s
unification of knowledge as expounded in the “Psychology”
is drawn from the reasoning leading up to the following passage,
extracted from § 386 :—

“And it was further argued (§ 40), that setfing out with
these fundamental intuitions provisionally assumed to be true—
that is, provisionally assumed to be congruous with all other dicta
of consciousness—the process of proving or disproving the con-
gruity becomes the business of Philosophy ; and the complete
establishment of the congruity becomes the same thing as the
complete unification of knowledge in which Philosophy reaches
its goal.”

. We find it, therefore, clearly stated, first, that the goal of



24 SPENCER'S UNIFICATION OF KNOWLEDGE.

Philosophy is the unification of knowledge; secondly, that this
unification is accomplished when certain fundamental intuitions
are found to be congruous with all the other dicta of conscious-
ness ; thirdly, that the business of proving or disproving this con-
gruity becomes the business of Philosophy.

Taking the passage by itself, one would say that as internal
relations are the product of external relations, or the establish-
ment of correspondences between the internal in response to the
external ;—then the establishment of congruities between the
primordial correspondences, with all the other dicta of conscious-
ness, must be a very simple process ; for it is only the establish-
ment of congruities between the most general experiences and
the details of experiences. The result arrived at would be that
the details of which a whole is made up are parts of that
whole.

But letting this go by, what are the fundamental intuitions
with which all other dicta of consciousness have to be found
congruous, thus producing a harmony in which the unification
of knowledge is effected? Mr. Spencer does not enumerate them,
but the result of his ensuing reasoning is the establishment of
another and entirely different goal and method of Philosophy.
[\ “That which Philosophy takes as its datum must be an
assertion of some likeness and difference to which all other
likenesses and differences are secondary. If knowledge is
classifying, or grouping the like and separating the unlike, and
if the unification of knowledge proceeds by arranging the
smaller classes of experience within the larger, then the pro-
position by which knowledge is unified must be one specifying
the antithesis between two ultimate classes of experiences in
which all others merge.”|

The theory of this second method is:\'Since knowledge is classi-
fication, the more complete the classification the more completely
unified is the knowledge, and the nearer we approach a philo-
sophy. When, therefore, we have succeeded in comprehending
knowledge in two large classes, we can proceed no further; know-
ledge is unified and philosophy has reached its goal." What,
then, are these two widest of all groups of experiences? They are
the self and the non-self—the faint and the vivid aggregates of




THE PSYCHOLOGICAL METHODS. 25

experience. When these are properly demarcated, knowledge
is unified.

But we do not rest here. Another stage of the reasoning
carries us up to the Unknowable. From these eonsiderations
we reach the datum or “postulate that the manifestations of
the Unknowable fall into two separate aggregates, constituting
the world of consciousness and the world beyond consciousness.”
Is this, then, the fundamental proposition which has to be
found congruous with every result of experience, direet and
indirect, and which shall thereby fulfil the objects of Philosophy?
All knowledge can be divided into two classes—that relating to
the Ego, and that relating to the Non-egco. 'When we have
come to this conclusion knowledge is unified, and these two
classes of knowledge are manifestations of an Unknowable
Power. But we have already found that no unification of
knowledge is to be found beyond the bounds of knowledge.
To look to the Unknowable for it is to produee mystieism, and
to transcend knowledge altogether.

These three thoughts are thus summed up by Mr. Spencer,
“Xirst Principles,” p. 157 :—
it “In brief, our postulates are :—an Unknowable Power; the
existence of knowable likenesses and differences among the
manifestations of that Power; and a resulting * segregation of
the manifestations into those of subject and object.” |/

This is the organised and consolidated conception, the primor-
dial datum with which all the other dicta of consciousness have
to be found congruous, by means of which Philosophy accom-
plishes its final unificatory process.

Our criticism upon this portion of Mr. Spencer’s endeavour
to unify knowledge can only be that it is vague and meaning-
less. That it is of such a wide and general character as to be
applieable to all knowledge is true enongh, but general deserip-
tions do not give an insight into the relations of sequences, nor
do they enable us to form propositions from which the inter-
relations of all existences can be deduced. Shall we say that
the general description of mankind is that it segregates into two
classes, man and woman, and that this is an unification of the

* How and why resulting ?
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knowledge of humanity? Or shall we add to our knowledge
by saying that they are different manifestations of the Un-
knowable? It is, indeed, the most general description of
the human race, surpassing all descriptions of form, feature,
colour, language, habits, civilisation ; yet, although the largest
of possible inductions respecting mankind, how barren of deduc-
tions! how little unificatory in its enunciation! how utterly
void of instructiveness as to the interrelations constituting the
history of the human race !

But again reverting to the requirements of the unification of
knowledge, let us inquire how far they are complied with in the
scheme before us. We have seen that to effect this unification
we must build up inductively till we are able to formulate one
widest of all propositions, which shall thereupon become the
starting-point for a series of deductions, which deductions shall
correspond with the actual history of the interrelations of all
existences. How is this requirement satisfied by the scheme
now under consideration? Let us first try to frame our proposi-
tion, as thus—

Subject. s¢ All existences and their interrelations ”
Copula. “are [corollaries of ]” *
i?‘?,f:if)ge “the segregation of the faint and vivid mani-
mate truth). festations of the Unknowable.”

‘With respect to it we can only remark, that we are unable
to see anything in it or to get anything out of it. And we
scarcely know, indeed, how to proceed with our deductive pro-
cess. It does not seem that we can go direct from it to concrete
instances, such as the rise of mercury in the barometer or thei-
mometer, or the union of oxygen and hydrogen into water, or
the hatching of an egg. 'We would therefore have to proceed
mediately. DBut how? Would we first have to deduce matter
and motion as corollaries from the ultimate proposition? Dut
these are themselves merely symbolic terms, representing mani-
festations of the Unknowable of which we can have no definite
conception, and presumably of the vivid order of manifestations.
Should we next have to deduce the indestructibility of the one
manifestation and the continuity of the other? Should we have

*See § 2, p. 8.
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to deduce the instability of the homogeneous in order to reach
differentiations of matter and motion, and then could we hope
to deduce from the unifieatory proposition, by a separate and
independent process of reasoning, the antagonistic principle of
equilibration, which would put them all back into homogeneity
again? Thus, it is suggested, we would arrive at the unifica-
tion of all concrete experiences. We feel compelled, however,
to deny the logical connection of these propositions as deduc-
tions from the unificatory proposition now under consideration,
and require a more distinet explanation.

This eriticism would seem to render any further examination
of Mr. Spencer’s unification of knowledge upon a psychological
basis unnecessary. However, we have pursued the inquiry in
great detail in Chapter IV., in order to do justice to our author
and to prevent the reader from straying from the one fixed
object of Philosophy when studying the ¢ Psychology,” so that
in the -midst of multifarious changes he may keep steadfastly
in view the one real point and goal of all his studies. By this
method we shall see that, however rich Mr. Spencer may be in
suggestion, or however satisfactory and profitable may be the
minor studies in therselves, still he fails to satisfy the mind
in respect of the main object which he sets out to accomplish,
‘We must refer our readers to this chapter for an account of Mr.
Spencer’s treatment of the so-called Final Question. All we
need do here is to say that it falls mainly within the lines of
the foregoing eritieism. The principal additional thought brought
out in it is that the ¢ impression we call resistance . .. . is
the primordial, the universal, the ever-present constituent of
consciousness ;7 and this eonsequently “beeomes the mother
tongue of thought, in which all the first cognitions are regis-
tered, and into which all symbols afterwards learned are inter-
pretable.”

It is difficult to know what to make of this in relation to the
foregoing proposition. Evidently Mr. Spencer would have us
believe that all manifestations of the Unknowable, both faint
and vivid, are ultimately resolvable into varieties of the impres-
sion we call resistance. These varieties can only be differences
of degree, we presume. To be different in kind would be to
take them out of tlie classification. DBesides, we know what
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is meant by differences of degree of resistances, but we could
have no conception of different kinds of resistances. M.
Spencer means to say then, that all our knowledge consists of
experiences of aggregates of differences of degrees of resistances,
and that all knowledge aggregates itself into two great masses,
one consisting of intense resistances (the vivid manifestations),
and the other consisting of slighter resistances (the faint mani-
festations) ; also that all the manifestations of the Unknow-
able take the form of the impression we call resistance, even
although there were no consciousness to be impressed, and that
between these two orders of impressions of resistance there is
no series of invisible gradations but a wide gulf fixed.

Are we then to form a new unificatory proposition according
to our new lights, and say that

«All existences and their interrelations”
“are [corollaries of ]”
“the segregation of faint and vivid manifestations of the
Unknowable, manifested in different degrees of
the impression we call resistance?”
Or shall we amend the predicate, and say—

¢ Are the segregation of aggregates of different degrees of

resistances or combinations of resistances?”

The former is or would be a subjective unification of know-
ledge, since it depends upon ‘‘the impression” which a con-
scious being has of resistance; and therefore it does not seem
to be capable of forming a proposition from which the history
of the existence and interrelations of the objective world and
of times anterior to consciousness could be deduced. Tha
deduction would have to be from the ¢mpression of resistance
and this manifestly could not be applied to objective history.
This is a fatal objection to all subjective methods for the
unification of knowledge. And since knowledge is the estab-
lishment of correspondences corresponding to the correspon-
dences of the environment, it is difficult to see how any
subjective method is competent to deal with the universe as a
whole in respect of the unification of the knowledge of it.

The second or altered form of the proposition would throw it
into the class of the physical methods of unification of know-
ledge, and will hereafter receive due consideration. In the mean-
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time, we must remark that mere resistance by itself would not
seem to be very fruitful of result. If each unit had merely the
power of self-protection—mere resistance without any power of
attraction—there would be no ocecasion for the resistance, for
there would be no encroachment, and we will see in due course
that we shall have to consider a system of mutual attractions
and resistances.

It is right to say that later on in the discussion of his theme
Mr. Spencer enters more minutely into the relations of eonseious-
ness to resistance. At the same time we do not see that his
subsequent treatment of the question saves him from the
critieism.

Mr. Speneer finishes this process of reasoning by a recourse
to the Unknowable Power, and thus throws the unification of
knowledge by the psychological method upon the mystieal
method, subjecting it accordingly to the eriticism applicable to
that form of argument.

We conelude this section by taking the three instances of
scientific unification given by Mr. Spencer at the outset to
see if they are capable of receiving the philosophical unification
there proposed by the method of this seetion, and by means
of the propositions we have found it necessitates. Referring to
“TFirst Principles,” p. 132 et seq., we find the various motions of
ariver, the fall of a stone, the action of a fountain, the hydraulic
press, the air-pump, and the various laws of movement of solids,
are all capable of expression in common laws of dynamics.
This is followed by a second series of illustrations, ending in
the law of the relation between the amount of heat and the
amount of molecular change, and by a third series, drawn from
the pheroraena of sociology, ending in the law that each man
seeks satisfaction for his desires in ways costing the smallest
efforts. The question is, can we unify all these wide scientific
truths by deducing them as corollaries from the proposition that

¢ All existences and their interrelations”
“are [corollaries of ]”
“the segregation of faint and vivid manifestations of the
Unknowable, manifested in the different degrees of
the impression we call resistance ”
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We submit that Mr. Spencer’s psychological methods will
not bear this severe logical test, nor any other manner of definite
and formal statement.

§ 6. The Metaphysical Methods for the Unification of
Knowledge.

We have next in order to consider one of the most inveterate
of the idols of the intellect. There may possibly be a legiti-
mate science of metaphysies, but all those sciences which admit
into their system objectivised abstractions are vitiated through-
out by the influence of these figments. That student will be
wise who, in commencing any philosophical study, provisionally
at least repudiates all objectivised abstract terms from his
vocabulary. Particular terms representing particular phenomena
we know, and terms of totality representing groups or general
aspects of phenomena we know, but abstractions we do not
know, except as verbalisms for logical convenience.

Abstract terms have two separate origins. They may be,
firstly, general terms changed into the singular, or they may be
terms of relation or attribute generalised and put in the singular.
In every case it is essential to their due impressiveness that
they should have an initial capital letter, and sometimes they
are accorded the dignity of the definite article—as The Absolute,
The Homogeneous, &e.*

‘We have already seen that if we speak of oxygen or hydrogen
we know what we mean; and if we speak of the sum of the
chemical elements, it is legitimate and indeed necessary to use
a general term or term of totality—DMatter; and we prefer
designating this class of terms by the name *terms of totality ”
rather than by the name ‘‘general terms,” because it more
clearly indicates that they derive all their value from the par-
ticulars smrmed up in them, and bhave no individual value of
themselves. We would have it clearly understood that the
general term in the singular number does not connote some
single existence of which it is the name, but a variety of par-
ticulars which are thus represented for convenience. Thus, by

* See “On Mr. Spencer’s Formula of Evolution,” Part V.
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using the word Matter, we can speak of all the various kinds
of matter included in the term in so far as a common predicate
is applicable. In this use, the term Matter is a well-understood -
word, having a definite meaning. DBut another use is made of
it. We have already seen that we only know oxygen and
hydrogen as differentiated bundles of attributes or properties ;
that the law by which they are differentiated is inscrutable;
that, if there is any substance in which they inhere, we cannot
possibly know anything about it; and that, so far as we are
concerned, it might practically be non-existent, while as a part
of knowledge it is non-existent. Nevertheless the term Matter
is applied to this figment of the imagination, and figures accord-
ingly as a factor in various systems of metaphysics. In the
same way we know certain specific and particular attractions
and repulsions of bodies ; and we are not content with framing
a general term or term of totality for use when we wish to
predicate something which shall be applicable to all of them,
but when it is made, we speak of an individual entity which
seems to have objective existence—Polarity. In the same way
the relations of distance give rise to the abstraction Space,
which is thereupon supposed to be an entity—Time following
suit ; whereas there is no general space, but only special dis-
tances, and no general time, but only particular relative intervals
of succession. Even the Positivist generalises human beings,
and then forms an abstraction called Humanity, which he erects
into an object of worship.

In a very singular passage, Mr. Spencer asks us to study the
instance of a piano.*

¢On thinking of a piano, there first rises in imagination its
visual appearance, to which are instantly added (though by
separate mental acts) the ideas of its remote side and of its
solid substance. A complete conception, however, involves the
strings, the hammers, the dampers, the pedals; and while suc-
cessively adding these to the conception, the attributes first
thought of lapse more or less completely out of consciousness.
Nevertheless, the whole group constitutes a representation of
the piano. Now, as in this case we form a definite concept of

* TFirst Principles, p. 95.
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a special existence, by imposing limits and conditions in suc-
cessive acts ; so, in the converse case, by taking away the Hmits
and conditions in successive acts, we form an indefinite notion
of general existence. By fusing a series of states of conscious-
ness, in each of which, as it arises, the limitations and conditions
are abolished, there is produced a consciousness of something
unconditioned. To speak more rigorously :—This consciousness
is not the abstract of any one group of thoughts, ideas, or con-
ceptions ; but it is the abstract of all thoughts, ideas, or con-
ceptions. That which is common to them all, and cannot be
got rid of, is what we predicate by the word existence, &c.”

It seems to us that the process which Mr. Spencer here
proposes is not possible. We cannot put ourselves into that
very unscientific frame of mind which is necessary for the
purpose. We cannot dissociate the ideas of dampers, pedals,
&ec., from our conception of a piano. We feel that there is such
a correspondence between things and conceptions, that the only
way to fuse the various ideas connected with a piano into the
required indefiniteness of general existence would be by fusing
the piano itself into general existence by grinding it into dust,
and then we have no idea of a piano at all.

It is by thus quitting the actual limitations of things, and
undertaking impossible mental processes, that philosophers go
so far wrong, and lay themselves open to the sneers of men of
science. They make science get out of its actual conditions—
like a ghost out of a body—and then from the law of this pseudo-
science of the abstract they work down to the actual. Dis-
sociating itself from all the inconvenient trammels of concrete
conditions, metaphysical philosophy completely ignores chemical
and physical science, and sets up in business on its own account.
DBut it thereby becomes merely a manipulation of words which
are not representative of any actual existence whatsoever.

Mr. Mill, in his chapter “On the Import of Propositions,”
says : ¥—

¢ The distinction between an abstract term and its correspond-
ing concrete, is no difference in what they are appointed to
signify ; for the real signification of a concrete general name is,

* System of Logie, vol. i. p. 140.
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as we have so often said, its connotation ; and what the con-
crete term connotes, forms the entire meaning of the abstract
name. Since there is nothing in the import of an abstract
name which is not in the import of the corresponding concrete,
it is matural to suppose that neither can there be anything in
the import of a proposition of which the terms are abstract, but
what there is in some proposition which can be framed of con-
crete terms. . . . It is impossible to imagine any proposition
expressed in abstract terms which cannot he transformed into a
precisely equivalent proposition in which the terms are concrete,
namely, either the concrete names which connote the attributes
themselves, or the names of the fundamenta of those attributes,
the facts or phenomena on which they are grounded.”

All terms are originally concrete and refer to definite objective
or subjective existences. In the process of distinguishment and
classification which goes on from the first, plurals are introduced,
and by and by terms which are inclusive of a great number of
individuals come to be used. DBy and by, also, names are given
to those qualities or properties of objects which they severally
possess in common. Abstract terms are arrived at by both
methods. In the first case, the general term is individualised
and spoken of in the singular (for example, Man), as if the sum
total of a number of individuals could have an existence as a
scparate cntity, itself capable of being treated as an unity, and
taking its part as such in the interrelations of things. In the
other case, the property or quality dealt with becomes a power
(for example, Humanity or Polarity), taking its place as a
factor amongst other similar powers and amongst the objective
realities of the universe.

From this we see that there will be a great number of words
which have double meanings according as they are used as
general terms referring to a great number of individuals con-
cerning which something is predicated, or as they are employed
to designate an imaginary entity which has no actual existence
in the cosmos. Further, if these terms are used in propositions,
any proposition of which they form part must also have a
double meaning, and must be susceptible of a twofold inter-

pretation, resulting in a changeful and uncertain import.
¢
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In this case, the only resource is to consider the proposition in
either sense successively—first as having a concrete general
reference, and next as requiring an abstract rendering.

This, then, is what we propose to do in the case of those
propositions of Mr. Spencer’s which are framed in such terms
as may either be representative of general concrete facts or else
may be interpretable as pure abstractions. We shall seek clear-
ness of thought by a separate consideration of the ambiguous
propositions which Mr. Spencer formulates, and shall inquire
whether they are sufficient under either aspect singly to unify
knowledge. If so, then the other aspect is superfluous ; and if
not, then the intermingling of the two does not cffect the desired
unification.

Let us first, then, consider some of the abstract terms employed
by Mr. Spencer in his unification of knowledge—DMatter, Motion,
Space, Time, Force, Polarity, &ce. The survey of Nature which
forms the basis of knowledge informs us of a great variety of
objeets, differing in some respects, and in some respects resem-
bling each other. Advancing Science, by a process of experiment
and analysis, resolves these objects into seventy or eighty so-
called elements, the propertics of each of which it is able to
enumerate.  What general name is to be given to the sum
total of these, so that when it is used we may know that it is
applicable to these elements, and that it is these alone which
are spoken of as actually existent? The general term so used
is “Matter.” DBut since they differ amongst themselves, they
can only be designated by this general term in respect of those
properties which they possess in common: then, by a strange
perversity, those properties which they have in common are
abstracted and regarded as an unity or entity; and although this
abstract Matter, having extension with resistance, and nothing
clse, is nowhere to be found, yet it is treated exactly as if it
were a real existence,

One of the most curious instances of the hold which an
abstraction has upon the human mind as an imagined existence
is the term Space. We have referred to it before. If there
is one thing of which people are certain, it is the existence of
Space as an objective entity, whereas Space is in reality only
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an abstract term derived from the experience of ‘distance
between.” In just the same way the abstraet term Time does
not represent any reality, but is derived from intervals of sue-
cessions of changes in the relations of bodies. Some change
of relations of objects being taken as a standard—say the rela-
tions of movement of the earth and the sun—then other
changes of relations are compared therewith, and the term
Time becomes a convenient word, but does not represent an
objective existence.

Motion is a general term relating to all motions, and ex-
pressive of the change of positions of objects or the parts
thereof. It is not, and eannot be made to be, representative of
any individual objective existence. It is a convenient term to
use when treating of all motions, when we predicate something
which is applicable to all motions. It is not an objective entity,
nor a factor having actual existence.

We may have some difficulty in realising the terms Attraction,
Resistance, Polarity, Force, Equilibration, &e., in our minds as
general conerete terms, yet it must be still more difficult to assign
them any value as abstract terms. As conerete realities, we
may be able to understand the relations of various attractions,
repulsions, &e., and to make calculations respecting them which
shall come out correct, these attractions and repulsions being
in operation amongst and being part of the properties of the
seventy or eighty so-called elements. When we speak of them
in general terms, we are unable to divest our thoughts of these
concrete references.  The terms ought to be merely sums-total of
conerete experiences. As to their being abstraet entities, we
can have no coneeption of attractions and repulsions apart from
the concrete objeets.

Therefore if Mr. Spencer should say (as indeed it would not
be unfair for the purposes of study to assume him to say) that

¢« All existences and their interrelations
are [eorollaries of]
the Persistence of Force,”
and the term Force is held not to be a general concrete term
but an abstraction, then it could be maintained that as an
abstraction it has no existence, neither has it properly any
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meaning dissociated in this way from all the concrete facts from
which it has been extracted.

Again, if we say that

“ All existences and their interrelations
are [corollaries of]
the Formula of Evolution and Dissolution,”

apart from the incongruities of thought involved in the state-
ment, there is also this point relevant to the present issue—
namely, the principal terms used therein (7.e., Matter and
Motion, considered as abstract terms) represent no existence.
There is no abstract Matter and no abstract Motion. There
are, it is true, the seventy or eighty so-called elements, which
have for their term of totality the word “matter;” and they
undergo changes of relative position which are called “motions;”
the concrete hypotheses concerning both of which will be duly
considered in their proper place : but if we choose to undertake
a purely mental process having no correspondence with reality,
and to manufacture an ideal matter and an entity called Motion,
we cannot argue from them as to the actualities of things, nor
unify our knowledge of them by means of these invented terms.

It is useless, therefore, to traverse the whole of Mr. Spencer’s
scries of propositions, and examine them in respect of their
adequacy as abstract terms to unify knowledge made up of
individual concrete experiences. If these terms are to be of
any use in such an endeavour, it must be as general terms or
terms of totality representing universal concrete facts—mever
quitting their reliance upon these facts, and never losing their
relation thercto. If deductions are to be made from this
gencralised and abstractly stated knowledge, it must only be as
a convenient and mediate mode of deducing conclusions from
the vast number of original concrete facts.

‘We need have no scruple, therefore, in summarily quitting
this class of methods for the unification of knowledge, and of
proceeding forthwith to the direct method just indicated.
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§ 7. The Physical Methods for the Unification of Knouwledge.

The subject we have now to consider is the endeavour to find
the goal of Philosophy within the limits of Science or the
actually known. As such a method is very narrow in its scope
and very rigid in its limits, we are not likely to be successful.
Nor do we apprehend that any philosopher could so limit him-
self, nor that Mr. Spencer anywhere proposes to confine his
speculations within such narrow bounds. Everywhere we have
to frame hypotheses which go beyond the known, and this
mental reaching out into the unknown but not unknowable
region of theoretical science brings before us the considerations
treated of in our next section, entitled, the ¢ Supraphysical
Methods for the Unification of Knowledge.” In actual fact, Mr.
Spencer’s attempt, when it is not by the methods already dis-
cussed, is a mixture of these rigid scientific and theoretical-
scientific methods ; and it must be admitted that the actual and
the theoretic are so closely interwoven that it is difficult to
diztinguish them ; so that in result the actually known gives the
weight of its authority to the theoretic, and the latter throws
its all-including mantle over the universe in the guise of
authentic seience. Therefore, without imputing to Mr. Spencer
any attempt to unify knowledge within the region of the actually
known, it will be useful to see how far the known by itself will
carry us on our way ; and the inquiry will also prove an advan-
tageous preliminary to the study of the wider hypotheses treated
in the next section, whieh, indeed, derive all their authority,
whatever that may be, from the facts and generalisations of
actual science.

There are two general remarks to be made as to this class
of methods. The first is, that we expect to find striet intelli-
gibility of terms. The physical sciences being built up from
observation and experience, the terms employed should always
carry with them exaetness of expression, so as to be commen-
surate with the experiences which are to be registered by their
means. Physical terms have definite and limited meanings, so
that when they are used, they are known to possess an exact
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value—no more and no less. Their title to become true factors
in processes of reasoning is in so far as they represent actual
factors in the objective processes.

For example, there is no mistaking a treatise of mechanics,
nor the formulas therein contained. So also in the science of
chemistry, certain words or signs are symbols representing certain
facts or groups of facts actually existent in nature, and the
interrelations of groups of properties of a definite and known
kind.

Indefiniteness and error creep in when the mental process of
generalisation begins, which has no corresponding process in
the facts of nature themselves. This process may be a legiti-
mate one to a certain extent and for certain purposes—to the
end, that is to say, of ascertaining how far the same predicate
can be applied to large classes of facts—but it requires constant
verification, and is good only so far as it is commensurate
with facts. It is, however, a dangerous process—for general
terms when once established in the mind by repetition, and by
constant use in arguments and reasonings, are apt to assume a
false reality, as representing, not a collection of concretes, but
an unit which is an entity itself, and a factor not only in
thought but in nature. Thus we get the word “ matter,” which,
from being originally nothing more than a collective term, sum-
ming up the seventy or eighty so-called elements (the elements
themselves being nothing more than groups of properties), came
first to represent them in respect of those properties which
they all had in common, namely, extension and resistance, and
afterwards to represent a mysterious something which held
together these groups of properties—an unknowable entity,
active and powerful, but beyond the ken of human sense or
insight.

There is, therefore, a twofold way in which Mr. Spencer’s
physical class of methods for the unification of knowledge may
be regarded. 'We may either take his general physical terms
as terms having a definite meaning and a value commensurate
with the contained physical or concrete experiences, and reason
therefrom, or we may regard them as general symbols. [n the
one case we have intelligible factors, the interrelations of which
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are calculable; in the other case we have imaginary entities,
things having an unity and powers founded upon these known
factors, but including something more than the totality of its
contents.

Now it is obvious that according to the way in which we
use these terms must be the result of our endeavours towards
the unification of knowledge. We venture to submit, with
due deference yet with boldness, that if we adopt the latter
course and seek our unification of knowledge in the formation
of a proposition whieh expresses the supposed relations of
general entities, which are themselves inconceivable and entirely
unrepresentable in thought, then we take our unification of
knowledge out of the bounds of the intelligible and throw it
into the class of the metaphysical methods which we dealt with
in the last section.

On the other hand, if we aceept the physical terms as having
definite, limited, and intelligible meanings, then we have a course
of reasoning open before us which we can pursue clearly, and
which is open to criticism and intelligent treatment, whether we
can succeed in effecting an unifieation by means of it or not.

If we are asked which course Mr. Spencer actually pursues
in his work, we should answer, Doth, although perhaps un-
consciously. He does not clearly let his readers sce firstly
what the one can effeet and then what the other can effect,
but he proceeds in a conjoint fashion, so that when intel-
ligible conecrete matters are being dealt with, the one rendering
of the terms is given, and. when the exigencies of the case
surpass intelligibility or the powers of the human reason, then
the other aspeet of the terms comes in, and is employed with
a certain air of conclusiveness, so as to satisfy the eager desires
of the hasty reader, if not the eritical judgment of the studeunt.
It will be our task, having distinguished the different methods,
and having pointed out when terms lose their significance, so
as to become mystical or metaphysical, and thus to throw the
unification into the illegitimate class of methods, to set out in
detail the various physieal methods proposed by Mr. Speneer,
and, after attaching to them every possible intelligible mean-
ing, to work them out fully, in order to see whether they
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accomplish the object which he has set before our view. This
is the task we now propose.

The second general remark we have to make respecting the
physical class of unificatory propositions is, that they must
€XPIess a process.

There is nothing upon which Mr. Spencer insists more
strongly than that all sequences are parts of one process, and
that in the discernment of this process—i.e., in the setting up
in the mind of a series of corollaries which shall be the counter-
part of the series of sequences which nature presents—is to be
found the unification of our knowledge of nature. We would
therefore direct attention to the question, what is meant by a
process, and what is meant by the recognition of a process ?

An artificial process is the treatment of substances by sub-
jecting them to various chemical and mechanical forces, so as
to change some of their arrangements of properties, either by
adding to or taking from, and thus changing the shape or alter-
ing the distribution in such a way as to produce the intended
result. A natural process is the change or redistribution of parts
effected by the natural relations of bundles of properties under
given circumstances, without any intention towards a given
end. A natural process works from the past, not Zo the future :
it is simply the flowing on of one sequence after another
as different forces come into relation. From this view of a
natural process it follows that if we could trace up the present
state of the cosmos to its immediately preceding state, and so
backwards, we would discern the history of all sequences. And
if, further, we could analyse nature, and be able to ascertain her
constitution at any given period, and by preference a period of
simplicity of composition and structure, then we would be able
to deduce therefrom all her subsequent history as a process con-
sequent upon that constitution at that time. We would no
doubt be able to say, There is so much oxygen, so much hydro-
gen, so much iron, and so forth, and the properties of oxygen
are thus, the properties of hydrogen are thus, the properties of
iron are thus, and so on. If we could do this, then we would
have so many factors to our process, and our knowledge of the
history of the universe would be simplified according as we were



PHYSICAL METHODS—THE SEVENTY FACTORS. 41

able to reduce the number of the original factors. At present
the number of the factors is the number of the so-called ele-
ments, say seventy or eighty, plus ether and the known physical
laws. For a complete knowledge it would be requisite to know
the quantity and the exact position of each atom at any given
time which might be selected as a starting-point. But failing
that exact knowledge, even the conception of such a caleulation
might be supposed to give us a fair notion of its adequacy to
explain all the incidents of the process, presuming the requi-
site knowledge of quantity and position. But even then we
should still be very far from an unification of knowledge, in
that the number of the factors is so great. It is true that the
reduction of all knowledge to the recognition of a process
caleulable from the relations, positions, quantities, and proper-
ties of seventy or eighty factors would be a great simplifica-
tion ; yet it is only a first stage in the proeess. To show that
these factors themselves are but the results of a still smaller
number of factors would be a still further simplification ; but
the real unification of the processes of nature would not be
reached until the whole series was interpreted as the relation of
two factors,

It would seem from this statement that knowledge never will
be unified ; and, indeed, that is our belief. At the same time
it will be our duty to give our attention to such proposals as
are made, and not set up our despair or our seepticism as a test
of other men’s achievements. And if all the histories of Nature
can be understood by means of the recognition of a process
dependent upon the interrelations of factors, be these factors
numerous or few, then knowledge is so far unified—our expla-
nations are effective,—our knowledge is organised,—Science has
become a practically complete Philosophy.

§ 8. An Lnumeration of Mr. Spencer’s Physical Methods for the
Unification of Knowledge.
(a.) IIypothesis of the Seventy Factors.

The first proposition we have to eonsider is that the history
of the solar system, ending in the state of things as we know
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it now, including the existing faets of animal and vegetable
life, is the result of a process due to the constituent factors of
a nebula existent in the cosmos some millions of years ago.
This nebula consisted of the seventy or eighty so-called ele-
ments or bundies of properties, as known to us and as described
in books on chemistry. Their interrelations were to some
extent influenced and determined by forces not inherent in
the mass, such as separative Motion, which, when disengaged
from the nebula, allowed these constituent factors to come into
relation, with the results indicated. The question thereupon
arises, Is such a hypothesis sufficient to explain the results, so
that we can understand the whole course of physical and bio-
logical history as the inevitable and calculable process due to
those primordial factors?

Mr. Spencer has not written a book upon Inorganie Evolu-
tion, but he has indicated the method of treatment he would
have pursued had he done so in the Appendix to vol. i. of the
“ Biology,” eriticised by us in our former volume.*

This Appendix also explains the origin and nature of Organic
Matter. Thereupon the student may take up the study of the
“ Biology,” showing how all the forms of life are the resultants
of some combinations of the so-called elements in relation to
the circumstances of their physical environment. This history
affords matter for a more elaborate and detailed examination in
Chapter V. of this work. The result of the two criticisms is to
show that from the nebula constituted as described the results
are not deducible as claimed. The process of development
from the nebula to the finished organism, acknowledging it
to be a process, is not intelligible as the result of the factors
given. In this examination, as already stated, we have not
wandered beyond the boundaries of a book on Chemistry, a
book on Physics, and a book on Mechanies. As thus limited
to actual knowledge, we have found the factors inadequate to
produce the known results. Whether they are capable or not of
a wider reading remains to be seen in our next section.

In the meantime, it is worth while to inquire if any of the
other propositions of Mr. Spencer are capable of a strictly

* See “On Mr. Spencer’s Formula of Evolution,” p. 33 ¢t scq.
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ecientific statement, and, as preliminary to the next section, it
will be well to ascertain their value in this respect. Founded
on actual science as these supraphysical methods must be, it will
be useful to examine first what truths of science afford them
countenance and authority.

(b.) Hypothesis of the One Factor.

The first scientific generalisation in order of pre-eminence and
of most extensive use throughout the work is the Persisience
of Force, and the method based upon it aseribes the unification
of knowledge to the proposition that

“ All existences and their interrelations
are [corollaries of]
the Persistence of Force.”

This proposition has already been considered in its abstract
interpretation ; we have now to conmsider it in its value as
derived from, and being a general expression of, concrete expe-
rience. We have to regard the Dersistence of I'orce as an
ultimate generalisation built up by ever-increasing generalisa-
tions of knowledge as specified in the beginning of this
chapter, and from which all changes of the universe can as
corollaries be deduced.

Let us take our science first-hand from the exposition of
Professor Balfour Stewart, to whose work “ On the Conservation
of Energy” we now refer. This work strikes us as tentative
rather than as conclusive, as an attempt in the right direction
rather than as the final expression of scientific investigation.
The matters treated of by Professor Stewart do not scem in
his hands to acquire complete philosophic form, as will be scen.

In the first place, Professor Stewart gives us a catalogue of
the Forces of Nature, and, secondly, a list of the Inergies of
Nature. What is the difference between Force and Energy is
not stated, and has to be gathered from a comparison of the
two lists. And even then, when we discover that the former
means principally the forces of attraction, the denotative terms
might easily be exchanged. Inergy is that which “docs
work ” against these attractive forces,
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The Forces of Nature are—

1. The Attraction of Gravitation (p. 48)

2. The Attraction of Cohesion (p. 51).

3. The Attraction of Chemical Affinity (p. 53).

4. Llectrical Attraction (p. 64) regarded as * peculiarly allied
to that force which we eall Chemical Affinity.”

We have purposely left out “ZElastic Forces” (p. 50), as in
all probability the cases so termed are compound cases of
resistive and attractive forces.

Professor Stewart does not propound any theory of the
Conservation of Force similar to that of the Conservation of
Tnergy, which will shortly come under our notice. Neverthe-
less it would seem to be just as well founded in science as the
doctrine of the Conservation of Emergy. Neither does he
teach us the transmutation of Force according to which the
various kinds of Force enumerated above could be changed the
one into the other.

Let us now consider—

The List of Energies.
Energy of Visible Motion.
Visible Energy of Position.
Heat Motion.

. Molecular Separation.

Atomic or Chemical Separation.
Electrieal Separation.
Electricity in Motion.

. Radiant Energy.

HeHEYQRE

‘We observe that Professor Stewart says nothing about Nerve
Force, Muscular Energy, Polarity, &c., which are terms used
by DMr. Spencer; nor does he mention Feeling, but proceeds
to the—

“ Law of Conservation.”

“115. Having thus endeavoured, provisionally at least, to
catalogue our various energies, we are in a position to state
more definitely what is meant by the conservation of energy.
Tor this purpose, let us take the universe as a whole, or, if this
be too large, let us conceive, if possible, a small portion of it to
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be isolated from the rest, as far as force or energy is concerned,
forming a sort of microcosm, to which we may conveniently
direct attention.

“This portion, then, neither parts with any of its energy to
the universe beyond, nor receives any from it. Such an isola-
tion is, of course, unnatural and impgssible, but it is conceiv-
able, and will, at least, tend to concentrate our thoughts. Non,
whether we regard the great universe or this small microcosm,
the principle of the conservation of energy asserts that the sum
of all the various energies is a constant quantity, that is to say,
adopting the language of Algebra—

a constant

(A) + (B) + (C) + (D) + (E) + (F) + (G) + (H) = { e

“116. This does not mean, of course, that (A) is constant in
iteelf, or any other of the left-hand members of this equation,
for, in truth, they are always changing about into each other—
now, some visible energy being changed into heat or electricity;
and, anon, some heat or electricity being changed back again
into visible energy—but it only means that the sum of all the
energies taken together is constant. We have, in fact, in the
left hand, eight variable quantities, and we only assert that
their sum is constant, not by any means that they are constant
themselves.”

We note here that we shall have to quote this exposition
of the conservation of energy against Mr. Spencer when we
come to controvert his doctrine of the Continuity of Motion ;
for Motion, according to Professor Stewart, is not a constant
quantity, but is intcrchangeable with energy of position, which
is a state of rest.

An element of obscurity remains in respect of the affinitics
or polarities of the so-called elements. The question arises,
Are these constant quantities inherent in these clements? If
not, what would they be without them? and if they are, how
do they rank with the forces or energies on the list, since they
are not then convertible ¢

And again, if all the modes of energy specified are convertible,
is it legitimate to suppose that they could all be converted
into one kind? In this case, what would hecome of the chemical



46  SPENCER’'S UNIFICATION OF KNOWLEDGE.

attractions or polaritics in question? Generally speaking, what
is the relation of the doctrine of the Conservation of Energy to
the permanency of the properties of the so-called elements ?

With these preliminary provisoes, we are able to under-
stand the doctrine of the Conservation of Energy as held
by men of science, namely, that there is a variety of different
kinds or modes of manifestations of encrgy in nature, that
these modes are capable of interchange; and that although
each mode may vary in quantity, it only does so by be-
coming another mode, the total quantity of energy remaining
constant.

This is the doctrine upon which is founded Mr. Spencer’s
¢ Persistence of Force.” It would appear in some places of Mr.
Spencer’s work, though not in others, that he would include in
this term the Indestructibility of Matter also ; yet as the latter is
not a mode of force interchangeable with any other, it would seem
illegitimate to do so, and therefore we take it that Mr. Spencer’s
scientific doctrine is the same as Professor Stewart’s. At any
rate, it is convenient for the present section so to comsider it,
reserving for the next section any extension of meaning, It
is the scientific statement as arrived at by scientific men
that we have under consideration at present, and having fully
acquainted ourselves therewith, we have to consider what are the
corollaries of the constant quantity of energy. Can we deduce
all the interrelations of existences from the knowledge we
have that the sum total of all kinds of energy, however they may
interchange, remains a constant quantity? To our mind it is a
barren proposition. The only corollary from it seems to be that
if one kind diminishes another must increase. We may find
all the facts of nature in conformity, that is, uncontradictory of
this principle and of the Indestructibility of Matter and the
attractive Forces, but we shall never be able to deduce the
particular and special changes from these principles. We shall
never be able to understand the differentiation of the un-
known energy into the various modes of its manifestation as
set forth by Professor Stewart; and failing in the first
corollaries, we fail in all the others. Since we cannot know
the nature of the original Force or Energy, we can get no
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corollaries from it. If we are asked to draw eorollaries from
the Persistence of Foree, and we know not Force, the stress
of getting the corollaries is thrown upon the Persistence, and
the only corollaries derivable tlierefrom are merely that
one kind of force augments, another will diminish, and vice
versd. The only other corollary we could get from the teaching
would be that the facts of experience upon which the doctrine
is founded will never eontradict themselves, but will always
be found conformable to the general principle of which they
are the warrant. In fact, nearly all Mr Spencer’s corollaries
from the Persistence of Foree are found to be merely statements
that such and such a fact, general or particular, is in harmony
with the doctrine of the Persistence of Force. Dut it will at
once be seen that to find facts or circumstances uncontra-
dictory of a proposition is a very different thing from deriving
them from it as corollaries. The former is a merely negative
result, the latter is what we truly look for as conferring that
insight into the connection of sequences which is the unifica-
tion of knowledge. DBearing in mind that Mr. Spencer pro-
poses to found his most general proposition on actual science,
let us take several of the corollaries which he draws from the
Persistence of Force and examine them as corollaries from the
doctrine of the Conservation of Lnergy as expounded by Pro-
fessor Stewart.

Still keeping within the bounds of actual seience, let us ask
whether the Instability of the Homogeneous is really a eorollary
from the Conservation of the Attractive Forees or the Conserva-
tion of Energy? The proposition is—

“The homogeneous, or any substanee or existence that is
Liomogeneous, is unstable.”

Viewed as a corollary from the theory of the eonstant quan-
tity of energy, this proposition does not seem to have any
relation to that general principle. If it has, the corollary would
seem to be that the homogeneous remains stable if it is in a state
of balanee, which is, indeed, implied in the term homogencous.
Supposing, however, Mr. Spencer means that if different parts of
a homogeneous mass are differently affected by various incident
forces, the mass no longer remains homogeneous—then we
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acknowledge the corollary but quit the proposition under study,
and find another one altogether, namely, that incident forces
impinging upon another aggregate of forces produce changes.
This will be allowed as a corollary, but will be seen to be a very
barren one. The kind of change wrought, the nature of the
sequences, depends upon the particular incident forces, and upon
the particular receptive forees.

We have seen already that the Indestructibility of Matter is
not a corollary from the doctrine of the Conservation of Energy.
Professor Stewart, though in an imperfect way, disclaims it,
nor can it be included in the list, because all that are included in
the list are not individually permanent but changeable. And
it is not a corollary from exclusion, because by exclusion it
cannot stand in the relation of a corollary at all. It is an
independent, not a dependent, doctrine. The scientific state-
ment of the Conservation of Energy is thus seen not to warrant
as its corollary the doctrine of the Indestructibility of Matter.

Is it, then, a corollary from the Conservation of Force as given
by Professor Stewart? Tf the proof of it is the indestructibility
of weight, then by Matter is meant the Attraction of Gravita-
tion, and the theory is a corollary from itself.

Again, the Continuity of Motion is not a corollary from the
Conservation of Energy, because motions, being included as
some of the energies which are mutually convertible with other
energies in a state of balance or rest, are seen not to be con-
tinuous.

Neither is any power of the nature of mind, feeling, will
power, mental energy, &c., a corollary from the Conservation of
Energy, for being excluded from the list, they are not conver-
tible into any of those which compose the constancy of the
quantity. On the other hand, it is a corollary from this doc-
trine that there are no such energies in operation as factors,
for they can only act in increasing or decreasing the quantity
of energy made up of the kinds mentioned in the list. Whereas
energy is a constant quantity, never augmenting nor decreasing.

Are we to say that Equilibration is a corollary from the Per-
sistence of Force, as thus made up of the two forms deseribed by
Professor Stewart? We think not. Equilibration is a tendency
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to a state of rest. All motion is the act of balancing; when
balance is reached, rest ensues. But the constancy of the quan-
tity of energy only means that whether in the form of motion or
in the form of energy of position the total quantity is the same
—the form is indifferent—and the constancy of the quantity
does not necessitate either motion or rest. As regards Mr.
Spencer’s special phases of Equilibration promulgated in the
¢ Principles of Biology,” there is no relation apparent.*

‘We might, again, ask, Is the Formula of Evolution a corollary
from the Persistence of Foree, as thus considered, or Integration
or Dissolution? We would find in each case either contradie-
tion or non-relation. The only corollary from the Persistence
of Force is that if there is change from one kind of energy, it
must be into another kind ; but the doctrine is absolutely fruit-
less of special corollaries. It does not even necessitate change
of any kind, only that if there is a change it must be into an-
other kind. The key to special changes must not be looked for
in this barren and general proposition, but in the actual kinds
and relations of the special forces enumerated, and in the
resistive or other forees which are left out of it altogether.
When these are brought together and understood in all their
relations of quantity and position at any given time, then we .
can read the sequences, not otherwise.

‘We find, then, that the scientific doctrine of the Conservation
of Energy is useless in itself for the philosophic purpose.
Viewed as a corollary from the scientific doctrine of the Con-
servation of Iinergy, the only logical conclusion arrived at would
be that some change would take place equivalent to the amount
of energy changed.

And if we add to this the doctrine of the Conservation of
the Attractive Forces, and again the Indestructibility of Matter,
whatever that is, we are unable by them to read off the history
of the physical cosmos, and much less can we attain to an
explanation of biological processes.

We therefore conclude that within the limits of actual science
philosophy is not attainable. A more detailed criticism to this
end is given in our former work, and in the examination of

* See Chapter V. of this work.
D
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the ¢ Biology,” included in the present volume. We now pass
on to the Supraphysical Hypotheses.

§ 9. The Supraphysical Methods for the Unijication of
Knowledge.

Since it is seen that the purely physical methods of study carry
us out a short distance in our endeavours towards the explana-
tion of the cosmos, while the study of them yet points in various
ways towards theories of a more general character, our thoughts
naturally take a wider range, and we set ourselves to the task
of framing hypotheses which, whether founded on actual know-
ledge or purely imaginary, aim at one and the same result,
namely, the explanation of all the modes of physical combina-
tions and histories and all their associated developments. These
theories, for convenience’ sake, we call the Supraphysical, on two
grounds: in the first place, because they aim at getting behind
aud explaining the relations of the present ultimately known
factors (7.e., the chemical elements); and in the second place,
hecause since they are thus but an extension of the methods
and factors of science, we do not transgress beyond the reach
of the human intellect, but every idea and every proposition
founded upon them is at least conceivable. Thus we are
capable of estimating what each hypothesis is able to explain
and what it fails to include. Such demarcations of failure
are just as useful as the demarcations of success, because they
enable the intellect properly to direct its future exertions; and
‘this is far better than the endeavour to slur over deficiencies
of explanation under the cover of indefinite thought and con-
fusing verbiage.

We shall have to treat of two classes of hypotheses of tlie
supraphysical order, the legitimate and the illegitimate, the
former dealing with definite conceptions and being more nearly
related to the actual truths of science, and perhaps con-
sequently of a more limited scope—the latter free from such
tiresome restrictions as to meaning and scope, and, from their
indefiniteness, apt to delude the mind with the appearance of
greater magnificence, and even of greater efficacy for cosmical
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explanation. Both methods have this in common, that they
are founded on generalisations of actual knowledge; but they
treat these generalisations in very different ways, the charac-
teristic of the former being that it deals with imagined coneretes,
that of the latter being that it deals with objectivised abstrac-
tions—that is to say, terms of totality conceived as general terms
connoting a something which is an unity itself—a speeial factor
—having definite relations with other objectivised abstractions
established in the same way.

Let us first treat of those legitimate hypotheses which are
most nearly related to actual knowledge. And it is not to be
supposed that in this chapter, which is only a mere outline
of the study, we intend to traverse the whole field of supra-
physical speculation. Tt is our intention here merely to indicate
the chief features, so as to enable the student, in following Mr.
Spencer or any other author, properly to locate the particular
hypothesis or method he may have under examination, and thus
prevent aimless and indefinite wandering.

(a.) Supraplysical Hypotheses Strictly Considered.

Physical science has done something already, if we endeavour
to approach the subject from the safe side of actual accom-
plishment, towards supraphysical theories. Men of science
are working towards such theories year by year. The methods,
experimental or logical, by which Science has reduced chemical
processes to the interrelations of the seventy or eighty so-called
elements, and physics to certain laws of motion, are continually
encroaching upon the mysteries of the unknown, and are endea-
vouring to penetrate still further. Year by year adds to our
knowledge of the motions of matter, and of the behaviour of
the elementary substances under various physical conditions.

In chemistry we find the hypothesis that the seventy or
eighty so-called elements are really not simple, but have com-
plex constitutions, formed of one or two simple original elements
differentially aggregated. The properties of these original ele-
ments are variously estimated. Some theories would invest them
merely with the attributes of attraction and resistance, perhaps
also with differentiated shapes and modes and rates of motion.
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The theory that the relations of the so-called elements are
those of modes and rates of motion, coupled with some theory
of shapes produced by the varied aggregation of units having
polarities of attraction and repulsion, is supported by implica-
tions from various branches of science. The doctrine of chemi-
cal combinations supports it; more particularly does it derive
support from the very abstruse law formulated by Mendele-
jeef and Lothar Meyer, termed the ¢ Periodic System.” The
science of Molecular Physies, to which the late Professor Clerk
Maxwell so largely contributed, and which the late Professor
Clifford popularised, also tends in the same direction. The
science of Spectroscopy likewise indicates the complicated
structure of some of the so-called elements in the number and
variety of the lines produced in the spectrum, and in the theory
that these are caused by the varied motions of different units
in a state of incandescence. The behaviour, also, of different
substances in a state of tenuity in the radiometer under the
application of electricity again tends in the same direction.
The physical explanation of heat as molecular motion, of light
as ethereal motion, of colour as differentiated rates of ethereal
motion, all point towards a theory founded on the relations of
differently constituted aggregations of units of attraction and
repulsion plus an ether having no property but simple resis-
tance and attraction.

Now it is possible to suppose a physical world thus constituted
—1t is a reasonable hypothesis—one that we are able to conceive
—one coming within what Professor Tyndall would call legiti-
mate scientific imagination. It may be regarded as a possible
explanation of the laws of the various sciences of Chemistry,
Physics (molar and molecular), Electricity, Light, Heat, Spec-
troscopy, &c. ; and if the special laws were eventually arrived
at, it would constitute an actual unification of all these sciences.
We are still, it is true, far from such an unification, but science
is tending in that direction.

How far Mr. Spencer places his reliance on this intelligible
Iiypothesis is not very clear. Undoubtedly he works with it to
a certain extent, and he even, as we shall presently see in the
critical study of his work on “Biology,” in part uses it; but
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in his reply to our previous criticism he so decidedly and
positively refuses to be tied down to any such definite and
Drecise theories, that it is difficult to know how far and to what
cxtent he relies upon them, and how far he discards them in
favour of symbols that stand for things and processes of which
we can have no conception.

As just stated, the critical study is that of Biology. We can
see very well that the theory just indicated might be supposed
to be sufficient for the explanation of the physical constitution
of the cosmos, but it would not seem to account for the origin
and history of organised living beings. Here, again, notwith-
standing very close study of Mr. Spencer’s ¢ Biology,” we are
unable to assign the author’s exact position. Ile very clearly
repudiates “feeling” as a factor in biological histories,* and
apparently relies wholly upon the properties of some of the
so-called elements, including their mutual polarities, and upon
their external relations, called equilibrations, with the physical
forces and energies included in Professor Stewart’s list. In this
case Biology itself would have to be included in the ultimate
unification of knowledge we have just described; and under
these conditions, supposing such to be Mr. Spencer’s views,
we have examined his theory of Biology very thoroughly in
Chapter V. of this book. The result of that examination is
that the explanation fails; and if we add to this failure to
explain Biology upon merely physical premises, the additional
failure to account for and define the mutual relations of physical
structure and processes with feeling and mentality, we have
the most important and interesting of all studies shut out from
the proposed unification of knowledge.

(b.) Hypotheses including Feeling.

It is of comparatively little moment to us that all physical
processes, exclusive of the biological, can be shown to be the
result of certain differentiated combinations of original simple
units. Such a proof is an intellectual achievement which gives
intellectual gratification and no more. What is of vital interest
is to know what we ourselves are, whence we came and how,

* See Principles of Biology, vol. i. chap. 8.
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whither we tend, and what the law of our conduct—rwhat we
are to one another in the long course of our history? Are
we anything more than aceidents appearing in the cooling of a
nebula, and vanishing in the ruins of a dead world ?

On these questions the theory just considered throws no light.
A rational explanation of feeling and its relations, simple and
complex, with physical aggregations and organisations, seems to
demand a theory of origin which includes feeling amongst the
initial factors—a theory which shall specify a factor of feeling
in the most simple of all physical interrelations; which shall
assign fecling as an universal concomitant of physical combi-
nations and disintegrations. Several such theories have been
propounded, in which physical changes bear assigned relations
to feeling, and feeling bears assigned relation to and influence
upon physieal changes. This introduces us to a very diffieult
problem ; for if feeling is not merely the concomitant of a
physical process, but is also a factor in physical processes, how
is the theory of the constant quantity of the physical forces to be
maintained ¢ Of course it can be replied that the theory need not
be maintained ; it may be argued that feeling, “psyehie foree,”
or whatever it may be termed, may increase or deerease or vary
the physical forees of Professor Balfour Stewart’s list, and that
there may be no fixed relations between physical combinations
and feeling. But everything in the history and constitution of
living beings points to the existence of such definite relationship
of interdependences. Were it otherwise, the unifieation of
knowledge, and indeed science of any sort, would seem to be
impossible, But in faet, as justified by experience, we are
warranted in our endeavour to assign an explanation—a historic
explanation—by which we shall see that all biological structure
and function is the result of the interrelations of original fac-
tors, including feeling. As a matter of fact, all we can say
is, that no adequate explanation on these lines has yet been
effected, and we have no inkling of any. At the present time,
notwithstanding all our achievements of Seienee, the relations
of physical combinations and changes to feeling, and the influ-
ence of feeling upon physical ehanges, is an impenetrable
mystery. DMr. Speneer in some places recognises this mys-
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tery to the full. Nevertheless, lie professes to have accom-
plished the task of explaining the origin and development of all
living creatures, or at least to have formulated the main lines of
such a history of morphological and physiological developinent ;
and this theory is founded purely upon physical processes, the
factor of feeling being formally excluded.

We think it may fairly be urged that some such theory as
the one just indicated may, if not at present, yet at some future
time, come within the scope of legitimate hypotheses. We are
able to conceive of all the factors requisite for such a hypothesis,
although we are not able as yet to frame any notion of their mode
of connection or relation. This, however, remains for the future.
Mere possibilities we are unable to measure. But if such
a conception, however legitimate the hypothesis may be, is not
possible at the present time, and yet is necessary for the com-
plete uaification of knowledge, then all the more certain is it
that at the present time such a unification cannot be effected.

Let us now proceed to put into a proposition the views we
have just been discussing, so as to keep our tlicories within the
methods of procedure we deemed to be correct at the commence-
ment of our present study.

Let us first say—

¢ All existences and their interrelations
are [corollaries of]
coxceptions of the relations of original units of attraction
and repulsion.”

Our conclusion is, that although this might be a sufficient ex-
planation of all physical processes, it would not afford us an
explanation of the origin and development of living beings, even
if we consider such development to be unaffected by the factor
of feeling; and that if we consider it to be so affected, then,
since tha factor of feeling is not included, either expressly or
implicitly, in the proposition, that proposition fails to recognise
one of the essential factors, and is to that extent incomplete.
This thesis will be more fully considered in Chapter V., where
we treat of the ¢ Biology.”
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(c.) Other Supraphysical Hypotheses.

There are other forms into which the supraphysical hypo-
theses can be thrown, and which are implied in several parts of
Mr. Spencer’s works. The importance he attaches to Equilibra-
tion and Polarity warrants us in giving them special treatment.
For clearness of study, let us throw them into the form of a pro-
position, thus :— '

¢« All existences and their interrelations
are [corollaries of]
Equilibration,”
and
¢ All existences and their interrelations
are [corollaries of]
Polarity.” .

‘We mention these because Mr. Spencer in his “ Biology ” so
largely employs them in effecting his constructive arrangements.

Polarity is a legitimate scientific term ; it is representative of
a number of concrete facts, taking its origin in the action of the
loadstone and magnetic needle, enlarged by the knowledge of
the behaviour of electrified substances, but deriving its spe-
cial significance in biological construction from the science of
crystallography. The special relationships thus characterised
are those mutual affections of atoms by which they range them-
selves into special forms of aggregation. These mutual affections
may or may not have to do with what are called chemical
affinities, but in any case they have to do with the method
of aggregation of similarly constituted molecules.

The form of crystallisation is now unmiversally specified as
appertaining to the properties of those bodies which do crystal-
lise, although there are certain bodies called colloids which do
not assume that form of aggregation. The mannerin which Mr.
Spencer employs the powers included in the term Polarity is
treated of at great length in Chapter V. of the present work.
He assumes that the differences of perceptible crystalloid form are
due to differences of size and shape of the atom or molecule—and
very reasonably so, for assuming polarity of an atom or molecule
to be positive and negative at different points, the arrangement




POLARITY AND EQUILIBRATION. 57

effectuated must be due to the shapes and sizes of the con-
stituent particles. Colloids, he seems also to say, have similar
attractions and repulsions, but they either have no constant
shape or the shapes are not rectilinear but curvilinear. Mr.
Spencer’s very clever and ingenious but delusive argument is
founded on the attempt to confer on the colloids which con-
stitute organic matter all the formative powers of the erystalloids,
so that on the one hand they are so pliant as to receive any
and every change of form, and yet, when so required for con-
structive purposes, they have the methods of aggregation of
crystals, with definite shapes and fixed modes of aggregation.
The theory is strained still further when, in lieu of the definite
homogeneous structure of a mass of crystal, we have it stated that
we owe to a similar process the heterogeneous structure of an
animal composed of an osseous part, a nervous part, a cuticle, a
liver, muscle, &e., made up, it may be, of similar modified units,
but not forming a structure resultant from the forms and
polarities of special physiological units, in the same manner as a
mass of crystal is determined by the forms and polarities of
its constituent particles. It will be found, we think, from a
study of the criticism just referred to, that the proposition ex-
plaining the interrelations of all existences by Polarity will
not be found of the desired efficiency.

The proposition attributing all existences and the history of
their interrelations to Equilibration is a wider and more inde-
finite explanation, inclusive in all probability of the polarities
we have just been considering. It is a supraphysical hypo-
thesis, because it is founded upon experiences with which we
are fully acquainted and conveys a more or less definite concep-
tion. The hypothesis is in some respects confusing, in that it is
not clear what forces can be equilibrated with one another, and
what forces stand apart and have no place in a process of mutual
balancing. Of course, it can be clearly understood that the
forces and cnergies enumerated in Professor Balfour Stewart’s
list mutually affect each other, and whether interchangeable or
not can be so rclated to each other as to mutually balance each
other in a state of rest or equilibrium. DBut it is not quite
clear what (if any) of the properties we ascribe to the seventy
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or eighty so-called elements are essential to them and cannot
be detached from them, and are therefore not includable in
a general equilibration — for instance, Polarity. The whole
subject requires a greater thoroughness of treatment than Mr.
Spencer has given it, and it is imperative that some one should
write that preliminary book on Inorganie Evolution which Mr.
Spencer was obliged to omit. Is Polarity a fixed property, for
instance, of Oxygen? If so, and if not, how does it take part
in a process of Equilibration? Again, if Matter is a special
manifestation of Force of an indestructible character and not
interchangeable with other modes of Force, in what respect does
it so differ from those other modes as to be uninterchangeable,
and how does it enter into the general process of Equilibra-
tion? Is Matter as a form of force specialised as Attrac-
tion or as Resistance? If the latter, is it conditioned as to
shape or size, or how otherwise? Is it always associated with
Motion or Attraction? Mr. Spencer would perhaps say that
all these alternative scientific notions are inconceivable. If
so, then all these supraphysical theories must be abandoned as
not affording the sought-for universalistic explanation. All we
desire to make out now is, that if we are to consider such hypo-
theses, they must be commensurate with the whole of the facts,
and they must be framed in clear language founded on definite
notions of actual conditions. If, as we suppose, Equilibration
is one of those ill-conceived thoughts of which we have a clear
conception with regard to some special instances, and vaguely
formed analogies with regard to other processes, together with
still more indefinite ideas of application to the whole system
of things, it is quite beyond all intelligibility as an universa-
listic explanation and as a means for the unification of know-
ledge. .

This hypothesis is treated at length in Chapter V. of the
present work, forming part of our study of ¢ Diology,” and is
given in this connection because that study is the most important
of Mr. Spencer’s series of works, as well as on account of the
curious twists and turns which are therein given to the hypo-
thesis of Equilibration. We content ourselves here with showing
that until the factors with which Equilibration deals are more
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clearly set out, as well as the forces which are beyond its seope
(if any) and the modes in which they affect each other, the
mere term Equilibration as prime mover or as an instrument
in development, and more particularly in biological development,
especially, again, if feeling is a factor therein, is useless and
meaningless ; and until all this is done we cannot understand
the proposition which assigns Equilibration as the long-sought-for
predicate

(d.) The Hypothesis of the Three Factors.

We have now to consider certain illegitimate supraphysieal
methods. We characterised these at the outset of the section
as being founded on objectivised abstractions. We have already
found a condemnation of all such methods of reasoning in a
former section of this chapter. DBut we find it necessary to
speak of them here because they have a supposititious authority
in physical experiences, and because it is desirable to show in
what manner they are actually applied in trying to make use
of them as explanations of physical change. For this purpose
we shall have to direct attention to the process of reasoning in
the earlier chapters of the book on the Knowable in Mr. Spencer’s
“ First Prineiples.”

The course of thought pursued in these earlier chapters of
¢ First Principles” has all the formality of a elear and con-
sistent argument earefully stated. The reader is made to feel
that he advances firmly step by step, until he has it clearly
impressed upon his mind that all his future work is founded
upon the understood relations of ¢Zree original factors, the
formulation of which will constitute the desired unification
of knowledge. Now, a factor is that which has speeial properties
in relation to other factors, and when we have a given number of
related factors, and clearly understand these relations, we can
foresee the general character if not the details of their sub-
sequent listories.  The faectors whieh Mr. Spencer gives are
the Indestruetibility of Matter, the Continuity of Motion, and
the Persistence of Force. It will be seen that neither Matter,
Motion, nor Force are defined. In the special chapters treating
of them the conceptions we should attach to these terms are
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specified, but it is elsewhere stated that they are but symbols
standing for modes of the Unknowable. If we confine them
to the modes or manifestations as known to us, the consideration
of our subject is thrown into the physical section of our study,
or into the preceding part of this section. If we take them in
the sense implied in each particular sentence in which they
occur, we have variable terms, but generally meaning the approach
together or separation of bodies having resistance and exten-
sion, and implying powers of attraction and combiration, and
powers of separation. But the real stress of meaning is often
put upon the adjective turned into an objectivised abstraction,
and we find our minds dwelling more upon the Indestructibility,
the Continuity, and the Persistence than upon the intelligent
understanding of the objects which are indestructible, con-
tinuous, and persistent. How we can speak of these factors,
and yet not be able to specify those properties in respect of
which they are related factors in a process of physical develop-
ment, is incomprehensible. A treatise on chemistry we can
understand, or a treatise on mechanics, although we have no
knowledge at all as to what oxygen is in itself, nor what motion
is in itself; howbeit we do know what we mean in every
instance when these terms are used in scientific treatises. Mr.
Spencer works with the three factors mentioned above, and in
the formulation of their relationship he seeks to unify knowledge.
This is clearly set out in Chapter XI. of the “ First Principles,”
centitled ¢ Recapitulation, Criticism, and Recommencement,”

“§ go. But now, what parts do these truths play in forming
such a conception? Does any one of them singly convey an
idea of the cosmos: meaning by this word the totality of the
manifestations of the Unknowable? Do all of them taken
together yield us an adequate idea of this kind? Do they, even
when thought of in combination, compose anything like such an
idea? To each of these questions the answer must be—No.

¢ Neither these truths nor any other such truths, separately
or jointly, constitute that integrated knowledge in which only
Philosophy finds its goal. It has been supposed by one thinker
that when Science has succeeded in reducing all more complex
Jaws to some most simple law, as of molecular action, knowledge
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will have reached its limit. Another authority has tacitly
asserted that all minor facts are so merged in the major fact
that the force everywhere in action is nowhere lost, that to
express this is to express ‘the constitution of the universe’
But either conclusion implies a misapprehension of the problem.

“TFor these are all analytical truths, and no analytical truth—
no number of analytical truths, will make up that synthesis of
thought which alone can be an interpretation of the synthesis
of things. The decomposition of phenomena into their elements,
is but a preparation for understanding phenomena in their state
of composition, as actually manifested. To have ascertainec
the laws of the factors is not at all to have ascertained the laws
of their co-operation. The question is, not how any factor,
Matter or Motion or Foree, behaves by itself, or under some
imagined simple conditions; nor is it even how one factor
behaves under the complicated conditions of actual existence.
The thing to be expressed is the joint product of the factors under
all its various aspects. Only when we can formulate the total
process, have we gained that knowledge of it which Philosophy
aspires to. A clear comprehension of this matter is important
enongh to justify some further exposition.” . . . .

“§ 92. To resume, then, we have now to seek a law of
composition of phenomena, co-extensive with those laws of their
components set forth in the foregoing chapters. Having seen
that matter is indestructible, motion continuous, and force per-
sistent—having seen that forces are everywhere undergoing
transformation, and that motion, always following the line of
least resistance, is invariably rhythmie, it remains to discover
the similarly-invariable formula expressing the combined con-
sequences of the actions thus separately formulated.”

The problem here proposed is the formulation of the com-
position of phenomena by the light thrown upon it in the
preceding chapters.  “The thing to be expressed is the joint
product of the factors,” and the factors are Matter, Motion, and
Force, and the continuity of each. Now it is evident that
unless we know precisely what is connoted by these terms, we
are unable to understand the formula when expressed. This is
the old question which is always reappearing, and it is impossible
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to tell whether Mr. Spencer thinks it necessary that we should
attach any meaning to them or not; but if not, how are we to
distinguish between them, so as to know that we are talking
about different things? It is not possible to speak about them
without attaching some ideas to them. And we can only suppose
Matter to refer to the sum-total of the seventy or eighty so-called
elements, Motion to their change of relative positions, and Force
we do not know to what. Nor does Mr. Spencer appear to
be in any more satisfactory position respecting it, for he omits it
altogether in the final unificatory formula in which he originally
proposed to include it. The difficulty is this: he has already
caid that Matter is a manifestation of Force, and that Motion
is a manifestation of Force; how then can they be three
separate factors? Iorce sometimes seems to be one original
factor precedent to the other two, and manifesting itself
in them—annihilating its separate existence, if it ever had
any, in the two modes of manifestation, so that it loses indi-
viduality in the two factors; and yet is put down as one
of three co-operating factors. How can it be a third
factor in a set of which its own manifestations are the other
twolt*

Accordingly, when Mr. Spencer asks the question,t “ What
must be the general character of such a formula?” he replies,
Tt must be one that specifies the course of the changes under-
gone by both the Matter and the Motion,” leaving the third
factor out of account altogether. “The law we seek, there-
fore,” he says, “must be the law of ¢the continuous redistribution
of Matter and, Motion. . . . Philosophy, rightly so called, can
come into existence only by solving the problem.”

One is surely entitled to ask why all the importance attributed
to Force in so many preceding chapters, if all knowledge is to
be summed up in terms of Matter and Motion; and why in
all the succceding chapters there is any reference beyond the
terms of the formula as so limited to the laws of the redis-

* This difficulty is treated at length in our former criticism ‘‘ On Mr.
Spencer's Formula of Evolution,” p, 208.
+ “First Principles,” p. 276.
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tribution of Matter and Motion ; and what validity can be
attached to the cosmical unificatory explanations in detail when
all the work is done in other terms than those of the formula
itself? For throughout Mr. Spencer’s works there is a constant
reference to the harmony of his various explanations with the
formulated unification of knowledge because coincident with
the laws of Force, which inferred or expressed laws of Foree
are other than the one particular law expressed in the formula.
Thus Force is of great import up to the formulation of the
factors ; -it is then tacitly omitted from the formula without any
explanation of the reasons why; and again, when we come to
actual work, it is once more quictly resumed as if it were actually
included in the formula.

Our problem, therefore, resolves itself into two questions,
namely—Is the unification of knowledge to be effected by
means of the knowledge of one factor, Force, or by means of
the formulation of the relations of two factors, Matter and
Motion? And in the ensuing discussion we find ourselves
labouring under the great difficulty of having to use language
and employ terms of which we disapprove. To use terms
appertaining to a particular doctrine in the discussion and
criticism of that doctrine is almost an acceptance of it—so
much is conceded at the outset, so much is involved in the

accuracy or inaccuracy of nomenclature. And first let us
consider—

(e.) The Hypothesis of One Factor.

The one factor is of course Force. Now Factor is a term of
relationship, and implies other factors. Therefore we cannot
call one individual existence (if these words have any meaning)
a factor at all. The thought we try to form in our minds is
that of an activity, simple, homogenecous, unconditioned, and
having no relations to any other existence. ~Any change is one
of self-determination. 'When a man has succeeded in forming
this conception, he is capable of writing whole volumes of Philo-
sophy, sprinkled throughout with entities dignified with names
having initial capitals; and the ignorant will look up to him with
awe. Nothing whatever can he said against him, ouly that he



64 SPENCER'S UNIFICATION OF KNOWLEDGE.

lives outside the world of actual and practical thought, for none
of his thinking is ever applicable to scientific explanations, nor
to the conduct of life either in ethics or politics.

From one factor, whether it is called Force, the Absolute,
or the Unconditioned, no thinking is ever possible. Yet to
one point all thought of the & prior7kind is forced, and cannot
rest till it reaches Unconditioned Being. Mr. Spencer’s penul-
timate is the Homogeneous. He is forced to this by the
nature of his argument. If Philosophy is bound to explain all
changes, it must go back to a time before changes commenced.
If it has to account for all differentiations, it must commence
with the Homogeneous. If it has to tell us all about the
Conditioned, it must have a background of the Unconditioned.
Thus we arrive, as indeed is explained by Mr. Spencer himself,
at the Absolute or Unconditioned Being.

‘We find, indeed, that all philosophies whatever, starting from
any point, whether of a subjective nature or of a purely and
strictly physical nature, are bound to meet at this focus of
thought. All study, whether subjective or objective, is the
study of changes and series of changes. The senses are conscious
of changes, the volition deals with changes, the intellect per-
ceives changes all around it; the mind wonders at changes,
Science tries to understand their connections. We anticipate
the future; we endeavour to explain the present by the past.
We seek the ultimate cause of all change. In going backwards,
as Mr. Spencer correctly points out, we go from the definite,
coherent, heterogeneous, to the indefinite, incoherent, homoge-
neous. We go from the complex to the simple, from greater
diversity to greater sameness. In the course of our thought we
arrive at a time of least differentiation, and finally to a state of
absolute uniformity, where there are no conditions to the ulti-
mate being. From the physical sciences we trace the progres-
sive simplicity and uniformity up to a sphere of units of attrac-
tion and repulsion having no differentiation and apparently no
cause of any differentiation. Science out of its own materials
can assign no beginning of change. Under the philosopher’s
keenest analysis the specialities of material bodies disappear and
resolve themselves into a supposititious force, which as yet is
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unmanifested in Matter or Motion, and which does not know
even Attraction and Resistance. And here he finds himself
strangely enough in the company of Hegel and others, the most
advanced of the subjective philosophers, who have arrived by
another road at the same identical point.

This is the difficulty that presents itself, and is met by various
schools in various ways. The Comtists refuse to set out on the
speculative journey at all. Mr. Spencer goes nearly to the end,
but not quite, and boldly says he has been almost all the way—
all the rest is Unknowable ; and yet all knowledge is unified
by the fact that all its lines converge towards that unknow-
able centre into which he is unable to penetrate: a statement
which is manifestly no explanation. Hegel, again, plunges into
the depths of this Homogeneous, this Absolute Being, and from
the fact of it producing change out of an apparently unchange-
able homogeneity, deduces the principle of Self-Determination.
Having established this principle at the beginning, he holds that
1t has an ever-living right as a factor in the universe, and thus
builds up a system which most commends itself to the religious
philosophers of the day. .

However, the fact remains, that, whether from the religious,
the subjective, or the scientific standpoints, all views end in the
realisation by the mind of Absolute Being, supreme, uncondi-
tioned, and unknowable—whatever afterwards may be made of
it by each party.

Mr. Spencer seemingly attacks this problem in his specious
argument entitled ¢ The Instability of the Homogeneous.” DBut
“ the Homogeneous,” when pursued to a final analysis, carries us
onward by the obliteration of differentiations to a state where
all differentiations have disappeared—to a state not merely of
uniformity or equal balance of Matter and Motion or of the
forces of attraction and resistance, but to a state before even
these forces have become differentiated. This impossibility of
attaining to a conception of the primordial state and of the
grand First Cause of all changes would seem to exclude the
possibility of the unification of knowledge. Mr. Spencer’s
theory of the Instability of the Homogeneous is equivalent to

Hegel’s Self-Determination. 1If the history of the cosmos is a
B
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single process and the initial cause is due to this or any similar
principle, then in the absence of a knowledge of the Uncon-
ditioned the nature of the process must for ever remain beyond
the grasp of human reason.

Let us, however, say that—

‘¢ All Existences and their interrelations
are [corollaries of]
the Instability of the Homogeneous,”
and examine it as a supraphysical method.

Now “the Homogeneous” is merely an adjective turned
into a noun. 'We have to suppose something of which homo-
geneousness is predicated. 'We are obliged, in fact, to represent
in our minds units of some sort—either units of resistance and
attraction or units of some other sort. The figure of equilibrium
according to Mr. Spencer is the sphere. If forces are the main
element in the ultimate constitution of the universe, then homo-
geneous units of force must be co-existent in a state of equili-
brium—that is to say, in a sphere. Now the proposition is
that the homogeneous is unstable, and it is therefore equiva-
lent to the proposition that a state of equilibrium is unstable.
1t means that the homogeneous of itself changes to something
else, and that of two sides of a bhalance, by and by, one will
outweigh the other. This of course is contradictory to the
theory of the Persistence of Force, but agrees with the theory
of Self-Determination held by some philosophers. But if is
evident that although it may be a principle in nature that every-
thing changes into something else, still this principle does not
show us the interdependence of sequences, and knowledge could
not be unified thereby.

The next proposition we have to consider under this heading
is that

¢ All Existences and their interrelations
are [corollaries of]
the Persistence of Force.”

It does not seem that if we are unable to get corollaries from
Force itself or from Absolute Being, that we shall be able to
get such corollaries from its attribute of Persistence as shall
explain its varied manifestations; only that, given these as its
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modes, there will be corollaries as to some of the general condi-
tions of the relations of these modes.

Thus if Matter, taken as Resistance and Extension, is a mode
of Force, and Force is Persistent, and Motion is also a mode of
Force, it is not a corollary that each is indestructible and un-
transformable into the other, for such might be, and the sum
or persistence of Force would be unchanged.

But, indeed, there is no warrant in science for the supposi-
tion of Force at all, only for Forces.

Professor Stewart does not say that (A) + (B) + (C) + (D)
+(E) + (F) + (G) + () = Force, or Energy; he does not let
them eseape from the left-hand side of the equation at all. All
he states is that (A), &e., + to (II) = a constant quantity. As
a name for this constant quantity, as a term expressive of the
sum-total of the individuals of a class, the word Lnergy may
be good; but as representative of an entity it is merely an
objectivised abstraction of the.illegitimate order.

Apparently (A) never decreases without some one or more of
the others in the series increasing ; and if all but one were made
to disappear, then the constant quantity would be in that one
kind of energy; it would not disappear into the other side of
the equation. 'We would have (A) = a constant quantity, say
Attraction. This, coupled with the ultimate result of the theory
of the indestructibility of matter, viz., Resistance or Repulsion,
would give us two ultimate factors.

It may be admitted at once that such a hypothesis, if we had
more knowledge, might explain all the physical relatious of
things. We may grant that from these factors through
Polarity, Shape, and Size all the constituents and mutual
relations of the seventy or eighty so-called elements might be
explained, and a theory of the universe and of its distri-
bution might be made. Dut, as shown in our previous criti-
cisny, it would be open to some grave objections, and would be
deficient in explanations of the greatest interest and import-
ance to us. The grave objections would be that we could never
picture to our minds any state from which to make a historical
start. If we supposed a heterogencous beginning, our philosophy
would be imperfect ; if we supposed a state of homogeneity, we
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could find no starting-point at all; and if we pictured to ourselves
a state of great simplicity under the rule of equilibration, we
could not imagine anything but a very speedy reversion to a
state of homogeneity or complete equilibration. We can only
reasonably deduce the complex organised universe from a com-
plex unorganised one. We can understand organisation out of
a chaos of complex material, but not the formation of complex
material out of the Homogeneous.

The great deficiencies of such an explanation would be,
that while possibly it might explain the physical interrela-
tions, it has not within it the possibility of any explanations
of fecling or consciousness, and, we make bold to say, of any of
the interrelations of matter constituting organised living beings,
or of their reproduction and continuance as races of creatures.

The question next arises how far Mr. Spencer’s Persistence
of Force is equivalent to Professor Balfour Stewart’s Conserva-
tion of Energy. No doubt Mr. Spencer means niore by it than
is contained in Professor Stewart’s list of Energies, and more
than the list of his Forces added, and he may think that we
are treating him unjustly in regarding his theory as identical
with Professor Stewart’s. Let us consider this. We are bound,
we think, in the first place, to take Professor Stewart’s doctrine
of the Conservation of Energy as complete in itself. All the
items of the equation are transformable one into the other,
and the increment of one implies the decrease of some other.
It is not asserted that any other mode of energy beyond the
limits of the list can be transformed into any oue of them,
or vice versa,; but, on the contrary, the inference is that such a
transference is an impossibility, for it would vary the total
quantity of energy. The essential point of the theory is that this
quantity is invariable—that the circle of interchange of modes
is complete in itself, and is unassailable from any quarter.

If, therefore, Mr. Spencer means by the Persistence of Force
something more than Professor Stewart means by the Conserva-
tion of Inergy, plus the Conservation of the Attractive Forces,
and plus the Indestructibility of Matter, which are also complete
in themselves and unassailable, he must mean that there is a
remainder of Force excluded from these classes, and not inter-
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changeable with them, which also is of a constant character.
Now we do not know the above modes of Force or Power
in themselves, but we have a scientific knowledge of them, which
is more to the purpose. What do we know of this implied extra
Force? We grant at once we do not know it ¢n ¢tself: do we
know it scientifically, as we know the other modes of Force?
do we know its manifestations, and the laws thereof? If we
do, let Mr. Spencer express them, and show their relations
amongst themselves and their relations to the other modes of
Forece or Power. If it can be done, we are so much nearer the
unification of knowledge. If it has not been done, we so far
fail of it. If it is impossible, that unification is impossible too.

The uniformity or parallelism of the characteristics of all
changes in the physical world and in the regions of fecling and
social action are indeed very suggestive of an identical Power
behind them all. This parallelism affords the poet and the
orator abundant stores of illustration in their poems and dis-
courses, and has also its philosophic significance.  Mr. Spencer’s
volumes are rich in instances of these apparently overruling
Laws of Force, and he very often appeals to them as forming
that bond of universal relationship which i1s to unify know-
ledge. We acknowledge the full force of the suggestion, but
cannot go beyond its bare recognition, and are unable to give it
that precise statement or formulation which alone can impress
upon it any scientific value.  Grateful acknowledgment is due
to Mr. Spencer for bringing ont so strongly these marked identi-
ties of process between the physical world and the facts of biology,
including the action of the emotions, of the intelleet, and of
bodies of men in societies; but granting all this, there is still
wanting a definite formulation, and there is still wanting the
knowledge of this extra factor and its laws of interrelation
with those other factors which we can formulate with scientific
precision.

It can, however, be maintained from Mr. Spencer’s writings
that his Persistence of Force is not more than Professor Stewart’s
Conservation of Energy plus the Conservation of the Attractive
Forces and the Indestructibility of Matter. Inorganic Evolu-
tion is clearly contained within the assigned limits, and it



70 SPENCER'S UNIFICATION OF KNOWLEDGE.

will be seen from a study of Organic Evolution as explained
by Mr. Spencer—so far as regards its first stages in the
Appendix to vol. i. of the “Biology,” examined in our previous
criticism, and so far as regards its more advanced stages in the
passages treated of in Chapter V. of the present work—that
the supposed explanation never trespasses beyond these limits.
Morphological and physiological developments are all shown
to be the results of the physical properties of certain elementary
substances in equilibration with a physical environment, all
governed by purely physical laws. In addition to this we must
also bear in mind that Mr. Spencer expressly excludes Feeling
from amongst the factors of Biology.*

The conclusion is, that “ One Factor” is a contradiction of
terms, since the term “Factor” implics other factors in inter-
relation ; that from the adjective Persistence no corollaries are
deducible ; that the constancy of quantity amongst modes does
not afford any knowledge of their special relations; that to
keep any meaning in our studies we have to confine ourselves
to concrete experiences or legitimate generalisations therefrom ;
that any supraphysical theory is only of value so far as it is
commensurate with the concrete ;-and that outside of concrete
manifestations the terms Force and Energy have no meaning

whatsoever.
(f.) The Hypothesis of the Two Factors.

The two factors are the two manifestations of Force, namely,
Matter and Motion. These are the two factors that ultimately
find a place in the formula of evolution and dissolution. The
conclusion indicated in Chapter XI. of ¢ First Principles”
receives an elaborate treatment in the following six chapters,
until the goal of Philosophy is arrived at in the formula
referred to. The value of this formula received a varied
examination in our former criticism; nevertheless, it will be
useful to summarise our views of it here.

In the first place, we desire to know what meaning is to be
attached to the terms. 'We have already seen that if the term
Matter is to be taken as indicative of the nexus or substratum
binding together the various bundles of properties constituting

* Principles of Biology, vol. i. chap. 8.
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the chemical element, it is a term without any logical value
whatever in any formula or process of reasoning. We have
also seen that, as an objectivised abstraction, it has no actual
existence, and that the only legitimate use of the term is its
employment in a proposition which makes a predication com-
mon to all the chemical clements. These propositions are
very limited in number, and comprise assertions respecting the
properties of resistance, extension, attraction, and their spatial
derivatives, or their derivatives of motion and time. In our
former work we entered into a detailed examination of the
possible mecanings of this hypothesis, but Mr. Spencer repu-
diates all of them as not being the expression of his views.
‘We found, of course, that these factors did not afford explana
tions of the facts of feeling and mind, nor, indeed, of the
morphological and physiological histories of animal and vege-
table life, even if considered apart from the factor of feeling.
A further criticism of the methods by which Mr. Spencer
works out these processes will be given in Chapter V. of this
work, and will exhibit still more clearly, we think, the failure
of Mr. Spencer’s reasoning. In this critical portion of his
system of Philosophy the formula of evolution and dissolution
plays no part whatever in the logical synthesis. The factors
from which, as results or consequents, the morphological and
physiological histories have to be deduced are not objectivised
abstractions called Matter and Motion, but a certain small
number of chemical clements, together with certain laws of
polarity and equilibration, and certain laws of Force or Motion.
These facts are so imperfectly realised in the mind, and their
relations are so loosely referred to, that they never receive
proper scientific statement. This, of course, renders all the
more easy the apparent accomplishment of the process; but
immediately strict formulation and definiteness of meaning are
insisted upon, its deficieneies beeome apparent. However, what
we wish to point out here is that the formula of evolution and
dissolution does not represent the working power of the universe,
even according to Mr. Spencer’s treatment, but that the actual
tools by which he endeavour to accomplish his great eonstruc-
tive work are tlic kuown elements and their physical laws.
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The formula referred to is nothing more than a partial descrip-
tion of the most general characteristics of physical changes,
and even in this very limited and comparatively uninteresting
portion of the cosmos it does not claim to rank as an explana-
tion showing the sequences from original factors.

This formula is so well known that we need not repeat it.
The proposition founded on it would be—

¢« All Existences and their interrelations
are [corollaries of]
the Formula of Evolution.”

We now have to free the term matter from the rigid limits we
assigned to it in the study of the Physical Methods as merely
a name for the sum-total of the whole of the substances
known to us as the so-called elements. As a supraphysical
term, we have to consider it as relating to units having resist-
ance and therefore extension. We are free to vary our hypo-
thesis by supposing other attributes, such as attraction; and
indeed it is difficult to see how we can proceed without some
such addition. We may even suppose mutual repulsion. We
must not, however, introduce special polarities, for that would
increase the mumber of our factors and spoil our proposition.
We are at liberty, however, to suppose varieties of size and
shape,

Our proposition includes the term Motion. It is founded
upon the joint doctrines of the Indestructibility of Matter
and the Continuity of Motion. The latter proposition we shall
have occasion to controvert, but for the present purpose pro-
visionally accept. The supposition is that motion never ceases,
but is ever continuous; ceasing in one connection, it is only
transferred to some visible or invisible motion of other aggregates
of matter. 'What we have to do now is to consider the pro-
position that Matter and Motion being both indestructible,
their interchanges are concomitant, and all the changes of the
universe are correctly described, if not explained, by the assertion
of a concomitance between the concentration of matter and the
transference of motion ; as well as between the reception of
motion and the separation of matter.

As before pointed out, the causes of these concentrations
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and separations of matter, which inelude all the chemical as well
as the mechanical combinations and decompositions in nature,
are not touched by the®hypothesis. Taking the eauses for
granted, then, the most general characteristic of the phenomena
—so0 says our hypothesis—is the concomitance of the separation
of matter with the increase of motion and of the concentration
of matter with the deercase of motion. Surely this is not say-
ing very much, and falls eonspicuously short of an explanation.

TWe have, therefore, to throw our proposition into the amended

form—
¢ All Existences and their interrelations
are [corollaries of]
the Concomitauce of the

i‘}te,gm"_i on } of Matter with the { flissipati.on } of Motion.”

dissipation Integration

Let us see how it is applicable to the construction of the uni-
verse out of the raw material postulated.

The furthest point to which Mr. Spencer earries us back is
the existence of a nebula or of nebulee in a medium of ether
These nebule have or acquire a rotary movement ; also, pre-
sumably, they are ecomposed of the seventy or eighty so-called
elements in a gaseous condition ; but whether or not, whatever
the constituents of the nebule may be, the cause of differentia-
tion is unassigned. This, as already alleged, eonstitutes Mr.
Speneer’s first failure in explanation, and he is under the diffi-
culty either of accepting the elements as we know them and
conceive them (which leaves them unexplained), or of carry-
ing us backwards towards universal homogeneity and absolute
being, from which they are unexplainable. Now, even if we
accept the condition of things thus deseribed, and apply to it
the Formula of Evolution, it is impossible to work out from these
data the actually existent universe. Evolution is an integra-
tion or coneentration of matter and a concomitant dissipation of
motion. It is neeessary that the attention should be fixed
upon this concomitance. We cannot have the eoncentration of
matter without the dissipation of motion, and conversely we
cannot hiave the reeeption of motion without the dissipation of
matter. The two things go together. There is always a double
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process. It is impossible in the nature of things that it can be
otherwise. Whenever there is evolution there is dissolution ;
whenever there is a proeess of dissolution there is a concomitant
process of evolution. There is a measurably equal concentration
of matter for all dissolution or separation of matter, and this
means exactly the same thing as the concomitant increase and
decrease of motion.

‘We must also remember that the quantity of Matter is always
the same and the quantity of Motion is always the same. Yet,
notwithstanding the fact that in the cosmical system matter can
part with motion to other matter, it ecannot part with it wholly
so as to remain matter by itself. Mr. Spencer nowhere tells us
why this process should not be earried to such an extremity.
‘We must also bear in mind that motion cannot exist by
itself, but is always the motion of matter. These con-
siderations all tend to strengthen the theory of concomitance,
namely, that matter and motion being constant quantities
and always combined, whenever there is a concentration of
one there must be a dissipation of the other. We must also
bear in mind that the state of concentration means one of greater
density of matter and less motion, and that the state of dissipation
means one of greater tenuity of matter and inerease of motion.

Resuming onr study, then, of the original state of scattered
nebule, we have certain aggregates of relatively concentrated
matter with comparatively little motion, surrounded by ether,
which is presumably matter in a state of great tenuity, and
according to the hypothesis now under consideration, in a state
of relatively greater motion. What happens? According to Mr.
Spencer, the nebule part with their motion and undergo the
process of evolution or concentration, while the surrounding
ether absorbs their motion and undergoes a process of dissipa-
tion. DBut, according to our view of the matter from the postu-
lates given, the ether, having an excess of motion over the nebule,
would impart some of its motion to them, and gradually dissolve
them till the whole of the nebule were amalgamated with ether
into one homogeneous mass. On what principle can Mr. Spencer
justify the supposition that the nebule could part with their
motion to matter having already motion in much greater excess?
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Motion does not pass away into space and exist by, itself apart
from matter—it is only transferred to other matter. According
to this theory, it is a constant quantity, and cannot go out of
existence. In the case given, what becomes of it? Do we not
here find an additional failure of Mr. Spencer’s physical explana-
tion ?

A difficulty here presents itself with which Mr. Spencer
does not deal.  Either we must conceive of the physical universe
as limited or as unlimited. If we conceive of it as unlimited,
then universalistic science is impossible. We are, therefore,
bound to think of it as limited ; and if we are bound to think of
it as limited, we are bound to think of motion as quantitatively
constant and as contained within definite confines. The effect of
motion is to separate units of matter, and the law of its transfer-
ence can only be that of the equalisation of motion, and conse-
quently equal distribution of matter, tending ever to a state
of equilibrium or homogeneity ; that is to say, an equal dis-
tribution of matter and motion—a state, in fact, of perfect
equilibrium. From this it would appear that equilibration is
the ruling principle under the conduct of which the Formula of
Evolution works.

Iow, then, if all things arose out of a state of homogeneity,
could there ever have been any evolution or concentration of
the matter of some part of it, with a concomitant dissipation
of another part of it? It would be inconsistent with the ruling
principle of evolution, namely, equilibration. And even if
slightly disturbed by some external power, would it not im-
mediately revert in the most direct manner to its equilibrium ?

If the ruling tendency is equilibration considered as the equal
distribution of matter and motion, and if all changes have to be
accounted for as changes from homogeneity, then since homo-
geneity is an equal distribution of matter and motion, out of it
no changes could ever arise.

It would really appear that Mr. Spencer is so intent upon evolu-
tion that he forgets the concomitance of the other half of his
formula, and having a nebula in his hands, he unceremoniously
throws the superfluous motion overboard into the 1ealms of space,
without ever looking to see what becomes of it
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Equilibration is a tendency to the homogeneous, and since
equilibration rules evolution and dissolution, it tends to defeat
evolution, and it is not clear how any evolution can take
place. Therefore, simple mechanical equilibration is not the
ruling principle of the universe, nor the ultimate cause of
its changes, but there is something else which governs the
mutual processes of evolution and dissolution. What that
something else is nobody can tell, but evidently the something
which rules evolution and dissolution must be the law by which
all knowledge is unified, for all knowledge is knowledge of evo-
lutions and dissolutions, and until it is discovered there can be
no such unification.

The most simple instances of evolution and dissolution are
those which occur under the withdrawal or application of that
kind of motion called heat. The application of heat to ice
causes a change into liquid water; the further application of
heat produces the state of water called steam. The withdrawal
of heat causes a series of reverse changes. And in Mr.
Spencer’s imperfect demonstration this seems to be the prin-
cipal if not the only view taken of the changes recognised by
the Formula of Evolution. Molecular motion is withdrawn by
some unknown cause from the nebula, and it concentrates. As
Defore stated, it is not clear whether this nebula is homogeneous
matter or not. If it is, it is not shown why concentration does
not take place uniformly instead of into diversified forms. The
withdrawal of lLeat, for instance, affects different substances
differently. At the same temperature we have different substances
in all the different states of solid, liquid, and aériform. The
air, the solids, and the liquids in a room are all about the same
temperature. These different states are not examples of different
amounts of heat, but of the properties of bodies which defy the
uniformity of the concomitance of the concentration of matter
with the dissipation of motion—showing again that there must he
some law overriding that of the concomitance of the two which
is Mr. Spencer’s Formula or law of Evolution. According to
the formula, the more dense an object the less motion, and the
greater tenuity the greater motion. According to the degree
cf density the degree of molecular motion.




THE HYPOTHESIS OF TIVO IFACTORS. 77

In Mr. Spencer’s chapter on “Dissolution” oeeurs a curious
forgetfulness of the conditions of the formula of Evolution and
Dissolution and the course of the previous argument; for he
says, § 183 :—

¢« Apparently the universally co-existent forees of attraction
and repulsion, which, as we have seen, necessitate rhythm in
all minor changes throughout the Universe, also necessitate
rhythm in the totality of its changes—produce now an immea-
surable period during which the attractive forees predominating,
cause universal concentration, and then an immeasurable period
during whieh the repulsive forces predominating, cause universal
diffusion—alternate eras of Evolution and Dissolution.”

Here we have the forces of attraetion and repulsion set down
as causing alternation instead of concomitance. In the place
of a concomitance of evolution and dissolution, which is the
essence of the formula of Evolution and Dissolution, we have
alternate eras of each. Surely this is a plain contradiction of
theory.

Another curious inconsistency in the working out of the
theory is the doctrine of “locked-up” motion.  Nitrogenous
compounds specially possess this property of being able to
“Jock up” motion—gunpowder, gun-cotton, nitro-glycerine,some
of the compounds of organic matter, all possess it. It is one of
the properties of organic matter which is essential to the higher
evolutionary stages; without it, biological development could
not take place, Yet it is contradietory to the Formula of Evolu-
tion, which is to the effect that the more motion the less inte-
gration, and to the theory of the Continuity of Motion, which
proclaims that motion is always going on and mnever stops. So
that the Formula and its sustaining doctrine fail us just in the
most interesting and important of our studies.

In the argument of this sub-seetion we have been obliged to
attach definite notions to the terms with whieh we have to deal,
namely, Matter and Motion ; and we have had to take them, if
not as realised abstractions, still as near to that form as possible.
This means that we have de-specialised our notions as far as
was in our power; nevertheless, all the value or meaning in
the whole of the argument lies in whatever remains of con-
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crete connotation, Since Mr. Spencer would repudiate these
concrete meanings as far as he could, we eannot suppose that it
is in this aspeet that he would estimate their value. Yet if we
take away their conerete contents there is nothing left to give
them any meaning, and therefore, in every respeet, we recognise
the inutility of this method. [

§ ro. The Supraphysical Methods of the Unification of Know-
ledge, and Mr. Spencer's Use of them.

Nevertheless it is to this class of method that Mr. Spencer
really looks for the unification of knowledge.

For instance, he regards matter as something more than a
mystical and incomprehensible entity, as more than a mere
abstract term, as more than a subjective phenomenon, as
different from the simple sum-total of the so-called elements.
And the same remarks may be made of other terms which he
uses, such as Force, Iorces, Motion, Attraction, Resistance,
Special Polarity, Equilibration, Integration, Dissipation, &e.

The whole aim of the book on * The Knowable” in the ¢ First
Principles ” is to establish a science of the sciences—a science
which is not a mere mysticism or subjective speculation, and
which yet goes beyond the limits of the narrow concrete sciences,
even though, being founded on them by a process of still higher
generalisation, its terms and propositions are not beyond the
intelligent comprehension of the human mind. It is true,
indeed, that Mr. Spencer denies all this, as will come under our
notice in the next section; but we do maintain that such is
the intent and general purport of this part of his works, and
the impression produced by them upon the mind of the student.
We justify our statement by the argnment that by such a
seience of tho sciences alone and by such methods alone can
physical science be unified, and we are taught to look forward
to it from tlie outset of Mr. Spencer’s works. This view of Mr.
Spencer’s attempt is borne out by a perusal of his chapters on
the Indestructibility of Matter, the Continuity of Motion, and
the Persistence of Force, in the book on “The Knowable.”
These terms are thercafter generalised, including, yet being
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something higher and wider than, the so-called elements and
their relations, and are so used in the enunciation of supra-
physical truths, such as “The Persistence of Relations among
Forces,” “The Transformation and Equivalence of Forces,”
“The Direction of Motion,” “The Rhythm of Motion,”
“The Formula of Evolution,” “Segregation,” * Equilibration,”
&e.

It is the duty of the student to see whether the attempt so
made by Mr. Spencer is carried out carefully or not, to the
exclusion of metaphysical abstractions, which have no meaning
and represent no actualities of the processes of the cosmos;
whether the result is or is not vitiated by the introduction of
the mystical ; whether the subjective is properly eliminated ;
whether the general theory is justified either as a rigid indue-
tion from facts or as a deduction corresponding with facts;
whether the unification only to be accomplished by one or other
of these methods is merely simulated by the applicability of
identical descriptions to various classes of processes; whether,
in fact, the science of the sciences so attempted is kept free
from mixture with all other methods of thought and from
obseurities of reasoning, and moreover is made not only clear
and intelligible, as all scientific statements should be, but also
is shown to be sufficient to aecount for all the interrelations of
existences.

§ 11. The Method of Cumulative Factors.

We do mot say that Mr. Spencer anywhere teaches the
theory of an unification of seience by means of cumulative
factors, but in several places lie speaks of “additional factors”
coming in which assist the progress of evolution, and we feel
justified in eonsidering the subject specially, in case of any
student being misled by the suggestion of such a method.

It is obvious that if we undertake to explain any complicated
state of existence as the resultant of the relations of certain
original factors, the explanation, if effected, will be held to be
complete in itself. If it be a chemical explanation, the results
will all be shown as due to the relations of certain of the
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chemical elements. If it be an arithmetical ealculation, the
rosult is involved in the statement of the problem under the
laws of the relations of arithmetical combinations. Again, all the
intermediate stages, from the commencement to the result, are
equally due to the relations of the original factors. We should
not say of them, whatever phase they might present, that they
constituted ““additional factors.” Yet this is what Mr. Spencer
does in the exposition of his scheme. Each stage of complexity
becomes an additional factor in the progress of Evolution. Now
it can easily be understood that advancement in complexity,
when once established, helps forward the general progress of
the homogeneous to the heterogeneous, by establishing addi-
tional causes of heterogeneity in varied modes of relationship
with the new conditions of the environment. But it is mislead-
ing to say that any new combination being the direct result .
of original factors constitutes a new factor. - It is an incident
in the general process, but nothing new is added so far as
the enumeration of the factors of the general process is con-
cerned.

Therefore we cannot suppose that Mr. Spencer seriously
advances the general theory of the evolution of the cosmos by
means of cumulative factors. At the same time, the exposition
of his theory here and there by means of this mode of expression
is apt to mislead the student, and should be duly noted in
advance. For if the reader of Mr Spencer’s works became
impressed with the notion that new or additional factors came
into the cosmical process now and again, it is clear that he would
not properly understand Mr. Spencer’s design of reading its
history as one process from first to last, the understanding of
which is the unification of knowledge.

It is easy to trace the steps by which he would be misled.
For instance, he would suppose that highly complex molecules
formed by the natural relationships of elementary atoms should
be regarded as additional factors in the relations of things. And
again, when these complex molecules by ordinary physical laws
or by chance contiguity formed themselves into small masses, he
might think that these masses, highly complex, changeable, modi-
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fiable, sensitive, formed fresh factors in the cosmical series.
And he might then make the mistake of regarding “sensitiveness”
as the new factor, and not only so, but he might even suppose
that sensitiveness, being a noun, was the name of some entity
actually existent in the universe, and a factor in its processes,
instead of regarding it as a name for the mechanical instability
of certain highly complex compounds of the chemical elements.
And if he did so, it is obvious he could make no greater mis-
take in the pursuit of a strictly logical and deductive procedure.
But if he did make such an error, the step would be easy to the
supposition of feeling or consciousness, and by very easy grada-
tions he could arrive at organised consciousness. The new
factor expressed by the term “sensitiveness,” although ex-
pressive of delicate mechanical relations, easily lends itself to
subjective applications, and through the verbal tie of association,

“a new factor of Feeling might make its appearance in the cos-

mical sequences. And although Mr. Spencer may be careful to
explain that Feeling is not a factor in biological actions and
development, yet the student finds great difficulty in bearing
this in mind.

In one sense, each new combination is a new individual
factor in its environment, as each man or woman taking his or
her place in the world is a new factor in society ; and in any
account of a partial history, the advent of such a new individual
may be regarded as the addition of a new factor. DBut ina
cosmical explanation there can be no new factors ; all has to be
accounted for as from resultant original factors—as the product
of the original constituents; and it is misleading to speak of
additional factors unless it is well understood that it is a mere
mode of convenience of expression. At the same time, it con-
veys a dangerous suggestion in a system of which the essential
thought is the logical explanation of all things as a single
process due to the relations of a small number of original
factors.

Again, the danger is enhanced if the student, believing in
the possibility of new or additional factors appearing in the
progress of evolution, believes also in similar accretions to the

F
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physical laws. For instance, after mastering the meaning of
the term “equilibration” in dynamic, he might admit a new
factor in that class of physical changes called biological in Mr.
Spencer’s special law of biological equilibration, by which
animals and plants endeavour to preserve their existence by the
adaptation of inner forces to meet destructive forces in the
present or prospective environment. His mind having been
weakened and his logical faculty rendered less acute by pre-
vious familiarity with the admission of additional factors, he
might be ready to admit new and additional laws of dynamics,
and in this complexity of confusion he might lose the logical
conncction with his original conception of a single and continu-
ous process of the cosmos resulting from certain understood
primordial agencies.

This section is inserted not on the supposition that Mr.
Spencer anywhere teaches the theory of cumulative factors
except as incidents in the consequents of original general
factors, but by way of guarding the student from mistakes
he might make in the interpretation of the author’s language.

§ 12. The Symbolic Method for the Unification of
Knowledge.

‘We think that if charged with any of the foregoing methods
of the unification of knowledge, Mr. Spencer would deny the
imputation, and say that his critic misunderstood him. It
would appear to be the peculiarity of Mr. Spencer’s system that
his unification of knowledge is effected by means of the discern-
ment of the relation of unknowable entities, which entities cannot
be represented in thought, and have to be symbolised by certain
signs. It seems that unknowable powers, although manifested
as such and such, cannot be regarded as known, even although
their relationship to one another can be known. It appears
that this knowledge of relationship between them is in one
sense sufficient for the unification of knowledge, yet in another
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sense it is insufficient, in that the entities of which we know
the relationship are unknowable. It appears that we are not
allowed to unify knowledge within the bounds of these know-
able relationships, but must introduce symbols standing for the
Unknowable Powers. We are not allowed to use symbols
standing for known factors, but are obliged to use symbols
standing for unknowable entities. These entities can only be
represented by symbols, and when we say that Matter, Motion,
and Yorce are the entities in question, and are unknowable
in themselves, but yet are fully known in their interrelation-
ships, insomuch that knowledge can be unified by means of a
proposition or formula expressive of their relationship, the
knowledge of what they are “in themselves” would seem not
to be necessary at all, and any reference to them by means of
symbols to be quite out of place. We are fully satisfied if we
can unify knowledge by means of the proposition specifying
the mutual relationship. But according to Mr. Spencer, Matter,
Motion, and Force are terms that are not allowed to stand for
known -factors, but must stand for the unknowable, yet dif-
ferentiated factors, and mean no more than z, 9, and z In
another place this subject is fully considered. Symbols as a
rule stand for something that is known, and are supposed to
have no value unless they stand for something. But according
to Mr. Spencer’s peculiar and unique position, they stand for
something or somethings that we do not know, but which are
yet of such a nature that when the relationship between them
is expressed, the proposition in which they occur has a mean-
ing. Thus, for instance, if we say that the integration of
z 1s concomitant with the dissipation of 7, the proposition
has a meaning, although we do not know what = and »
stand for. Evidently the meaning is to be gathered from the
relationship of z and y as expressed in the terms integration

‘and dissipation. Now the only meaning we can attach to

integration is “mutual approach,” and the only meaning we

can attach to dissipation is the transference of the dispartive
power. These seem to imply units which have extension, for
how otherwise can we attach any meaning to “approach to-
gether”? and since dissipation of & means retrocession, we
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also get our meaning only by supposing units having extension
being further separated from each other. Therefore we are
forced by the necessities of the case to make x stand for the
units of extension and y stand for the separative power which
is transferred. We cannot, in a general description of changes,
use the terms integration and dissipation without supposing
an extended something which integrates or dissipates. To
say, then, that 2 and y have no definite meaning is not
correct. If they symbolise more than the mere extension and
dissipation, whatever more they symbolise is of no value or
account whatsoever. What they do symbolise of the knowable
is all that we have to do with, and is all that is expressed
in a proposition in which they occur.

“The inmost nature or essence of a Thing is apt to be re-
garded as something unknown, which, if we knew it, would
explain and account for all the phenomena which the thing
exhibits to us. But this unknown something is a supposition
without evidence. We have no ground for supposing that
there is anything which, if known to us, would afford to our
intellect this satisfaction ; would sum up, as it were, the know-
able attributes of the object in a single sentence. Moreover,
if there were such a central property, it would not answer to the
idea of an ‘inmost nature;’ for if knowable by any intelli-
gence, it must, like other properties, be relative to the inteili-
gence which knows it, that is, it must consist in impressing
that intelligence in some specific way ; for this is the only idea
we have of knowing; the only sense in which the verb ‘to
know ’ means anything,

¢TIt would, no doubt, be absurd to assume that our words
exhaust the possibilities of DBeing. There may be innumerable
modes of it which are inaccessible to our faculties, and which
consequently we are unable to name. But we ought not to
speak of these modes of Being by any of the names we possess.
These are all inexplicable, because they all stand for known
modes of Deing. We might invent new names for the un-
known modes ; but the new names would have no more meaning
than the z, ¥, 2 of Algebra.,”*

* Mill on Hamilton, p. 14,
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According to this, Mr. Spencer is unwise in using the terms
Matter, Motion, and Forece to represent the unknowable yet
differentiated Powers, because they stand for known modes of
Being, and if he wishes words to stand for the unknown modes
lie ought to use the symbols x, 7, and z, and then they have no
more meaning than when used in Algebra as blank forms of
equations, of no value until a meaning is put into them. But
Mr. Spencer could not afford to translate the term Matter
wherever he uses it into the sign z, Motion into %, and Force
into z. Let the student try it, and he will find in every case
that he either means nothing at all, or that he has concrete
implications, as in the case considered above. Mr. Mill con-
siders the resort to @, 7, and z a resort to blankness, the ne plus
ultra of speeulative absurdity. Mr. Spencer considers it the
highest attainment of philosophical research.

Mr. Spencer’s repudiation of special and limited meanings for
hix principal terms when hard pressed by criticism is a mere
evasion. It is a means by which, when any definite meaning
attached to his terms is found to embarrass the unification of
knowledge in any given proposition, the proposition may be held
to be good on the understanding that the principal terms mean
something, but we do not know what. In this way they may take,
one after the other, all the definite meanings that can be assigned
to them, plus something else which shall make up for their deficien-
cies; and the unifieation of knowledge is then effected by terms
which include every meaning that can be placed upon them.

The final unification of knowledge is effected through an
amalgamation of all the methods by means of symbols which
will receive any and all meanings. 'We beg to submit that this
is not the method of unification which Seience has a right to
demand. Science requires that the ultimate truth of induction
should be clearly and intelligibly expressed. Logic requires
that the ultimate truth from which all others are deducible
should be an intelligible proposition having definite terms. What
Mr. Spencer has given us is changeful, incoherent, unintelligible
as a whole, and in any of its intelligible forms is insuffieiently
founded on induction, and ineapable deductively of reproducing
the universe and its history.
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§ 13. Simulations of Unification.

This review of Mr. Spencer’s methods for the unification of
knowledge would not be complete without a notice of several
simulations of unification which present themselves throughout
his works, sometimes in most important conjunctures, and which
give the appearance of unity of process without the reality and
without the logical continuity required. These methods and
the effect upon the mind do not depend upon the formulation of
an all-embracing proposition at all, but upon the common appli-
cability of descriptive terms. A certain parallelism between
different processes is discerned, and without attempting to
identify these processes in their relations of historical depend-
ence, or to explain them as outcomes of some common original
factors, it is deemed sufficient to generalise their common char-
acteristics, so that by composing a description which is appli-
cable to them in common, a false and delusive unification of
knowledge is thereby effected. If we have to describe the
history of a complex physical world, we have to describe a
history of change in which the raw material, by a process (let
us say) of cooling, was enabled gradually to enter into relations
of mutual combination. Again, if we have to describe the
history of organisms, we have to recount a history of gradual
differentiation and insensible development. We find that the
general characteristics of these two histories is an advance by
insensible gradations from a state of incoherent, indefinite,
simple homogeneity to a state of coherent, definite, complex
heterogeneity. A study of mental history exhibits the same
characteristics, and this identity of the characteristics of these
histories gives an outside semblance of unity that is made to
pass for the unity itself. DBut so long as the whole of the three
processes are not shown to be the results of the same compre-
hendable original factors, this unity is in reality not effected.

The persistent manner in which this similarity of character-
istic is presented to us throughout Mr. Spencer’s works, and his
continual assertion of the harmrony or conformability of various
processes to these characteristics of ““evolution in general,” pro-
duces in the mind the desired effect. Moreover, it produces
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the effect of throwing the attention on the Formula of Evolu-
tion in which these general characteristics are formally expressed,
thus raising the conviction of the effectiveness of that formula
in the unification of knowledge. Yet, when examined, this
constant reference to the Formula of Evolution will be found
to be of a very superficial character. For it is not the appli-
cation of the formula in its entirety to any case under con-
sideration ; it is only the taking out of a part of the formula
and seeing that it applies. The formula was expressly stated
in advance to be the formulation of the relations of #iree origi-
nal factors, but one of them has been omitted altogether. The
two factors left were Matter and Motion, and the essence of
the formula was the concomitance of the integration of the one
with the dissipation of the other. DBut in the instances referred
to, this concomitant process is utterly ignored, as are also the
two factors themselves ; and the applicability of the formula is
held to be good, and the unification of knowledge is held to be
valid, if it be found merely that the histories of all combina-
tions present an advance from a state of incoherent indefinite
homogeneity to a state of coherent definite heterogeneity. 1f
the unification of knowledge is effected by means of the Formula
of Evolution, it is because that Formula is taken to pieces, and
part of it applied here and part there. It is not universally
applied in its integrity.

The second simulation of unification is effected by the frequent
use of an important word which occurs in the Formula of
Evolution,—a word which in like manner is dissociated from
the factors the law of the interrelation of which the formula is
supposed to express. This word is then set up in business
for itself and is very effective. It is “Integration.” If the
history of all processes includes a progress from a state of inco-
herent, indefinite homogeneity to a state of coherent, definite
heterogeneity, it is a history of the mutual combinations of
various original factors, whether these factors be ultimate units
of attraction and resistance, or atoms of the so-called clements, or
of physiological units, or feelings, or sounds, or men, or what not.
It is a history of combinations of units, of combinations of
compounds, of combinations of aggregates, of combinations of
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complex aggregates. It is evident that whether these are
interdependent or not, whether they are all results of two
or of many original factors, or whether there be new factors
and accessions of forces in the course of their histories, the
history of the whole of them is still one of combinations
and continuous combinations ; or let us call the process one of
continuous “integration.” Then integration is expressive of
the principal characteristic of this history, and any theory of
combination or series of combinations to which the term ¢ inte-
gration ” can be applied is found to conform to ‘‘evolution in
general ;” for is it not one of the principal terms in the Formula
of Evolution? Yet when we come to examine its place in the
formula, we find that its application is confined to the integra-
tion of matter, and is made strictly concomitant, as the very
essence of the formula, with the dissipation of motion.

But how does Mr. Spencer apply it in the course of his
works? TLanguage is integrated, feelings are integrated, expe-
riences are integrated, the whole intellectual and moral histery
of man in society is a series of integrations. The question is,
are they integrations of Matter accompanied by dissipations of
Motion? There is no pretence that they are. The Formula
of Evolution, then, is straightway abandoned, and the unifica-
tion of knowledge is simulated by the word ¢ integration,”
which expresses a ‘general characteristic of all evolutions, with-
out disclosing its factors, nor the nature of their interrelations
by which the steps and interdependence of the actual events in
their history could be understood.

In our previous criticism we referred to several instances, and
we now refer the student to the “ Psychology,” Part iii. chap. x.,
for further illustrations of this deceptive method of treatment.
Here Mr. Spencer speaks of the integrations of correspondences
of the inner organism with complex circumstances of the environ-
ment, and through this progressive integration suggests the
unity of intellectual evolution with evolution in general. Yet
there is no explanation of integration of correspondences, nor
how it is comprised within the Formula of Evolution, which
treats of the integration of Matter and the conocomitant dis-
sipation of Motion. This is a simulation of unity, but not
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tlhe unity that is only to be effected by means of a general truth
from whicl all the changes of the universe are deducible.

Again, in considering “ the substance of mind,” Mr. Spencer
says *—

“Tt is possible, then—may we not even say probable —that
something of the same order as that which we eall a nervous
shock is the ultimate unit of consciousness; and that all the
unlikenesses among our feelings result from unlike modes of
inteqration of this ultimate unit.”

Thus the word ¢ integration,” being capable of expressing
combinations and associations in all the sciences, is able to give
the appearance of unifieatory efficiency to any formula in
which it is used when the particular limitations of it and the
specified conditions attached to it are ignored.

And againt—

“ Possible answers are at once supplied if we assume that
diverse feelings are produced by diverse modes, and degrees, and
complexities, of integration of the alleged ultimate unit of con-
sciousness.”

Tt cannot be pretended that the integration here referred to
is identical with the integration of the Formula of Evolution.

14. General Summary.

As before observed, the course of this criticism has not been
the examination of one distinet theory for the unifieation of
knowledge clearly stated by Mr. Spencer, nor even of several
conflicting methods set out in definite language. It has been
the examination of several sets of propositions, each of whieh
might be justifiably represented as #he one whieh Mr Speneer
advances, in all the various meanings of which they are capable.
Each separate proposition or examination, under the heads of
Mystical, Metaphysical, Physieal, Supraphysieal, or Symbolical,
has proved inadequate either on the ground of indefiniteness of
meaning or on the ground of inadequacy of effect, in affording
us the requisite means of unifying knowledge. And our argu-

* Principles of Psychology, vol. i. p. 151. + Ibid., p 154.
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ment is, that since each in itself is insufficient for our purpose,
so are all taken together. The ordinary reader is apt to suppose,
in the vast and diverse fields of knowledge through which he
passes, that if words and phrases suitable to the processes of
a special science have other meanings applicable to the processes
of other sciences, then in this verbal and accidental similarity
there exists essential identity ; but careful examination will
show that no such identity of the processes under study really
exists, and that the supposed unification of knowledge is a trick
of words only.

It has been our duty to define in what the unification of
knowledge would really consist, and to insist upon a rigid and
inflexible method of procedure and statement. We have shown
that the goal must be worked up to by processes of induction
from the knowledge embodied in actual science, and that if
hypotheses are framed, they must be intelligible, and must be
capable of verification deductively by a process of drawing
corollaries, which corollaries shall represent the actual processes
of nature. 'We have also expressed our doubt as to the possi-
bility of such an attainment, and have reserved for treatment
in another volume the attitude of the mind with regard to the
TUnknowable Power as a factor in Ethics and Sociology generally.

The reader may perhaps think that in the foregoing examina-
tion we have insisted too rigidly upon the logical consistency
and conclusiveness of the philosophic attempt, and that after
all, although Mr. Spencer’s theory may be wanting in logical
consistency, yet that he really has constructed a philosophical
system which only wants a clearer and more consistent state-
ment. He may think that the work has been done in the
rough, and only wants going over again. We would willingly
think so, but cannot see our way to this conclusion. We think
that the attempt is so ambitious, so immensely beyond the
reach of knowledge, that it is an impossible attainment now, if
not for ever. 'We will consider in another place the true merits
of Mr. Spencer’s work, which we have no wish to disparage ;
but as a system of philosophy pitched in the high aim which
Mr. Spencer expressly claims for it, his or any other system
must be a failure. 'We think this will be the more apparent
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when we have completed this work by the critieism of the
¢ Principles of Biology.”

It may, again, be thought that the identity of methods of
development and the apparent universality of the Laws of
Foree throughout all the activities of Physics, Biology, and
Sociology afford the requisite unification of knowledge. These
are, as before remarked, very suggestive of community of origin
and of identity of process; but in the absence of a complete
knowledge of the original factors in their relations, and more
particularly in the absence of knowledge of the place and rela-
tion of ¢ Feeling” in respect to the physieal factors, it is quite
impossible to understand the history of the cosmos, including
organisms, as a series of sequences from these original factors,
yet this is requisite in order to put meaning into a theory of
identity of methods of development and universality of Laws of
Force.

Again, it may be said that the unification of knowledge and
the goal of Philosophy may not be attained perhaps by Mr.
Spencer in the deduction of eorollaries from one ultimate
truth, and that he is too severe upon himself when he imposes
it upon his system, but that it may be attained, and has been
effected by him, in the statement of a body of truths, related
and consistent, and together affording a full explanation of the
history of the eosmos, including Biology. We admit that the
unification of knowledge and the construction of a cosmical
theory might theoretieally be effected in this way, and the
requirements of the logical faculty be fully satisfied ; but again
we venture to submit that Mr. Spencer has not stated any such
connected and complete theory. Ile has formulated a number
of truths, some of them valuable, and others of them very crude,
as in the “ Biology,” but they do not cohere in that organic and
scientific interdependenee which is requisite; nor are they
stated in that seientific and intelligible language which is
essential to true philosophy.

The remainder of this book will be occupied by the con-
sideration in Chapter IL. of Mr. Spencer’s re-statement of his
position contained in the recently published Appendix to “Tirst
Principles;” by a study in Chapter IIL of various related
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subjects ; by a detailed study in Chapter IV. of the ¢ Prineiples
of Psychology,” so far as regards the unification of knowledge ;
and by a criticism in Chapter V. of Mr. Spencer’s very interest-
ing and ambitious attempt to deduce the histories of biological
development from certain original factors. We shall find, we
believe, in all these studies that Mr. Spencer does not keep the
one clear aim before him with which he sets out—that he does’
not keep to a single intelligible method—but that his ends and
methods are of that uncertain and changeful character with
which we have charged him in this introductory chapter. We
believe that these detailed studies will be found to justify the
criticisms now made, and to show that Mr. Spencer has failed
to produce a consistent and complete work. At the same time
we testify our admiration for the attempt, and still more for
some grand generalisations in special departments, and we do
not regard his failure as due to any other cause than the
impossibility of the attainment of the end proposed. Fortu-
nately for the sake of continued intellectual activity, there still
remains a vast Unknown and an impenetrable Unknowable.



CHAPTER IL
REPLY TO MR. SPENCER'S CRITICISM.

§ 1. Justification of our Previous Crilicisim.

Our former examination of Mr. Spencer’s ¢ First Principles”
was undertaken on the supposition that the object sought after
was the unification of knowledge, and the methods by which
this unification is to be effected have now been more fully
considered. At the same time we then clearly recognised that
such unification was only to be accomplished when all processcs
could be recognised as corollaries of some primordial truth or
set of factors. These factors we took to be the Indestructibility
of Matter, the Continuity of Motion, and the Persistence of
Force. Our first course of criticism was to the effect that, if we
attached any definite meanings to the terms employed, we would
find our ultimate factors insufficient to explain many processes,
more especially the processes of Biology and the processes of
TFeeling and Intelligence. Seeing that Mr. Spencer advanced
the Formula of Evolution as the formula of the interrelation of
the three factors, we took that as the main subject of investiga-
tion, and found that, whatever definite meaning we attached
to the terms therein employed, we were unable to work out our
deductive process in the respects just specified.

In this conclusion it would appear we arc quite justified, for
Mr. Spencer says in his reply that any definite conception of
them involves alternative impossibilities of thought. These
definite conceptions—of a materialistic and mechanical char-
acter—were the subjects of our previous criticism. Taken on
its own merits, such an investigation is useful, and by bring-
ing it out into a clear statement, helps to disillusionise the
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mind of any one who would be inclined to suppose that these
materialistic explanations were sufficient to account for biological
and psychical histories. Taken as a piece of criticism of Mr.
Spencer, it may or may not be judged applicable. We distin-
guished in our own minds between the chapters in the book on
the Unknowable dealing with ultimate scientific ideas, as treating
of these ideas ‘“in their ultimate nature” or what they are “in
themselves,” and the chapters explaining Matter, Motion, and
Force in the book on the Knowable, as defining them for future
use in the attempt at the unification of knowledge. It did not
occur to us that we could unify knowledge by means of terms
that had no definite meanings. This theory we shall therefore
discuss separately. In the meantime we justify onr criticism of
Mr. Spencer from the point of view of having definite meanings
by references to chapters treating of them in the book on the
Kuowable.

And first as to ¢ Matter.” At page 167 we find :—

“We may therefore deliver ourselves over without lesitation
to those terms of thought which experience has organised
in us. We need not, in our physical, chemical, or other
researches, refrain from dealing with Matter as made up of
extended and resistant atoms; for this conception, necessarily
resulting from our experiences of Matter, is not less legitimate
than the conception of aggregate masses as extended and resistant.
The atomic hypothesis, as well as the kindred hypothesis of an
all-pervading ether consisting of molecules, is simply a necessary
development of those universal forms which the actions of the
Unknowable have wrought in us. The conclusions logically
worked out by the aid of these hypotheses are sure to be in
harmony with all others which these same forms involve, and
will have a relative truth that is equally complete.”

A further justification may be found in the fact that Mr
Spencer, adopting the nebular hypothesis, which regards all
changes as incidents in the cooling of a primordial nebula,
must consider that all changes are resultants of the properties
and relative quantities and positions of its constituent elements,
which are described in treatises of chemistry.

Yet another justification can be drawn from the actual treat-
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ment of the proeesses of biology by Mr. Spencer himself, in
which, starting with the factors from which they are all merely
resultants, he enumerates these as oxygen, hydrogen, nitrogen,
carbon, &e., for internal factors; and heat, light, motion, &c.,
for external factors. It is true that Mr. Speneer does not
explain the cause of the differentiations of the so-called elements
oxygen, hydrogen, &c., and so much the worse for the unification
of knowledge. But heat, light, motion, &e., he professes to be
knowable, like the properties of oxygen, &e., while even the
all-potent “polarities” are merely regulative attractions and
repulsions dependent in some manner upon sizes and shapes.
In fact, it is due to our having definite notions of these that
his science of biological interpretation is at all justifiable in its
very first inception.  As a matter of fact, Mr. Speneer through-
out his works uses the terms Matter, Motion, &ec., in their
ordinary or vulgar meanings. In the ¢Biology” he never
supposes we do not know what hLe means by them, and never
tells us that all he refers to is «, 7, and z: we do ‘'not think he
even once uses these symbols.

We are further justified by a study of Dissolution; for if
we are to reason from aggregates to eonstituents, following Mr.
Spencer, we have to argue the propertics of the atoms of the
so-called elements from what we know of the aggregates; and
the unification of knowledge is not eomplete, aceording to the
requirements of “ First Principles,” p. 548, until this is done.

The definition of ¢ Motion ” is less precise ;¥ indeed, it is so
obscure that it does not seem capable of scientific or logical use.
The conception of Motion involves conceptions of Space, Time,
and Matter. A something (.., Matter) that moves, a series
of positions (z.e., positions relative to other things) occupied in
succession, and a group of constant positions (7.e., of other
things) united in thought with the successive (Ve., relative)
ones—these are the constituents of the idea. Mr. Spencer pro-
ceeds to trace up the conception of Motion to experiences of
Force, but what we require to know is the preeise sense in which
Motion is to be used in the formulas, seientific generalisations,
and logical uses of the book on the Knowable.

* First Principles, p. 168,
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The definition of ¢ Force ” as it is to be used in the book on
the Knowable, as distinguished from its use in the book on the
Unknowable, is still more indefinite and confusing. Surely, as
one of those factors in the formulation of the relations of which
is to be found the unification of knowledge, and which is to be
a constituent in the proposition by which is to be explained all
the processes of the physical and biological sciences, we are en-
titled to look for a precise definition. How otherwise are we
to understand our propositions, or how can they be real and not
pretentious gencralisations of knowledge ?

What do we find? We find ourselves at once plunged into
confusion. Instead of Force being a co-equal factor with two
other factors, making a total of three, the interrelations of whiclt
have to be formulated—it is at once stated to be that from which
Matter and Motion are built up. “Matter and Motion, as we
know them, are differently conditioned manifestations of Force.”
‘We are permitted to know Matter and Motion, the first as
‘“extended and resistant atoms,” having the chemical and
physical properties ascribed to them in scientific treatises; and
we are permitted to know Motion, but scarcely as a factor, only
as a phenomenal result—a relative series of positions; and then
we find that the third factor, Force, is nothing but as mani-
fested in the other two—namely, Matter and Motion—Force
itself being inscrutable. These are the scientific definitions
upon which we are to base our formulas and propositions of the
Knowable, and by which its sequences and relations are to be
explained. This attempt is made to the best of our ability in
our previous work—Lkeeping within the bounds of intelligibility
—and we found it to fail. We attempted to work it out by
means of every intelligible meaning that could he attached to
the terms, and Mr. Spencer’s reply to it is that these were not
the meanings he attached to them, and thinks we were unjust
in attributing such meanings to him. Let him then give us his
own intelligible and precise definitions, and we shall be glad to
do our work over again,

However, to resume the statement of our previous criticism,
we have to remind the reader that, on the failure of the mate-
rialistic explanations, we called his attention to the fact that
although Mr. Spencer stated his intention of including three
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essential factors in his formula, all of which were necessary in
the explanation of things, yet he had omitted the one from
which we had been led to expect the most—namely, the term
“Force.” Here we found (like Mr. Spencer, no doubt) that we
could not include it, and also we found, like him, that it had
no definite meaning. This seemed to show that the unification
of knowledge could not be effected by the aid of this term. At
the same time, we now know from Mr. Spencer that this unifi-
cation can be accomplished by terms of which we do not know
the meaning; and we shall resume the consideration of the
value of this term in this aspect, and of the method of unifi-
cation by means of symbolism, in a special section of this
chapter.

Part IV. of the previous criticism consisted of a study of Mr.
Spencer’s exposition with the view of framing a formula which
should be a general expression of it. Here we found that the most
general characteristic of all processes was to be found not in the
“nouns” but in the  verbs "—not in matter and motion, force
and mind, feeling, &c., but in “integrate,” “ dissipate,” &e. This
would most likely be found to agree with Mr. Spencer’s theory
that knowledge can be unified by a formula expressive of the
most general relations of factors, the factors themselves being
unknowable. This theory is the same as the one just referred
to as unification by means of symbolism, hereafter to be spe-
cially considered. In our previous criticism we framed a formula
in the sense indicated, endeavouring to make the factors inde-
finite and their relations precise. It was as follows : —

“Evolution is integration, during which every existence
passes from an indefinite, incoherent homogeneity, to a definite,
coherent heterogeneity, and during which the activities undergo
a parallel transformation.”

The fault of this formula is that it is not a proposition from
which corollaries can be made, so as to deduce the whole process
of the universe, but a merely outside description of the process.
A second defect lies in the fact that the concomitance of the
dissipation of something else as a correlative of integration would
have to be abandoned. Of course it could be said—

¢ Dissolution is disintegration, during which” the converse

G
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happens ; and it could be added—* Evolution and dissolution
are necessarily concomitant.”

But even then the formula would fail, taken simply as an
universal deseription ; for there are some integrations which do
not seem to have any concomitant dissipations—such as the
integrations of languages, of musie, of biological correspon-
dences in general, of psychological correspondences in general,
or again the integrations of machinery, of trades, of professions,
and of sociology generally.

And _then, in any case, it is only a mode of definition of
words ; it explains the meaning of the words evolution and
dissolution by means of other words, integration and disintegra-
tion ; these in their turn are only varied expressions for combi-
nations and decombinations, which are the very things we wish
to have explained ; and to translate them into the mysterious
words evolution and dissolution is not doing anything at all,
unless they disclose the interdependence of sequences, and the
final dependence upon some original calculable factors. The
only gain is that the word evolution has the meaning of deve-
lopment by gradual natural processes, and we are made to slip
into a theory unawares, notwithstanding the strictly limited
definition of concentration which Mr. Spencer gives to it when
propounding his formula.

It may be, indeed, that the word “ integration” is wmerely
““symbolical,” and represents some process of which we have
no conception ; and, if we attempt to attach to it any definite
meaning, we shall be landed in alternative impossibilities of
thought ; but in every view we take of it, it seems to fail as an
unification of knowledge.

The result of this criticism was to show that any materialistic
and mechanical explanation of the universe was inadequate, and
in these terms is comprised all the properties of the so-called
elements as described in books on chemistry, and all the laws
of the physical relations of bodies, including Polarities, Equili-
brations, Motions, &ec. This was the clear and definite result
of our study. We do not say that Mr. Spencer is antagonistic
to it. Te probably agrees with it. At the same time we assert
that whenever he does attempt explanations, they are all of this




ON THEORIES OF KNOWLEDGE. 99

materialistic and mechanical character. In the surpassingly
interesting study of Diology his constructive process is purely
materialistic, as exhibited in our criticism of his exposition of
the origin of organic matter in our former volume, and in our
examination of the Biology in Chapter V. of the present work.
Therefore we hold, despite Mr. Spencer’s general admissions of its
insufficiency, nevertheless the most important part of his work is
attempted on the lines of materialistic and mechanical explana-
tions, and are open to the eriticisms we have advanced. Does
he, or does he not, formally abandon these materialistic explana-
tions? If he abandons them, his two volumes on * Biology”
go for nothing. If he does not, then let the objections made
be fairly met and replied to in detail.

There are only two modes of escape from this position of
dilemma. One is by adopting a theory of “ symbolism,” which
we have already partially considered, and which is the position
taken up by Mr. Spencer in his reply to our criticism, and which
we shall proceed immediately to consider. The other is by way
of the so-called “ double-aspect” theory, which we shall take
next in order.

§ 2. Considerations leading up to a study of BMr. Spencer’s
position as re-stated by liim in the Appendix to ** First
Lrineiples.”

(«.) On Theories of Knowledye.

The endeavour to accomplish an unification of knowledge
appears to necessitate a theory of knowledge, and this again
implies a theory of the origin of Psychology. We do not wish
to undertake a treatise upon this science; yet it is necessary
to give it some consideration in order to understand what Mr.
Spencer means by the summary of his system of Philosophy,
stated in reply to our former eriticism at page 579 of his “ First
Principles.”

For vur part, we do not see that such a perfect science of
the origin of Psychology is yet possible.  Until the fundamental
relationship of the chemical elements towards consciousness is
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capable of being formulated, we do mnot think that any theory
either of the historic origin of Psychology, as part of one universal
process, or of the Unification of Knowledge, is possible.

Mr. Spencer’s system of Psychology, as regards its genesis
and organic development, is one of chemical and mechanical
origin. It forms part of the processes of his Biology, from
which Feeling as a factor is expressly excluded. In biological
development, as will be shown in Chapter V. of this work, Mr.
Spencer relies entirely upon the properties of certain chemical
elements and of the environment, for the most part expressed
in terms of the laws of motion, equilibration, and polarity.
From these result structure and function of organisms and their
parts.  The theory of the ¢ double-aspect” merely gives a
second or subjective side to events and effects determined by
these meehanieal agencies, without allowing that the processes
are in any way the results of any feeling or consciousness, so
that in a history of origin and development they may be
altogether excluded.

Founded upon this system of Biology, which may be more
fully studied in the chapters referred to, is Mr. Spencer’s system
of Psychology. In his eyes Psychology, regarded historically,
is merely the physiological function of the nervous system.
This system, produced by way of equilibration in response to
forees of the environment, becomes ever more complex and inte-
grated ; and since it is accompanied by a subjective aspect,
emotions, feelings, intelligence, and knowledge become more
organised and integrated at the same time. 'We must confess
we do not see under this system (whatever rough justification
we may find for it in what is called *automatic response” to
environment) how abstract and general ideas and memories can
be localised in structure. But this and many other points of
criticism have to be passed over.

The great principle of the ““Psychology ” is the establishment
of ““correspondences ” between the inner organism and the eom-
plex environment. In pursuance of this process, the nervous
system is differentiated so as to cognise different modes of the
environment : the eye is developed in correspondence with the
ethereal undulations having the subjective aspect of sight and
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the colour sense, &e. ; the ear is formed in response to undula-
tions of the air having the subjective aspect of the seunse of
sound ; and the organs of faste and smell are also similarly
specialised from the rest of the mervous tissue. Why these
different motions or chemical actions should be correlated with
these various subjective affections we do not know, and is
beyond the scope of the mechanical and chemical system under
our consideration.

‘What we particularly wish to point out in this system is the
fact that according to it there is nothing in the organism save
what has been produced in it direetly or indireetly by the
environment, acting in some unknown way upon the chemical
elements of which it consists, such organism being itself, so
to speak, but a part of the external environment in the first
instance. The conclusion we would draw from this is, that
we are able to place full reliance upon the actual experiences
supplied us by our senses. The very organs of sense themselves,
being produeed by the environment, have nothing else to justify
their existence: their presence implies the action of the environ-
ment upon the organism. On this hypothesis knowledge is
found to be fundamentally trustworthy and to be specifically dif-
ferentiated according to the particular modes of action of the
external world upon us. This is direct knowledge, and it con-
sists of a countless number of individual experiences, extending
over every moment of our lives.

But in addition to this direet knowledge, there exists—
whether capable of a physical interpretation or not, and without
considering the question as to whether Feeling is a factor in
organic development—a cognition of these cognitions, a memory
of them, and a discriminating power by which likenesses and
differences are determined, and the order and relations of events
are discerned. What, therefore, results from the exercise of
this faculty within the organism of the race is an interior
growth, and may or may not be a “ correspondence” with
external actualities.

Again, we have to leave out of account the question as to
how these secondary produets are registered in the actual
organism of the brain and nervous system, so as to render
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memory and reasoning functions of some organ. But granted
this, we see how these, not being in direct response to the action
of the environment, may not always be in true correspondence
with it, errors and false notions being the result. The history
of knowledge will then be the history of the endeavours to form
a system of correspondences within this portion of the nervous
system with the vastness and eomplexity of the external world.
In the attempt to grasp this vastnmess and complexity within
the purview of a limited intellect, various devices have been
resorted to, of which the principal ones have been generalisation
and abstraction. General terms have been formed to sum up
groups of objects of which similar predicates can be asserted ;
but in the common and ordinary use of them they have often
been transformed from mere terms of totality into unitative
general existences expressed in the singular, though they have
evidently come at last to be regarded as actual individual entities;
and thus a mere idea becomes objectivised, and treated of as if
it actually existed in the environment. The same thing has hap-
pened with abstractions. The attributes of bodies, being shared
more or less by other bodies, could be spoken of in the same
terms ; and the effect produced upon the consciousness by simi-
larities of action came for convenience to be spoken of by the same
word. These abstractions being named in the singular number,
assumed the character of individual existences, and being thus
objectivised, played a part in thought as if they had an indi-
vidual objective existence in the surrounding universe. These
objectivised generals and abstractions becoming thus objects
of thought, have played an important part in philosophy and
speculation, giving rise to much error and confusion. Witness
how difficult it is to learn that there is no objectivity answering
to the terms Time and Space—that Matter and Motion have no
existence as generals modified into particular modes. This is
a hard lesson.

But, on the other hand, the intellect has the power to learn
this lesson, and to correct error and confusion by a recourse to
actual contact with the environment, and a reconstitution of
the internal mental organism. It is able in the development of
a race to move miore and more towards establishing a system of
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internal correspondences in aeeord with the system of external
eorrespondences. It is able, in the first place, to discern
Detween the nature of the external aetion and the nature of the
resulting subjective feeling. It ean state the differences of
colour in terms of refleeted ethereal undulations, and thus
separate the objective action from the sensational result. The
same process takes place with respeet to the differences of
sound. We distinguish between the subjective sensations and
the objective undulations of the air. The probability is that
we shall also be able eventually to diseern the varied ehemical
action of substances upon the organs of the mouth and nose, and
thus objectively to describe the differenees of taste and smell.

Hereupon arises the question how we know things. Do we
know them as they are in themselves, or only as they appear
to us and affect us? Is knowledge aetual or phenomenal ?

It must be granted at onee that fundamental knowledge
is only of the modes by which outward bodies affeet us. It will
be true, then, to say that all knowledge is phenomenal ; and it
therefore follows that we can have no absolute knowledge ; and
again, that we cannot know things in themselves or out of
relation to us.

In such statements there is a great mixture of truth and
error. It appears to us that in a great many philosophical
studies at the present time we should eommence our thinking
de novo. It has been usual to enter upon philosophieal study
in continuanee of previous theories. Thus the old questions
remain and the old eontroversies continue to be beaten out.
But during the last twenty-five years science has made such
immense progress, more particularly in the abstruse studies of
light, heat, moleeular physics, and the relations of the energies
of nature, that the whole groundwork of thought is changed.
Moreover, the doctrine of development, and more particularly of
biological evolution, has eompletely ehanged the nature of the
problems to be solved and the modes of solving them. These,
taken together, eonstitute no less than a revolution in philo-
sophic thought; and it seems to us that to pursue the new
studies weighted with the old ideas is a very eumbrous method
of proeedure. Itis best to bid good-bye for a while to Berkeley,
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Hume, Kant, and the others, though coming back to them
respectfully afterwards, it may be, to correct and compare.
Even Mill—one of the most clear and satisfactory of writers—
since he wrote anterior to this revolution of thought, is now
in some respects out of date.

Mr. Mill's favourite object of study is an orange. TIet us
take it and ask ourselves what we know of it. In the first
place, we know that it is yellow and has a reeognisable odour
and flavour. It affects the senses of sight, smell, and taste. In
the next place, it has shape, size, and relative position. In the
third place, it has weight or attraction towards the centre of
the earth.

Various questions have arisen as to what we know of this
orange. Do we only know it as it affects our senses, or do we
know it as it is in itself? Is the orange yellow, seented, and
sweet or acid in itself, or has it only the properties of affecting
sentient beings in such a manner as to produce in them these
feelings? It has been decided that colour, taste, and smell are
not properties of the objeet, but affections of the senses produced
by the objeet. The orange is not yellow, odorous, nor sapid
to the table npon which it lies. Science has penetrated the
seeret of eolour, and is able to assign a physieal explanation to
the various colours. The length of a wave of red light is

Red, J . 3 L 33350 Of an inch.
bl

Yellow, . . . g TI00T  » 5

-

Violet, . 4 3 : 3TE00 A

So, speaking of yellow, we mean objectively waves of 114 of
an inch and the rate of impingement on the retina of the eye ;
or subjectively the feeling produced by these motions upon a
sentient being fitted to ecognise them. So again sound has been
explained as undulations of air. Secience has not yet been
able in a similar manner to formulate tastes and odours, but
there is every reason to suppose that this will be accomplished
some day. 'When it has been done, then, in a similar manner,
each taste and smell will have a physical explanation and a
subjective accompaniment, the correlation of the subjective and
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the objective aspect, however, remaining as yet beyond prospect
of explanation,

The conclusion drawn from this dependence upon the senses
for knowledge has been that all knowledge is phenomenal, and
cannot be freed from the subjective aspect attached to every
cognisanee of objectivities. The further conclusion has followed,
that we cannot know things in themselves.

Another mode of stating this conclusion is, that all knowledge
is relative, and that we cannot know things absolutely or as
they exist independently of the cogniser. The discussion of

‘these theories has been very subtle, and when it has been

complicated by the recognition of objectivised abstractions as
amongst the things-in-themselves whieh have been considered,
has led to labyrinthine verbiage.

We desire to study the question whether, granting all know-
ledge to be relative or phenomenal, we are nevertheless able to
understand and know the objective world in the relations of
things to one another independent of consciousness? Whether
there is not within conseiousness a fundamental fact which
corresponds with the fundamental fact of the environment by
whieh the history of the objeetive universe anterior to the
emergence of consciousness can be understood, and by which
the present objective universe can be understood as it acts
within itself independent of the observant consciousness, and
which constitutes it an independent active external world, and
not mere phantasmagoria of the mind ?

Let us return to our orange and ask what it is in itself?
Well, it is not a thing-in-itself at all ; it is an aggregate,—it is
composed of a certain number of atoms of certain of the
chemical elements. We have already considered the question
what these are in themselves, and the orange is but a eertain
combination of them.

Moreover, the orange does not exist by itself ; it has relations
to the objects around it, not merely of relative position, but of
aetual force. It presses upon the table on which it rests,—
it will weigh down one side of a balance,—it will break an
msufficient support.  Nothing exists by itself, and therefore
nothing can be studied in itself.
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We are accordingly forced, with whatever objeet we start, to
a eonsideration of the ehemical elements; and these we have
already found to be merely bundles of properties in relation to
eaeh other.

The question whether tlese properties are the actual re-
lationships of things amongst themselves, and whether our
knowledge of them is affected by our subjective consciousness,
as is the ease with the effects of external actions of objeets
upon our senses of colour, taste, and smell, is a very inter-
esting one. The fact that there is no colour, no light or
dark, no sound, no taste, no smell, in the objective universe
is difficult for any sentient being to realise; and when it is
realised, it acts with such impressive force, and affects such a vast
extent of knowledge, that an universal seepticism sets in, and
everything seems to be unreal. The question suggests itself,
Is the cognition of the universe as reconstituted of differential
relative attractions, resistances, modes and rates of motion,
shapes, sizes, &c., &e., only known to us relatively to our senses, or
do these factors indeed form a cosmos interacting thus indepen-
dently of our senses, yet truly cognisable by us? Is there a com-
mon ground upon whieh the objective and the subjective meet ?

Science so far seems to say Yes; and although we cannot say
that we know a thing (.e., a chemical element) in itself, we can
know things amongst themselves, expressible in terms of attrac-
tion, resistanece, repulsion, shape, size, modes and rates of motion.

Philosophy in the hands of Mr. Spencer eorroborates this
view, as we see in Part VIL of the “Psychology.” This part
is valuable in its mode as well as in its results. It is a vindi-
cation of reason as overriding the reliability or non-reliability
of the senses, and indeed is a vindieation and rectification of
the senses themselves.

‘We hold that those properties of objects which are known to
us by attractions or resistanees in relation to our museular sense
are known to us as they are amongst themselves, or rather as
they are to that material portion of ourselves which forms our
physical frame ; and that all the senses of colour, sound, &e.,
are interpretable in terms of relations of resistance; that onr
bodies and the external world possess a eommunity of attri-
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butes which gives us a knowledge of the relations of things
amongst one another—a knowledge not of nature, but only of
relation—not of original properties, so as to afford knowledge
of actions and sequences, but of the general nature of objective
relationships, independent of subjective impressions.

We can understand by processes of reasoning that the re-
lations of external objects to ourselves through the organs of
sicht and hearing are relations of muscular resistance; and
although the nature of the action of odorous and sapid bodies
upon the organs of the nose and mouth is not yet under-
stood, yet in the end, no doubt, it will receive a similar
explanation. Mr. Spencer himself argues that this impression
of resistance is the mother-tongue of thought, into which all
language has to be translated. If he had said attraction and
resistance, it would have been a more perfect statement.

Thus we find a physical history long anterior to ourselves, of
which we can take cognisance. Natural operations of physics,
chemistry, &e., which we can cognise, although not witnesses
of their occurrence; chemical processes which from their
minuteness or gaseous invisibility we cannot perceive ; operations
of physical forces which escape our senses ;—all these we can
ideally grasp, although beyond sentiency, by means of the intel-
lectual imagination, which, abjuring all feelings but those of
attraction and resistance and their derivatives, is able to inter-
pret all the present in these terms, and picture all the past.

So also we have sciences called abstract or exact, which are
universal in their application and precise in their statement,
because they are general truths of these all-comstituent factors
of the cosmos. We refer to mechanies, geometry, and mathe-
matics. These are sciences of the universal relations of things
amongst themselves, cognisable in the first instance by those
primordial feelings of attraction and resistance of which we
have spoken. They consist of the knowledge of relations of
shape, size, attraction, resistance, and aggregation: into these,
in all probability, all physical knowledge will ultimately be
resolved. Here we have a knowledge of “things amongst
themselves ” independent of the superficial senses.

IIence it will be found that while we hold all knowledge
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to be relative, yet sinee we are part of the objective, we can
understand the interrelations of things amongst themselves
independent of sentiemey; that in this sense we ean lLave
absolute knowledge; but that this absolute knowledge is also in
a sense relative knowledge ; that knowledge is only partly pheno-
menal in respect of the superfieial senses ; that there is a common
ground on which the phenomenal and the absolute meet, namely,
in the fundamental sense of museular resistance. This is the
same as Mr. Spencer’s teaching that all terms have to be tran-
slated in the end into terms of the feeling we call resistance.

This language may seem paradoxical ; but that only shows the
neeessity for repudiating a good deal of the old language which
has been used in Philosophy, and indicates why there is so much
diseussion about terms, and so much misunderstanding. If
‘“absolute ” means non-relative, there is no absolute knowledge.
If ““absolute ” means knowledge of things amongst themselves
independently of sentieney, there ean be no knowledge without
a sentient being eapable of knowing; but yet sentient beings
having fundamental experiences of the bodies with which they
are eorrelated ean have such a knowledge of things amongst
themselves. If ‘“absolute” means knowledge of things in
themselves, since objeets only exist in relation, we eannot
know each object individually in itself. All knowledge is
Relative in the double sense of being the relation of things to
the knower; and of being econcerned with objeets interrelated
to each other. In a sense all knowledge is phenomenal ; but
in respeet of the expression of knowledge in terms of attraction,
resistance, shape, size, &e., it is a real knowledge of the aetual
relations of things amongst themselves.

Our general eonclusion is, then, that in so far as our know-
ledge consists of colours, light and shade, sounds, smells, odours,
it is phenomenal, and does not represent objectivities, exeept in
so far as they are the special effects wrought by the attractions,
repulsions, and motions of objectivities upon the senses, but
that these objective actions are not represented by the subjeetive
terms, which terms are only applicable to the feelings of the
receptive sentient organism.

Again, we hold that we do not know things in themselves,
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but that we only know the chemical elements as bundles of
properties in relation to each other, aggregated into simple and
complex objects calted things, which things are related to each
other as results of their constituents and their interrelations;
that we are therefore capable of forming a science of things
amongst themselves independent of sense, anterior to and sub-
sequent to the existence of sentient organisms, which science
can be expressed in terms of attraction, repulsion, resistance,
shape, size, modes and rates of motion.

So far we have treated only of objective science. As regards
subjective knowledge, the knowledge of emotions, thoughts,
ideas, and feelings generally, we are not prepared to treat. Nor
are we in a position to speak of the interrelation and mutual
dependence of subjective and objective. It is still an open
question in our mind how far each is a factor in any action of
an organism, and the question remains over for future study.

As regards the study of “things among themselves,” it may
be divided as follows :—

Primary—

Attractions.
Resistances or Repulsions
Derivative—
¢. Relations of Space :
Size, Shape, Distance, Position, Aggregation.
0. Relations of Time :
Co-existence, Succession.

These may all be regarded as fundamental knowledge, in
terms “of which all objective knowledge may be expressed ; and
if Fecling is not a factor in biological development, then the
history of biological development, as of all other developments,
may be described in these terms, and its causes and conditions
can all be contained within these terms. And inasmuch as the
subjective aspect of these terms corresponds with the actual
interrelationships of external, present, and anterior existences,
the knowledge so expressed is not only phenomenal and relative,
but is also—obliterating the word “absolute” from all future
philosophic use—a true picture of the history of things amongst
themselves independent of subjective cognisability.
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(b.) Digression : being an Erxamination of the Second Chapter
of Mill's « Examination of Sir W. Hamiltow’s Plilosophy,”
entitled ““ The Relativity of Human Kuowledge.”

The doctrine of the Relativity of Knowledge is variously
accepted by different philosophers. We might understand
it, as—

“All our knowledge is relative to us, inasmuch as it is we
that know it ;” or,

“We can only know what we have the power of knowing.”

But these, Mr. Mill says, are trivialities, insignificant truisms,
which no one ever did or could call in question, and which
apparently are of no value when expressed.

Again, there is an acceptation of the doctrine in which it
means that we only know anything by knowing it as dis-
tinguished from something else ; that all consciousness is of
difference. DBut this view, although valuable, may be put aside
as not appropriate to our present purpose.

“All language,” says Mr. Mill,* “recognises a distinction
between myself, the Ego, and a world either material or spiritual,
or both, external to me, but of which I can, in some mode or
measure, take cognisance. The most fundamental questions in
Philosophy are those which seek to determine what we are able
to know of these external objects, and by what evidence we
know it.” '

Mr. Mill then proceeds to take an object—an orange—and
study what we know of it. 'We have already given our study
of it. The conclusion which he comes to is this t—

“ When thus analysed, it is affirmed that all the attributes
which we ascribe to objects consist in their having the power
of exciting one or another variety of sensation in our minds;
that to us the properties of an object have this and no other
meaning ; that an object is to us nothing else than that which
affects our senses in a certain manner; that we are incapable of
attaching to the word ¢ object’ any other meaning. . . . This is
the doctrine of the Relativity of Knowledge in the simplest,

* Mill on Hamilton, p. 6, second paragraph.
+ Ibid., p. 7, bottom,
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purest, and, as I think, the most proper acceptation of the
words.”

Mr. Mill then goes on to consider two forms of this doctrine.

Before proceeding with them, let us remark upon the ex-
ceedingly narrow view of the subject as taken by Mr. Mill, as,
indeed, by most metaphysicians. The circumstance that always
strikes the reader is the absence of reference to the general
results of science and of large scientific generalisations. Mr.
Mill says, ““ Let us take an objeet.”  This object is not considered
as an aggregate of chemical elements, but as “an object,” an
individual existence.

Again, most metaphysicians, as in this case, content them-
selves with a statical view of an object. They do not take
objects in visible action or sensible relation to each other, but
take a single object, as Mr. Spencer does the piano. They
isolate one aggregate, and then study it as far as possible stati-
cally ; whereas dynamics is the great natural study. Mr. Mill
says nothing about light and the undulatory motions which
impinge upon the cye, nor about the chemical action of the
material particles which affect the nose and the mouth. Nor
does he speak of the attraction of the orange to the centre of
the earth, nor of the resistance of the table upon which it rests.

3y some philosophers it is held, he says, ¢ that the attributes
which we ascribe to objects consist in their having the power
of exciting one or another variety of sensation i our minds ;
that fo us the properties of an object have this and no other
meaning ; that an object is fo us nothing else thian that which
affects our senses in a certain manner.”

In considering this, we are not disposed to deny that objects
are fo us as stated when they are in actual relation with our
senses, and when we take them in both their subjective and
ohjective aspeets. - In such a case an orange is yellow, odorous,
and sapid. Suppose, again, a heavy object falls upon it and
crushes it, aud the juice stains the white eloth of the table.
The objects are still Zo us as they affect us, and our knowledge
of them is as our senses inform us. The study is correct as far
as it goes, but it does not go far enough ; it does not recognise
the relations between the aggregate called an orange, and the
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falling object, the table, and the tablecloth. These objects have
relations amongst themselves. To one another they are not
coloured, sapid, or odorous, nor do they hear the noise of the
catastrophe ; but they have relations of attraction and resistance,
of shape, size, relative position, and consequent change, as well
as (in the case of the stained tablecloth) of chemical or molecular
combination. All these changes take place quite independently
of the sentient onlooker, and are capable of being expressed in
terms non-connotative of sentiency. Yet Mr. Mill says that the
only properties of an object are its powers of exciting in us certain
sensations. Certainly he limits the assertion in respect as they
are cognisable “fo us,” but then these are not all the proper-
ties of objects, but only their properties in regard to us. They
have properties in regard to one another ; they interact inde-
pendently of our volition ; their laws are not laws of thought.
The different sciences are studies of external processes, not laws
of mental associations. We interfere volitionally, but only in the
application of external powers, and our mental associations are
produced by actual external associations of independent objects.
‘We follow, we do not lead.

Mr. Mill then goes on to describe the most extreme form of
the doctrine of the relativity of knowledge as held by the
Idealists and Sceptics, including Berkeley and Hume and all
their followers, which schools we are inclined to think should
now, for reasons previously stated, be reckoned out of date.

This, however, is far from being the shape in which the
doctrine is usually held. To most of those who hold it, the
difference between the Ego and the Non-ego is not one of
language only, nor a formal distinction between two aspects of
the same reality, but denotes two realities, each self-existent,
and neither dependent on the other. They believe that there is
a real universe of “things-in-themselves,” and that whenever
there is an impression on our senses, there is a ‘thing-in-
itself ” which is behind the phenomenon and is the cause of it.
But as to what the thing <s “in itself,” we, having no organ
except our senses for communicating with if, can only know
what our senses tell us; and as they tell us nothing except
the impression which the thing makes upon us, we do not
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know what it is ¢n dfself at all. It is supposed that it must
be something ¢n tself. External things exist and have an
inmost nature, but their inmost nature is inaccessible to our
faculties. We know it not, and can assert nothing of it with
a meaning. But the representations generated in our minds
by the aetion of the things themselves, these we may know,
and these are all.that we can know respeeting them. Let
us take for consideration, for example, the chemical element
oxygen and the chemical element iron. We know all about
the properties of these substances. The properties are two-
fold: firstly, their objective relation to the other elements,
to the earth, and the rest of the physical universe; and,
secondly, their relations to our subjectivity. The whole of
their properties are relations with other things. Out of this
relationship we do not know them at all. All that we know
of them is that they are bundles of properties, and these proper-
ties are relationships. "We also know that such of these proper-
ties as are cognised by the superficial senses are explainable by
the fundamental senses, and can be set down in mathematical and
chemical formule. It may be argued there must be something
whieh differentiates the substratum or nexus whieh holds these
various distinguishing properties of oxygen and iron together,
and which constitutes oxygen and iron in themselves. If so,
let those who argue for it make what practical use they can of
it. It does not eoneern us until these elements can be decom-
posed and we add to our actual knowledge. It seems strange
to us that when philosophers have once deeided that this kind
of knowledge is inacecessible to us, there should be so much
discussion about it. Why not let it drop altogether? It is
unwise to discuss things in themselves too much, for men may
talk about them till they believe in them.

It is in the form just considered that the doctrine of the
Relativity of Knowledge is held by the greater number of those
who profess to hold it, attaching any definite idea to the term.
A great deal of importance has been attached to the doetrine,
but we are inclined to think its importance has been over-
estimated. It seems to have merely a negative value in shutting

out useless discussion as to the ultimate causes of plhysical and
i
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subjective processes, and to be useful principally in causing us
to limit our attention to the actual sequences in nature, and
to confine our explanations, so far as they will go, within the
bounds of the knowable ; and if they will not go far enough, to
let them remain incomplete. As a doctrine of positive value,
we think that logically it is deceptive ; for if an orange is known
to us only relatively, it is yellow ; whereas we know that it is
not—in itself—yellow. The impression yellow is a subjective
fact—an incident in the relativity of knowledge, and not a pro-
perty of the orange in respect of non-sentient physical bodies.
This falsifying influence of the relativity of knowledge is
shown in that form of the doctrine next explained by Mr. Mill.
This is the form in which it is held by Kant and his followers.
Beyond the immediate sensations and their unknown outward
cause it is held that the mind adds something of its own.
These additional elements do not belong to the objects them-
selves, but to our perceptions and econceptions of them. The
attributes of filling Space and occupying a portion of Time
result from the nature of mind itself, which is so constituted
that it cannot take any impressions from objects except in
those particular modes. Time and Space are only modes of
our perceptions, not modes of existence. These and others
are not properties of the things, but of our mode of conceiving
them.

Merely referring by the way to our belief that Space and
Time are relations of “ distance between ” and contemporaneous
or successive action, which are experiences of objective relations,
we observe that, firstly, they have no existences as objective

entities ; and, secondly, as Mr. Spencer has pointed out, if they

are forms of thought, it is because they are correspondences

with universal objectivities. The universality of the experience |

has evolved the fundamental thought. The fundamental facts
of physical interrelations named attraction and resistance, and
their derivative relationships, correspond with that universal
language of the feeling of resistance to which Mr. Spencer refers;
and if we are obliged by the laws of our mentality to conceive
of objects as thus and thus, it is owing to the laws of biological
evolution, by which the actual universality of these external
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facts is registered organically in the physical constitution of
the race as the primordial ¢ correspondence ” between organism
and environment.

A modification of the doctrine is that by which it is held
that Place, Extension, Substance, Cause, and the rest, are con-
ceptions put together out of ideas of sensation by the known
laws of association. It is not stated whether this ¢ putting
together” is done by the individual or the race, but probably it was
supposed to be done by the individual, as the doctrine is ante-
Darwinian. The fact of placing the origin of these notions in
the laws of mental association without going farther, and assign-
ing an exterior cause in the direct relations of things amongst
themselves, should be sufficient to condemn it under the new
philosophy. The doctrine of the association of ideas depends
upon the association of the things which they represent, and has
been produced by them.

Mr. Mill proceeds to say that the Relativity of Knowledge
means the inaccessibility to our faculties of any other knowledge
of things than that of the impressions they produce on our
mental consciousness. We have already shown that even the
impressions produced upon our mental consciousness are not
knowledge, such as the yellowness of the orange, the rising and
setting of the sun, &. These impressions have to be rectified
by reason. On the other hand, we maintain that some of the
impressions produced upon our mental consciousness are true
notions of the properties of things amongst themselves, and in
this respect differ from the impressions produced through the
superficial senses. If the doctrine of relativity has any value
at all, it is in the validification of the existence of a true rela-
tion between the knower and the known, and in giving us
confidence in the reasoned results of this relation, as against
the sceptical results of a mere phenomenalism.

Again, Mr. Mill remarks: It is obvious that what has been
said respecting the unknowableness of Things ¢in Themselves’
forms no obstacle to our ascribing attributes or properties to
them, provided these are always conceived as relative to us.”
On this we remark that, clearly, if all knowledge be a rela-
tion between an action of things-amongst-one-another and a
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knower, all knowledge must be conceived as described ; but inas-
much as no action takes place except between two or more things,
there must be a relation between these things of which we be-
come cognisant. The generalisation of these relationships is the
triumphs of modern science. Mr. Mill proceeds: “If a thing
produces effects of which our sight, hearing, or touch can take
cognisance, it follows, and indeed is but the same statement in
other words, that the thing has power to produce these effects.
The various powers are its properties, and of such, an indefinite
multitude is open to our knowledge. DBut this knowledge is
merely phenomenal. The object is known to us only in one
special relation, namely, as that which produces, or is capable
of producing, certain impressions on our senses ; and all that we
really know is these impressions.” On this we would remark,
that a thing never produces effects by itself, but only in relation
to other things, and that the only things to which the word
“thing” can be philosophically applied are the atoms of the
chemical elements; all other objects are merely aggregates of
them in relation. The question is, are their powers or proper-
ties in relation to one another, or only to us? ‘We do not see
how it can be supposed to be otherwise than the former.
Then the question arises, can we know what these relations
are; as, for instance, when we speak of chemical affinities?
We certainly do, as they are set forth in books on chemistry,
although we do not know the nature of these affinities.
Now, if this is all that is meant by saying that all knowledge
is phenomenal, and that we do not know the inmost motive
and essence of the things—oxygen, hydrogen, &c.—then all
knowledge is phenomenal, but it is none the less actual
knowledge. Reason is still at liberty to penetrate as far as
it can into the constitution of these'elementary substances,
and we need not even despair of acquiring that knowledge
which would explain and account for all the phenomena which
the thing exhibits to us in relation to other things, notwith-
standing that, when so discovered, the new truth would also be
relative to us, the knowers, and more might remain behind.
They would then become known modes of Being. Mr. Mill
adds: “ We might invent new names for the unknown modes ;
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but the new names would have no more meaning than the z, 7,
and z, of algebra.” He might have added,  or apply old ones.”

The question is to what the term “ knowledge ” is applicable.
Is chemistry a body of knowledge, or mechanics, or the other
sciences? Apparently so, for in practical life there are immense
and widespread organisations for teaching them. The question
whether such knowledge is to be called phenomenal or absolute
is of little importance.

(c.) On Conceptions.

Conceptions are mental representations of experiences relating
to the subjective purely, or mediately to the objective. We
have only to consider the latter for our present purposes. Con-
ceptions differ greatly in their character. They may be very
simple, as that of an individual simple object, such as my tea-
cup; or they may be rather more complex, as that of my watch.
In fact, it may be doubted if I have a clear conception of my
wateh, as T have of my tea-cup. I have never thoroughly exa-
mined my watch, so as to understand its construction. I have
a very indefinite knowledge of the relations of its springs, wheels,
and check actions. So that complexity is very often accom-
panied hy indefiniteniess of conception. Here we find another
characteristic of conceptions in that they vary in definiteness.

A very important distinction between conceptions is whether
they are of individual objects or of a class of similar objects.
I have a distinet conception of my dog, but when I speak of
dogs, the conception 1 have is very indistinct on account of
the great variety of breeds. So that in this respect also we
have definite and indefinite conceptions.

Again, with regard to objects of great'magnitude, the intellect
fails to grasp them, more particularly if they are at the same
time complex in their contents. The mind is able to form but
a very uncertain and changeful concept.

Once more, if we go beyond those agaregates of things called
objects and consider their mutual actions, we again are able to
form but very imperfect conceptions. If I say, “I bought a
dog,” the conception produced in the mind of the hearer is of a
very indefinite character. He has his conception of me, he has
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a conception of a dog, but not of the particular dog which was
purchased ; and he has a conception of “ buying,” but not of
this particular transaction. Yet he has in result received some
specific information, and notwithstanding the want of all this
definiteness of conception, he knows that an event has taken
place, and is able to estimate the import and essential character
intended to be conveyed by the words employed.

The.consideration of conceptions always leads to a considera-
tion of the words which are employed to denote them, and by
which we are able to make our thoughts and wishes known to
one another. Words differ from conceptions in being, instead
of mental representations of objects, only the marks or symbols,
verbal or written, by which those mental representations are
denoted. They are a system of symbolisation.

‘We have already called attention to the fact that the inter-
course of the mind with the objective universe is simply between
the individual concretes and the individual mind; and that
whatever thereafter ensues is a mental process merely. In this
manner we justified the original experiences, and claimed the
right to rectify the working of the subsequent inner growth.
‘We required that the error of using mere terms of totality
as generals having an unitative objective existence should be
rectified, as has often previously been urged.

‘We have now to consider another class of so-called conceptions,
namely, those known as abstract. These are altogether bad,
and, like ill weeds, grow apace. They arise from a comparison of
similars. 'We experience similar effects, such as that of the sen-
sation red, and form a conception of redness ; and then the mind
having formed a noun, straightwayimagines an objective existence
answering to it. These are called objectivised abstractions, and
represent no concrete existences whatever. On this subject,
also, we have already had occasion to remark.

The difficulty arises in this way. In order to cope with the
vast numbers, bulk, variety, and complexity of individual ex-
periences, and with the vast results of scientific investigation,
the mind is obliged, in the first place, to form indefinite concep-
tions, to generalise, and to abstract, and then to express itself
with respect to such conceptions in words of still more indefinite
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and variable meaning on aeeount of the rough and imperfeet,
changeable and individual imports of the terms employed.
This evil is so great that except by the greatest eare men do
not clearly understand one another when they go beyond very
simple and concrete language.

The object of this sub-section is to lead up to a considera-
tion of Mr. Spencer’s theory of symbolism, and the question is,
Are conceptions symbols? A symbol, according to Webster’s
Dictionary, is a sign by which one knows or infers a thing.
Now we cannot make out that a conception is a sign at all
Symbols are accepted signs between two or more people for the
purpose of indicating what conceptions are desired to be under-
stood—eonceptions themselves being the mental representation
of external objects or events, definite or indefinite, simple or
eomplex, perfect or incomplete, coincident or non-coincident, or
however they may exist in the minds of each. Of these the
words are symbols.  Mr. Spencer maintains that conceptions
or some classes of them are symbols. Now the merit of a
symbol is in proportion to its definiteness, but conceptions,
according to Mr. Spencer, are symbolic proportionately to their
indefiniteness. In proportion as our conceptions of a thing are
obscure, indefinite, and incomplete, do they become symbolic ;
so that in the end the most obscure, indefinite, and incom-
plete conception is the most symbolic. He goes on further to
hold, that only when the most symbolical, and therefore the
most indefinite, obscure, and ineomplete eonceptions are reached,
are we able to propound philosophical formulas which shall
unify knowledge, and make clear the order of the universe.

Mr. Spencer does not call all conceptions symbolic, only those
which are obscure, indefinite, and incomplete—those which the
mind fails fully and completely to picture to itself, as, for
instance, “The World.” Now the symbol here is the word,
written or spoken, “ World.” This word is the sign or symbol
by which we make known to one another the subject of our dis-
course. It calls up to our minds, when we are asked to think
about it without a limiting context, a number of indefinite,
varying, complex, and ineomplete coneeptions, which in any
two minds are not likely wholly to coincide. Dut again, if we
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are asked to limit our conception to that of the earth as a
member of the solar system, or by itself as a sphere variously
exhibiting oceans and continents, or again merely as an oblate
spheroid of certain dimensions—it is held that since we are
unable to form a representation of it in our minds commen-
surate with the object, our conception, in proportion to our
inability so to realise it, is symbolic. "Well, philosophers are
entitled to use words as they please, but we fail to see the
utility of thus transferring the signification of a written or
verbal sign to a conception. Suppose we call the conception
of the earth as a planet a symbolic conception, it does not
in the least alter the value of the word or of the conception—
it does not add to our notion of the earth, nor vary the value
of any proposition in which it occurs. In the same way the
notion of a watch is symbolie, as are the conceptions of all
animals and vegetables—as are, indeed, the conceptions of all
the chemical elements. There are no conceptions, or very few,
that are not symbolic. The only use of the suggestion is, so to
speak, a misuse of it, as leading us to suppose that those abstract
and general conceptions which are most symbolic in respect of
their indefiniteness have a value for logical purposes which
they really do not possess.

These are the conceptions symbolised by the terms Matter,
Motion, Force, Space, Time, &e., with perhaps Integration,
Polarity, and Equilibration. As these are very obscure, indefi-
nite, incomplete, if not indeed unpicturable conceptions, it is
held that they are symbolical. 'We have already shown these
terms to be the expression of some general laws of relationship
of the chemical elements, which are themselves only bundles of
properties in relation to each other. They are not entities at
all, nor factors ; as such they have no existence ; they are mere
abstractions—fictions of the imagination. The mind has no
conceptions of abstractions and generals; the terms, as thus
used, only connote concrete experiences of the relationships of
the chemical elements, and are only of value in proportion as
they are representations of those relationships, and are only
useful in logic in their power of expressing large classes of
individual facts or events.
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We do not need to enforce our position by a consideration of
the import of each of the terms referred to at the commence-
ment of the last paragraph. We are not engaged in writing
a treatise on logic, and donot wish to say more than is suffi-
cient for the purposes of this particular criticism. We charac-
terise the term Matter as a term of totality including all the
chemical elements in the universe, and therefore as a general
concrete term of particular meaning in any proposition as
specifically defined or as indicated by the context. As a con-
ception, we hold that we have no conception of it otherwise
than in response to some one of the meanings just indicated,
namely, either as a conception of the sum-total of the chemical
elements in the universe, or in the solar system, or in the world;
or as a conception of each unit, or all units, in relation to each
other in terms of attraction and resistance; or as a conception
of resistance only ; or as resistance in relation to our muscular
energy, &c.  And if it be urged that these are imperfect con-
ceptions, and that the facts transcend the conceptive powers of
the mind, so be it. But again, if it is held that nevertheless
we can grasp the scientific value of them, and by regarding our
conceptions as symbols, can reason about them with intelligence
and scientific security, again well and good ; but it must be on
the understanding that we can comprehend with definiteness
what we are talking about. Granted the chemical clements, we
have merely to classify their properties of attraction, resistance,
position, aggregation, cohesion, affinity, polarity, equilibration,
&c., and with these concrete applications we can go far in
scientific generalisation ; but we can make no progress whatever
when we quit the concrete reference.

(d.) Mr. Spencer’s Scheme as Re-stated in his Appendiz
to ““ First Principles.”’

‘We are now in a position to judge of Mr. Spencer’s scheme
for the unification of knowledge as re-stated by him in reply to
our criticism. It is to be effected indeed by the terms Matter,
Motion, and Force, but Mr. Spencer repudiates as insufficient
for his purpose any of the specific or general concrete meanings
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of these words—notwithstanding that in various places, and
more especially in the ““Biology,” the attempts actually made to
work out the processes of the universe are from the concrete
factors of the chemical elements in response to a concrete en-
vironment. The terms referred to are to be taken as *symbols ”
standing for symbolic concepts, and they are symbolic concepts,
not because, like the term “The World,” they can take their
places in a proposition in some definite and limited meaning
as representative of a concrete reality understood but not
fully and perfectly conceived by the mind ; but because they
neither represent any such concrete reality, nor are capable
of having any definite meaning, so as to be of any intelligible
value in a proposition or in processes of reasoning. They
are of the class of symbolic concepts which are symbolic
not on account of vastness of number or bulk, but because
they are obscure, ~Whereas the term “The World” has a
concrete value in any of its meanings, notwithstanding our
inability to form an adequate conception of it; the terms
Matter, Motion, and Force are abstractions, and the fact that
the mind fails to make any conception of them, does not put
them wpon the same footing as those other symbolic concepts
which can have a value in a process of reasoning. As abstrac-
tions, they can have no place as factors in the actual universe,
and can have no value as symbolic concepts. They can only
be of value as symbolic concepts when they represent sum-
totals of concrete experiences, expressing the general facts of
the actual individual relationships of the objective world.

Now it is evident that the unification of knowledge,
taken as the understanding of the sequences of the cosmos
from the interrelations of original factors, requires that we
should know these original interrelations, and is not to be
effected by means of our want of knowledge of them, no
matter what artifice of symbolism we may resort to. It will
be observed that we speak of a knowledge of the inferrelations
and not of the nature of these original factors; for, as already
observed in sub-section (a), the knowledge of the interrelations
or properties of things is a knowledge of things amongst them-
selves, and it is futile to look beyond these.
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‘We therefore come to the conclusion that if Mr. Spencer has
framed his system on a scheme of terms which are symbols
of symbolic conceptions, and symbolic because of our mental
incapacity to grasp their meaning, he empties out of his
scheme every vestige of intelligibility, and gives us only pale
ghosts of thoughts in a shadowy world.

But in actual practice we find that this method is only used
to fill up the blanks in a scheme mainly worked out by means
of concrete factors. Whenever and wherever the processes are
actually or presumably capable of definite explanation, that
course has been pursued (as mainly in the “ Biology ”), but where
this plan has been found inefficient, we have been put off
with the other shadowy and intangible method.

This is the more easy because the two methods are pursued
under the same guise. We have already seen that the set of
terms employed by Mr. Spencer is used by him in the two
senses. Matter, and Motion, and Force, while correctly meaning
the sum totals of certain contained definite meanings, are also
employed to represent impossible abstractions and still more im-
possible symbolic conceptions. By this inclusion of the definite
and the incomprehensible in a single set of terms, we are pre-
pared to attack a universe which is partly known and partly
unknowable, and somehow or another surely we have unified
knowledge !

It is true that whenever we venture upon a definite statement
of doctrine, such as the universal concomitancy of the concentra-
tion of Matter with the dissipation or transference of Motion,
it is difficult to keep to it as soon as we come to changes where
the Motion is retained or locked up, and to changes which are
not concentration of Matter nor dissipation of Motion, such as
the integrations of language and the psychical correspondences
generally ; but then, when we begin to reflect that Matter, and
Motion, and Force are only symbolic conceptions, and that by
attaching definite meanings to them we land ourselves in
alternative impossibilities of thought, it is clear that we ought
not to attach definite meanings to them where those definite
meanings do not work.

The whole process is very succinctly summarised by Mr.
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Spencer in a single page of his reply (“Iirst Principles,”
Appendix, p. 578).

Firstly, lines 29 to 31— Over and over again it has been
shown in various ways that the deepest truths we can reach are
simply statements of the widest uniformities in our experience of
the relations of Matter, Motion, and Force.”

Here the foundation of knowledge is very properly put within
our experience. Now, our experience is very varied, and is
generalised in the various sciences, more particularly in the
sciences of Mechanics, Physics, and Chemistry. Iere are
presented some very wide uniformities of nature, which we
naturally formulate ; and the formulations arrived at are the
deepest truths we can reach.

At this point we part company with Mr. Spencerin two direc-
tions. Firstly, because he uses the terms Matter, Motion, and
Force, not as terms of totality commensurate with the whole of
our concrete knowledge—not as general terms summing up
what we actually know—but as abstract terms representing
entities that have no existence. Secondly, because he describes
the uniformities of nature, in that whatever the factors, the
history of the interrelations of those factors is a history of the
progress from an indefinite, incoherent homogeneity to a definite,
coherent heterogeneity. This universal characteristic is very
much relied upon throughout his works as constituting the
unification of knowledge, and although the truth is admitted,
its efficacy in this respect is denied by us, and is not consistent
with that requirement of Mr. Spencer’s which looks for the
unification of knowledge in the ability to deduce all processes
as corollaries from some ultimate truth.

The next step which Mr. Spencer takes in this re-statement
of his position is in his treatment of these terms, Matter,
Motion, and Force. And on this same page, one of his
principal confusions of thought is very neatly presented. In
the first place, he speaks of Matter and Motion as being de-
pendent upon Force; and then again he puts all three upon
a level as equally dependent upon an Unknowable Power.
Thus we find (line 7), “ There is one ultimate component of
thought into which our conceptions of external existences are
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resolvable ;7 and again (line 17), ¢ The truths that Matter is
indestructible and Motion continuous can be known to us only
as corollaries from the truth that Force is persistent—that
Force is that ‘out of which our conceptions of Matter and
Motion are built.” I have gone on to say that by the
Persistence of Force we really mean the persistence of some
power which transcends our knowledge and conception.’
Throughout all which arguments the implication is that I hold
Matter and Motion to be conditioned manifestations of this
unknown power.”

Here we have a series of dependent terms :—

(1.) The Persistence of Force, which means some power which
transcends our knowledge, and which is a constant quantity :

(2.) Corollaries therefrom : namely—

The Indestructibility of Matter.
The Continuity of Motion.*

Now either the two latter are the authority in experience
for the former, of which it is the sum-total; or the former is
known independently to be a constant quantity, having only two
modes of manifestation, in which case the latter are corollaries
of the former. But we do not know that Force or the Unknow-
able Power has only two modes of manifestation, for it is not
knowable. We may only know two, but really there may be
many more. The question is, What is our authority for the
assumption that Force is a constant quantity, and that it only
has two modes of manifestation? If our authority is the In-
destructibility of Matter and the Continuity of Motion, these
are independent truths, and the Persistence of Force is the
corollary.

But Mr. Spencer next proceeds to put Matter, Motion, and
Force all upon the same level.

Line 33—“A Power of which the nature remains for ever
inconceivable, and to which no limits in Time or Space can be
imagined, works in us certain effects. These effects have certain
likenesses of kind, the most general of which we class together
under the names of Matter, Motion, and Force.”

* The logic is much confused if the Continuity of Motion proves not to
be & truth at all.  See § 1 of Chapter IIL.
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Here we find that we have three classes of experience; not
one—viz., Force : nor two, which we often make dependent upon
that one—viz., Matter and Motion—but #Aree which are distin-
guished and classified in separate and distinct categories; and
all three are made dependent upon a fourth—rviz., the Unknow-
able Power. Here Force and its persistence are not identified, as
above, with this Unknowable Power, but, along with the other
two classes of experience, are made dependent upon it. All this
results from the first fault of manufacturing abstractions which
have no corresponding entities—from the error of changing
general terms from mere expressions of sums-total into terms
representative of actual existences; for when we come to use
these objectivised generals or objectivised abstractions in
reasoning, since they are so very shadowy, we can use them
almost any way we like, and in return they can use us any way
they like, if such an expression can be pardoned. Witness,
for instance, the fault so often referred to of Mr. Spencer’s
attempt, after elaborate preparation, to formulate the inter-
relation of three factors in the Formula of Evolution, when one
is dropped out in the process, and only two find a place
there—these two themselves becoming mere shadows, and the
interrelation of concomitance being so attenuated that it is
completely forgotten by the time we arrive at psychological corre-
spondences, This confirms the view that Mr. Spencer has no
well-defined opinion in his own mind of the order of dependence

between
The Unknowable Power,

Force ;
Matter ;
Motion.

It is an inconsistency to state that Matter, Motion, and Force
are conditioned manifestations of the Unknowable Power, and
again, that Matter and Motion are the conditioned manifes-
tations of Force. Mr. Spencer confuses the two statements
thus :—

Line 24— Throughout all which arguments the implication
is that T hold Matter and Motion to be conditioned manifestations
of this unknown Power.”
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Line 33—“A Power of which the nature for ever remains
inconceivable . . . works in us certain effects . . . Matter,
Motion, and Force.”

Matter is further on spoken of as ““a certain conditioned
effect wrought in us by the Unknown Power;” and on p. 579
we are told,  Matter and Motion are both regarded by me as
modes of manifestation of Force.”

Now suppose for the sake of the theory we admit that Matter
and Motion are conditioned manifestations of Force, or that
Matter, Motion, and Force are conditioned manifestations of the
Unknowable Power ; and suppose, too, we regard those conditions
as permanent. JItisevident that the conditions have the superior
power over the Unknowable : the Unknowable is in bonds, and
is not at liberty to uncondition itself, or change about from one
condition to another; and it is as thus conditioned, and only
by means of its conditions, that it is known to us. The con-
ditions appear in our experience, and not @ priors, to be constant ;
and it is this constancy of the conditions of the seventy or eighty
so-called elements that is our warrant for the constant quantities
of their properties in detail, and in their sums-total as expressed
in the terms Matter, Motion, and Force.

We have to consider, what right have we to go beyond the
manifestations as conditioned, and therefore as known to us?
The Unknowable Power works in us certain definite effects, and
we cannot go beyond these effects. Mr. Spencer wants to convert
the totalities of certain classes of effects into actual existences
making them into entities which are acting factors in the uni-
verse. DBut this is a very different process from the legitimate
although perhaps impossible intellectual endeavour so to analyse
the actual working factors of the universe into their simplest
constituents that we may understand all processes as the result-
ants of certain simple original factors.

The fourth position is the introduction of subjectivity.

“ Matter and Motion are both regarded by me as modes of
manifestation of Force, and that Force, as we are conscious of it
when by our own efforts we produce changes, is the correlative
of that Universal Power which transcends consciousness.”

Now this is a hard thing to understand. Matter and Motion
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are manifestations of Force. Does this mean a manifestation to
us, or that Matter and Motion are conditions of Force indepen-
dently of us? The question arisess—Can we know anything as
independent of us? I and We are evidently forces, for we
produce changes ; yet consciousness is not a mode of Force, for
it is not included in Balfour Stewart’s list of Forces and
Energies, and is not interchangeable with members of the
series. Presumably Mr. Spencer does not mean that consciousness
produces changes, but only that the forces of the organism (in
response to the environment), of which we are merely conscious,
produce the changes in question ; and that this force (or forces)
is the correlative of that Universal Power. Yet this cannot be,
because the forces of the organism are manifestations of, and
therefore cannot be the correlative of, that Unknowable Power.
But what is the meaning of correlative? Must a correlative of
an Unknowable Power be itself a force or power? If so, that
force or power is not all-inclusive. What, then, is consciousness,
and what is effort, and what is the Ego which exercises them
and produces changes ?

Then, again, can we speak of the physical universe as inde-
pendent of us, as antecedent to us, and so treat of it that we
are corollaries of its original factors? Either we can do so, and
we are able to elaborate organisms from purely physical factors,
as attempted in Mr. Spencer’s “ Biology,” consciousness coming
in mysteriously and unaccountably as the subjective aspect of
a physical event over which it has no controlling influence, and
in which the biological function of feeling is not a factor—
or else we cannot do so, but must recognise consciousness as
a factor, requiring a position to be assigned o it in the scheme
of things. Is it a factor or is it not? If so, when and where
did it come in? At the beginning, or at some subsequent stage
of physical development ?

But what we have more particularly to point out is that in
Mr. Spencer’s scheme, as thus announced by him, we have the
whole treatment of knowledge made dependent upon subjective
experiences, without recognising an objectivity independent of
us, of which we have but a kind of picture. Yet in his expo-
sition the objectivity is treated as antecedent and independent—
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a universe of whose interrelations we are but incidents. In the
latter ease we must recognise physical faetors independent of
us; and if, as Mr. Spencer says, we are unable to do this, but
only know foree in our own conseipusness, and ean have no
notion of external foree, even knowledge itself, and much more
its unifieation, is impossible.

But if Mr. Speneer means only that our consciousness is cor-
relative with the externality in the sense of eorresponding with
it, and enabling us to recognise it and its ehanges, he only means
that eonsciousness is eonsciousness of forees independent of itself,
and amongst whieh it has no place, and its connection with
whieh eannot be understood.  All which eonsiderations throw no
light upon the unifieation of knowledge, but rather the reverse,
and do not make Mr. Spencer’s scheme any more intelligible.

‘We now eome to the last position, which is the theory that
all knowledge can be unified by a statement of the relations of
factors, the factors themselves being unknown. Our previous
exposition as to the nature of abstractions (Chap. i. § 6 and
Chap. ii § 2) shows conclusively, we think, that everything
is its relations and nothing more—everything is nothing
“in itself “—every entity consists of its properties, and its
properties are nothing but relations. Therefore to consider a
thing “in itself ” is an impossible proceeding. Eaeh faetor is
a factor in relation to other factors, and its properties are
properties in relation to other faetors. Eaeh faetor is a bundle
of relations. It is all very well to say that it must be some-
thing in itself, and that this self must be differentiated in order to
produce the differentiated relations; but it amounts to nothing ;
for it is only in the actual intercourse or relations of things
that any ehanges take place, and this is all that we know and all
that takes place in the actual physical universe. If Scienee is
ever able to recognise things in themselves, all well and good ;
it will not add anything to knowledge; for even if all things
were reduced to two factors, knowledge will refer to the inter-
relations of these two faetors, for there ean be no interrela-
tions of one factor. When we come to that position, Science
ceases, and only speculation proceeds to dream about self-deter-
mination or the instability of the homogeneous.

I
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But when Mr. Spencer speaks of unifying knowledge by
means of formulas expressing the relations of factors, the factors
themselves being unknown or even unknowable, we reply,—If
the relations of the factors are known, the factors themselves
are known. The interrelations constitute the factors. We seek
for Mr. Spencer to state where he formulates these relations
and thereby accomplishes the unification of knowledge. Does
he do so in the Formula of Evolution or does he not? If
so, does he mean to say that we can have a conception of
concentration and dissipation without having a notion of units
of resistance and therefore of extension? Or can we have a
conception of motion without the same? To throw the stress
upon integration and dissipation, and ignore the limitations of
Matter and Motion, is simply to say that all changes of every
combination are either changes of combination or changes of
decombination, which is only a change of words, and to say
that the change is from homogeneity to heterogeneity is
merely descriptive. The addition that the contained motion
undergoes parallel transformation is either descriptive also,
or involves a specific definition of motion, which Mr. Spencer
repudiates.

The question really is whether Mr. Spencer shall be kept to
definite meanings when he speaks of the interrelations of factors,
or shall he be allowed sometimes to use them in their definite
meanings (which are all that come into our calculations), and
sometimes run away from them behind the scenes, letting them
come out again in definite shapes when they have to do con-
crete work. This brings us to the end of the first stage of Mr.
Spencer’s reply and to his algebraical illustration of the theory
we have just been considering,

(e.) On the Algebraical Ilustration of the Theory that Knowledge
can be unified by means of the Formulation of the Relations
of Factors, the Factors themselves being Unlnown.

Mr. Spencer says (p. 578, line 32)—¢ Matter, Motion, and

Force are but symbols of the Unknown Reality.”

Line 40— The interpretation of all phenomena in terms of

Matter, Motion, and Force is nothing more than the reduction
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of our complex symbols of thought to the simplest symbols ; and
when the equation has been brought to its lowest terms, the
symbols remain symbols still.”

The question hence arises, what does Mr. Spencer mean by a
symbol? Does he mean a sign which stands for something
known, or a sign which stands for something unknown? Evi-
dently the latter, if we may judge from the expression that
“symbols remain symbols still,” more particularly as he has just
said that “our idea of a unit of matter or atom is regarded
by me simply as a symbol which the form of our thought obliges
us to use, but which we cannot suppose answers to the reality
without committing ourselves to alternative impossibilities of
thought.” What, then, is the use of a symbol if symbols remain
symbols still and are not convertible into definite knowledge? and
how can actual knowledge be unified by means of symbols which
do not answer to anything definite? How can knowledge be
unified by means of propositions framed of symbols that are
merely symbols, and which, if we attach definite meanings to
them, land us in alternative impossibilities of thought? How
can an ultimate truth be expressed in mere untranslatable sym-
bols, from which all other truths are deducible as corollaries ?
As long as symbols remain symbols, the formula in which they
are employed is utterly useless for the unification of knowledge.
Mr. Spencer says that his method consists in the reduction of
our complex symbols of thought to the simplest, but this
process of reduction to simplicity is in reality the illegitimate
process of abstraction, followed by the objectivising of these
abstractions.

Mr. Spencer proceeds to illustrate his position algebraically.
He says—

“ I have repeatedly made it clear that our ideas of Matter,
Motion, and Force are but the z, %, and z with which we work
our equations, and formulate the various relations among pheno-
mena in such way as to express their order in terms of z, g,
and z.”

We fail to see that Mr. Spencer is justified in the use of
this illustration, and we have examined his works in order to
inquire whether he has anywhere thrown his doctrines into
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proper algebraical form. Of course, when a science such as
that of mechanics or chemistry can be couched in rigid mathe-
matical language, it has attained the highest point of certitude
and unification.  But we think it must be the opinion of
every candid reader that Mr. Spencer has not worked out his
scheme by means of equations at all, and we do not know what
Mr. Spencer could have been thinking of when he says he has
done so. Would he specify where the equations are?

We also ask, is it really the fact that Mr. Spencer has treated
Matter, Motion, and Force as x, y, and z? The ¢ Principles
of Biology ” is the most important of his works, and in it his
factors are the well-known properties of oxygen, hydrogen,
nitrogen, carbon, and other elements, as internal factors; to-
gether with incident molecular motion, ethereal motion, &c.,
as external factors. He advances all these as if his readers
would be able to assign to them all definite values, and as
if they would understand him when he spoke about them.
He did not tell us that they were only symbols standing for
something we did not know, and that at the end we knew
as little about them as at the beginning—that the symbols
were but symbols still. Of course, if Mr. Spencer means
that we do not know what oxygen is “in itself,” and that
we can only speak of its relations with the relations of other
unknowable things ““in themselves,” we quite understand that,
and are quite aware that we have to deal with the relations or pro-
perties of the factors alone. 'We perfectly apprehended the nature
of the calculation, but found ourselves unable to arrive at Mr.
Spencer’s results. It seems quite beside the question and out-
side this calculation altogether to speak of , 7, and z as having
anything to do with it, either as representing the specific differ-
entiations of oxygen, nitrogen, &c., “in themselves,” or as repre-
senting the differentiations of some shadowy abstractions of
absolute Matter, Motion, or Force. 'We really do not see that
they had anything to do with it. Most certainly if they had,
the calculation was vitiated for us. It is absolutely impossible
for us to draw out the resultants of a mixed quantity of known
and of unknowable factors. If we have known factors plus an
unknowable reality, we cannot do our work. Then as to equa-
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tions in anything like algebraical form, there are none of them
in the “Biology.” Mr. Spencer is under a delusion when he
thinks he has been working equations.

As to Inorganic Evolution, surely we ought to be able to
express the process of equilibration—by which the union of
oxygen and hydrogen (forming water) is effected—in terms of
z, ¥, and z; and similarly with some of the other processes of the
biological factors; so that we might mount up gradually to the
equation of a moving equilibrium, and afterwards of a depen-
dent moving equilibrium. Such a task would be difficult, no
doubt, but possibly some future philosopher might be able to
furnish us with equations of the manner in which the adjust-
ments of direct and indirect equilibration of dependent moving
equilibria are effected, and explain by means of an algebraical
formula the law of the redistribution and redirection of the in-
terior forces of an organism in antagonism to incident forces
which would otherwise destroy it. And might we not, indeed,
look for an algebraical explanation of genesis and reproduc-
tion, and of the need for the continuance of species? In
the meantime, we venture to submit that although Mr. Spencer
may think he has given us equations, he really has not done
S0.

Mr. Spencer seems to say that the unification of knowledge
1s effected if we can “formulate the various relations of pheno-
mena in such way as to express their order in terms of z, ,
and z,” although the realities for which «, 7, and z stand cannot
be conceived by us.

We know the properties (.e., the mutual relations) of the
chemical elements, and we know the laws of physics. The
problem is first to classify them, to ascertain their most general
relations, and then to express their order. When we express
their order, we must do so in those general terms which are
commensurate with the facts to be expressed. If we symbolise
them by means of names, these names are symbols of those
most general relations, and have definite values. Each term
implies an appreciable differentiation of meaning. We do not
say that much can be effected in this way— probably not ; for
we do not believe in the possibility of the unification of know-
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ledge. But evidently, if it is to be done at all, it is to be done
in this way.

Mr. Spencer says, make the terms indefinite—make them
symbols which do not mean anything so definite as to em-
barrass you when you are required to bring them into actual
application with the phenomena you wish to unify. Do not
allow them to be retranslatable, but let them remain symbols
still. But is anything accomplished? An obvious criticism
would be that unless «, 7, and z have definite meanings attached
to them, there is no differentiation which justifies them—what
then is the cause of their being distinguished at all? Why
should there not be two only? or why, on the other hand,
should there not be ten or twenty? Xvidently they have been
arrived at by a process of analysis, generalising, and distinguish-
ment of difference ; and in order to justify us in distinguishing
z from 7, and both from z they must have had previous
histories and some differentiation of meaning. Nay, what is
more, this meaning and this value must be strictly dependent
upon such previous history. We cannot use experience to
mount as by a ladder to abstractions, and then, despising the
foundations, allow abstractions from their high position to lord
it over obedient concretes. Therefore we utterly dispute the
truth of Mr. Spencer’s dictum that «, 7, and 2 can be used with-
out definite meanings, and that the order of phenomena can
then be expressed by their means.

Such a method is a parody upon algebra. It would seem
that although reasoning by means of symbols, as in algebra, is
very abstract, still it is reliable and useful when its empty forms
are filled in with concrete things. It starts from the concrete,
it symbolises concretes, it reasons about them, it comes to
conclusions about them, it retranslates itself into the concrete,
and the result can be tested by practical application. Reason-
ing like this is only a leap into the air of abstraction. It
starts from actual facts and it ends in concrete knowledge.
Symbols are signs that stand for something—symbols that
do not symbolise lose their functions. To say that we can
reason about the relations of symbols, while the symbols them-
selves do not mean anything definite, is most unphilosophical.
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Relation implies knowledge; we cannot say anything about
the relations of symbols without knowing something about
the things symbolised, namely, their relations or properties
by which they are distinguished from one another and by
which they are related to one another; in fact, that is all
we know about them. If we can generalise these relations in
such a way as to be able to express them all in a general
formula, that is well: the problem is how to do it. Even
then our result will only be a general description, and will not
be the unification of knowledge, which requires all phenomena
to be deduced as corollaries from an ultimate truth correspond-
ing to processes resultant from the properties of primordial
factors.

And after all, the argument comes to the same thing, whether
we use the terms «, 7, and z as Mr. Spencer proposes, or
the terms Matter, Motion, and Force. If the latter mean no
more thansthe former, they are mere symbols, although they
are more to look at, and their employment seems to give more
satisfaction to the mind of the reader than would the actual
replacement of them in the text by the symbols #, ¥, and =

If the unification of knowledge is effectible by means of the
relations of z, y, and 2, we naturally ask what these relations
are. We should have a list of them. Is it, for instance, a rela-
tion of  that it manifests resistance? If so, what is it in rela-
tion with when it manifests resistance ? Some other z? X then
is in relation to « in manifesting resistance. Is z in relation
to # in mutual attraction also? Has it also the relation of
extension? Is z related to x In respect of polarity? Are
there varieties of these relationships consequent upon diversities
and correspondences of Resistance, Attraction, Extension, and
Polarity? We suppose we are not going beyond the terms of
the hypothesis in taking these to be the relationships of .

Then as to the relationships of 3. Has y any relationships
in respect of other 3’s? Has it any relationship to z? or,
again, is it only a manifestation of 2? Or still again, is it
a result of the relationship of #’s consequent on the Attrac-
tions, Resistances, Extensions, and Polarities of 2’s? And
again, can we speak of 2’s in the plural at all, implying a
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differentiation of #’s? Yet how can we deal with it in the
singular ? :

According to the Formula of Evolution, the approach to-
gether of some 2’s implies the retrocession of some other &',
so that the measurements apart of all #’s in their totality is
constant. This means that y is constant—so much % one way,
so much y another way. But note how difficult it is to speak
of % without having one eye on Motion, so as to speak of it in
an intelligible manner. It does not seem possible to speak of
the integration of x and the dissipation of y without bring-
ing in the notions of Resistances, Attractions, Extension,
Polarity, and consequent Motion. Does Mr. Spencer allow
these terms to come into account in his hypothesis that all
knowledge is to be unified in terms of the relations of z, 7,
and z? If not, then he should show us how it is to be alge-
braically worked out. DBut if so, then we submit that we did
not trespass beyond these in our former criticism; which his
reply does not in the least respect touch.

The matter is still more complicated if we go beyond this
and speak of the relations of z to #+y. Can Mr. Spencer
express the relations of z to # +  in terms of any of them? Is
z=z+y? Isitever z by itself? Isz=x+y+ something else?
Is it z singular or 2’s plural? What are the special relations
of ztox, orof 210 y? Can Mr. Spencer tell us what are the
relations of z to the special relations of x called Attraction,
Resistance, Extension, and Polarity ?

Then, again, is there any other factor beyond the end of
the alphabet altogether, say <C? and how is that related to
Z, y, and z?

To us it seems illogical to speak of the relations of terms
having no meaning. We think it is due that some pains
should be taken to explain the unification of knowledge when
some or all of the so-called factors are merely symbols, baving
no definite meaning.

It appears, then, that if we change the terms Matter, Motion,
and Force into 2, ¥, and z, it does not make the least difference
either in Mr. Spencer’s reasoning or in our criticism. The
actual conceptions involved remain the same, and whether we
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speak of Matter, Motion, and Force, or of «, ¥, and z, the
argument remains the same. In either case we are actually
dealing with Attractions, Resistances, Extensions, Polarities,
and Motions, of specific chemical elements, and ¢heir inter-
relations. It is impossible, if we are to make anything of our
doctrine at all, to treat it otherwise than as having definite
factors. We cannot deal with concrete changes except from
the properties of concrete factors.

At the same time there still remains the question whether
by either of these sets of terms Mr. Spencer could treat each
mode of manifestation as pre-existing or co-existing. But these
notions seem to be so very abstract as not only to transcend
actual experience, but also the power of ““scientific imagination,”
One might perhaps imagine ultimate units having equal pro-
perties, Attraction, Resistance, Extension, Polarity, and Motion,
but it is difficult to see of what use such a supposition would
be ; and it would be impossible to suppose Matter and Motion
as independent and unrelated factors.

On the other hand, are we to consider these Attractions,
Resistances, Extensions, Polarities, and Motions as combined
into bundles indecomposable, as we know them in the seventy
or eighty so-called elements, so that what we have to deal
with would be not =, %, and z in the abstract and impossible
manner of Mr. Spencer, but so many diverse bundles of z, ¥,
and z ¢

§ 3. The Double-Aspect Theory.

The only other method of escape from the effeet of our
criticism is by means of what is known as the Double-Aspect
Theory. Mr. Spencer maintains that his theory is neither mate-
rialistic nor spiritualistic. The school of thought to which he
belongs holds that all knowledge bas two aspects. All events
are both objective and subjective, and are stateable in two
different ways, in two different sets of terms, according as the
fact or event is regarded. In a great many cases the sub-
jective language is used when the main interest is in regard
to its subjective importance. In other cases objective terms
are employed because the main import is in regard to physieal
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interrelations. But as a matter of fact, any event may be
described in language drawn from either department. It will
be our duty later on to discuss this theory in detail. Af pre-
sent it is sufficient for our purpose to ascertain how it affects
the unification of knowledge upon the lines we have been
pursuing.

The criterion of accomplishment which we have kept steadily
in view throughout all our studies is that passage from Mr.
Spencer’s Summary of “First Principles,” which will be found
quoted 7n extenso at page ¢ of this work. Therein the task
propounded was the formulation of the whole series of changes
passed through by every existence, both anterior and subsequent
to their having concrete forms, and in their passage from the
imperceptible state to the perceptible state. Presumably this
task is identical with that by which we look for the philosophie
unification in the formulation of one primordial truth or fact
from which cosmical histories can be deduced by a series of
corollaries. It is no doubt identical also with the statement
that the unification of knowledge is effected in the recognition
of these histories as one process, being resultants of the rela-
tions of primordial factors.

How then does the theory of the Double Aspect assist in the
solution of the cosmical problem, and how are Mr. Spencer’s
detailed explanations of developmental histories facilitated by
its aid ¢

‘We recall the account given in Appendix to vol. i. of the
¢ Biology” of the development of organic molecules from inor-
ganic, and we recall the history of biological evolution which
takes up the study of the process from that point. In this latter
we recollect that all morphological and functional developments
were accounted for as due firstly to the nature and peculiarities
of the chemical compounds in relation with a certain physical
environment, and afterwards to the polarities and equilibrations
of physiological units and masses.

These explanations are all effected in purely objective terms.
Feeling, or the subjective, is excluded as not having anything to
do with the organised result. If the explanation were good and
sufficient (which it is not), then that explanation which Mr.
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Spencer deems sufficient would be accomplished in the objective
aspect purely. Let ussee how (feeling being excluded as a factor)
the explanation is assisted by an attempt to give the objective
terms used in the explanation a subjeetive aspect also. Take,
to begin with, the building-up process by which crystallisation is
effected. This natural process is ascribed to the mutual attrac-
tions and repulsions of atoms or moleeules, which, having
special sizes and shapes, produce when thus ranged together
definite structural forms of aggregation. What is the subjec-
tive aspect of the process? The subjective aspect of this inde-
pendent natural event is simply the mode in which it affects us,
and which we have to take into account in our description of
the observed combinations, but it is not at all an element in
the actual changes which have taken place. The subjective is
of course present in all statements of knowledge. Knowledge
implies both the subjective and the objective, and therefore all
knowledge may be supposed to have a double aspect, namely,
the aspect of how the objective affects the subjective, as, for
instance, the manner in which ethereal undulations ;42,5 of an
inch affect the consciousness; and an objective aspect, for in-
stanece, the independent relations of the chemical elements and
their changes amongst themselves. DBut when we come to in-
troducing the subjective aspect into such objective explanations,
we can only mean one of two things—firstly, either that the
subjective is a factor in the combinations, a theory which could
not be maintained ; or, secondly, that in order to understand
explanations in objeetive processes we must have some common
element in the objective and the subjective, some simple stan-
dard of knowledge eommon to both. This would be found, as
Mr. Spencer partly suggests, in the objective fact and the sub-
jective impression of resistance, and in the objective fact and
the subjective impression of attraetion (weight). Here, truly, we
have a double aspeet of fundamental terms, but even thus the
series of events is determined by the objective, and the sub-
jective aspect merely follows. The eosmical explanation as
given by Mr. Spencer in physical terms is full and complete in
itself ; it is double-aspected because the knowledge of it by the
subjective adds to it the feelings of the subjective. Hence all
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knowledge has a double aspect. But the series of sequences
which make up the cosmical history, as given by Mr. Spencer,
is independent of the subjective.

From this it may be asserted, that since all knowledge im-
plies the subjective, there can be no unification of knowledge
without the subjective. Be it so. Is there any unification of
knowledge with it? Suppose that the fundamental knowledge
of attraction and resistance is true knowledge, and that the
subjective is implied in all the objective processes described by
Mr. Spencer in. objective language as resultants from these
fundamental conceptions which have the double aspect. Sup-
pose, even, that we add to them the conception of Force, which
is a term capable of a double aspect, and try to effect our ex-
planations by means of Attractive Force and Resistive Force.
Still, in working out the cosmical history, including biological
evolution, we should have to follow Mr. Spencer, and never stray
beyond the bounds of the objective aspect. The whole series of
determining causes would be found to be in the objective aspect
of the problem. The explanations would be effected in the lan- -
guage of Attraction and Repulsion and their derivatives, size,
shape, distance, approach, retrocession, aggregation, disintegra-
tion, polarity, equilibration, &c. Although essential to the
knowledge of these processes, still by no means could we intro-
duce the subjective as a factor, even if it is included in our
appreciation of the original factors. - Nor can we even introduce
it as an accompaniment until most unaccountably it introduces-
itself gradually into the objective processes, some will think
as a factor, although Mr. Spencer repudiates it. This growth of
self-consciousness amongst factors which we only recognised as
unconscious is most unaccountable, and is a difficulty not to
be got over by mere nomenclature. Surely there was no double
aspect anterior to organised living beings? Whence then came
the double aspect? Xnowledge is not to be unified until this
explanation can be given.

As the unification of knowledge is only to be accomplished
in the formulation of a syllogism which is to explain every
differentiation, every structure, every organism, and which shall
be the key to long and intricate series of sequences, including
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the origin and development of organised consciousness, as
resultants from the relations of some simple factors, then that
original simple state of things from which all these compli-
cated results ensued must be expressible in terms which specify
the relations of the two aspects; and if the original relations
and the subsequent developments are expressed and worked
out in terms of one only of these aspects, then such an expo-
sition is imperfeet as a representation of the actual course
of things and fails of being a complete and true picture of the
history of the cosmos.

This is what Mr. Spencer has done ; he has worked out his
scheme by means of one aspect only, by means of the objective
set of terms only. And when he has done that, it is not fair
to say, ¢ After all, things have a double aspect, and this ex-
planation is not complete if you take the terms in the limited
meanings of materialistic and mechanical interpretations,”
when all the while he has so employed them apparently to his
own full satisfaction, without at the same time making a
completion of his work by specifying the relationship between
the two aspects which would accomplish it. If he cannot
do this he must abandon as impossible the claim of unifying
knowledge.

If all knowledge has a double aspect, then knowledge cannot
be unified until the relation of the two aspects is understood ;
until we know the value of the terms we use in both aspects ;
and until the whole series of cosmical events is capable of
being formulated in two corresponding sets of terms parallel
and without break of continuity nor interchangeableness. To
employ one set of terms to commence with, and another set of
terms to end with in a history of cosmical evolution, is not
a conformity with the requisite conditions. To begin with
oxygen, hydrogen, and a cooling nebula, and to end with
emotions and thoughts, is not a concomitant “double aspect,’
but a revolution. We do not get at the sequences of events as
“resultants ” of the original state, but find ourselves turned
round and occupying a different position altogether from the
deductive intentions with which we started.

This kind of Double-Aspect Theory is a lookiflg at a series of
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sequences from two ends. We mentally stand at the begin-
ning of things, looking down the long vista of physical change,
and again we stand in this modern age—an ego—looking back
through the ages. 'We recognise from each point of view long
lines of sequences merging into each other in the misty mid
distance, but there they intermingle, and the nature of their
connection we cannot discern,

The Double-Aspect Theory is of no use for the comprehension
of cosmical history. It is at best but another method of
stating the doctrine of the Relativity of Knowledge. There is
no knowledge without a knower, and no knowledge of the
objective but as the knower is capable of knowing it. But if
fundamental knowledge is the impression of resistance and
attraction, and fundamental objective facts are resistances and
attractions, the objective can be known as it is. Here the
Double-Aspect Theory is a key to knowledge by the subjective
of the objective, but it is merely a key to the sequences of the
objective ; it does not aid us in accounting for consciousness
making its appearance in the series of physical events, nor does
it assist us in the failure of the physical explanations of biology.

The most plausible ground on which this theory is main-
tained is in the fact of the concomitance of feeling with some
of the processes and actions of the physical organisms of living
creatures. It is a favourite method of representing it to say—
Here we have a certain nervous change in the optic nerve, and
a concomitant feeling of yellow. This is not two events, but
one event, and we speak of it in either mode according to the
point of view from which we regard it. It is ome fact with a
double aspect. On this we would observe, that, in regard to the
unification of knowledge, it is all quite beside the mark. We
are engaged in investigating a series of consequences ; at one
time there was no double aspect—now there is. 'Whence came
the double aspect? It may be quite true now that physiologi-
cal phenomena have double aspects, but this does not afford an
answer to the question of origin, and the advancement of it
does not assist in the solution of the problem of the unification
of knowledge as propounded by Mr. Spencer in the passage
quoted. Unless, indeed, the unification of knowledge is aban-
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doned in this view of it, and is sought to be effected by those
other separate and independent sets of methods treated of in
our criticism of Mr. Spencer’s psychological methods. But these
we have seen to be of no value or interest, as not being of a
kind to give us insight into the sequences of the universe.

§ 4. Criticism to which Mr. Spencer has not Replied.

It is desirable to call attention to some of the detailed criti-
cism of our former work to which Mr. Spencer has not replied,
but which he holds has been answered by implication in his
general reply. This general reply is to the effect that if we had
correctly understood his terms Matter, Motion, and Force as
merely symbols, and borne in mind his position, that by attach-
ing definite notions to them any argument founded thereupon
landed us in contradictions of thought, then we could not have
written the book at all. Our work, however, would seem to
enforce Mr. Spencer’s dictum and to exhibit the truth of his
remarks. And indeed his own great works do but bear out
the truth of the same proposition, for whenever Mr. Spencer
attaches any definite meanings to his terms, although we may
proceed safely for some distance, yet in the end we are landed
in alternative impossibilities of thought. In our criticism we
did but illustrate the truth of Mr. Spencer’s views against him-
self, and his own work is but a vindication of the mysticism or
scepticism —which is it? to which he gives expression in his
reply to criticism.

Let us ask in detail what efficacy there is in this vague
reply to our definite charges of want of logical continuity of
exposition in the omission from the Formula of Evolution of
one of the three factors proposed at the outset as essential to its
formulation? What answer is it to the charge of inapplica-
bility of the formula to the differentiations of feelings, to the
integrations of society, language, eestheties, and superorganic
evolution generally, in respect of the universality of the con-
comitance of integration of matter and dissipation of motion ?
‘What reply does it afford to the criticism as to the Instability
of the Homogeneous? How does it help to explain the passage
of the inorganic to the organic which we found impossible ?
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§ 5. Summary.
Our previous criticism of Mr. Spencer’s Work' was to the
effect that he could not escape choosing between t—wo alter-

natives, namely—

i
Definiteness with Insufficiency, or o

Indefiniteness with Incomprehensﬂnhty 3

in either of which cases the unification of knowledge is*not
effected ; for this unification requires that the whole operation
should be within the sphere of the known and knowable, other-
wise it is beyond the bounds of science, and is not knowledge
at all. The partial unifications of knowledge which constitute
the sciences are definite and comprehensible, so much so as to
give us the power of prevision. Philosophy at the outset of
our studies was set forth as merely the extension of this kind
“of knowledge, and therefore should be, although more general,
yet just as definite, comprehensible, and precise, conferring the
same power of prevision, which is the same thing as the calcula-
tion of sequences from known factors. This is the same thing
also as the deduction of corollaries from ultimate truths.

Mr. Spencer’s reply amounts to this, that he does not accept
the alternative of Definiteness with Insufficiency, but that he
accepts the alternative of Indefiniteness with Incomprehensi-
bility. 'We therefore deny that he has effected the unification
of knowledge. It is for the student to judge for himself.

It is true Mr. Spencer may maintain that he holds a clear
and definite theory. But we believe that he has failed to make
himself generally understood in regard to his main point as to
the unification of knowledge; and if so, then it is his duty to
set himself right with the thinking world, as otherwise he has
failed in the main object he has in view in writing at all,
namely, to get people to understand and intelligently accept his
doctrines.
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CHAPTER III.
MISCELLANEOTUS.

§ 1. The Continuity of Motion.

WE have seen in our endeavour to understand Force that we
have been obliged to recognise it as manifesting itself in two
ways, and two ways only, namely, the way in which it presses
and the way in which it resists, otherwise stated as attraction
and repulsion.

This view meets with a singular confirmation in “ First Prin-
ciples,” p. 514, where Mr. Spencer says—

“We have seen (§ 74) that phenomena are interpretable only
as the results of universally coexistent forces of attraction and
repulsion. These universally coexistent forces of attraction
and repulsion are, indeed, the complementary aspects of that
absolutely persistent force which is the ultimate datum of
consciousness. . . . And from this necessary correlation results
our inability, before pointed out, of interpreting any phenomena,
save in terms of those correlations.”

‘We now wish to compare several statements of Mr. Spencer’s
with the results thus arrived at, and more particularly his theory
of the “ Continuity of Motion.”

This theory is cxplained in chap. v. of * First Principles,”
p. 180 :—

“The Continuity of Motion, like the Indestructibility of
Matter, is clearly a proposition on the truth of which depends the
possibility of exact science, and therefore of a Philosophy which
unifies the results of exact Science. Motions of masses and of
molecules, exhibited by bodies both organic and inorganie, form
the larger half of the phenomena to be interpreted; and if
such motions might either proceed from mnothing or lapse into

K
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nothing, there would be an end to scientific interpretation of
them. Each constituent change might as well as not be sup-
posed to begin and end of itself.”

Page 182—* Whether that absolute reality which produces in
us the consciousness we call Motion, be or be not an eternal
mode of the Unknowable, it is impossible for us to say; but
that the relative reality which we call Motion never can come
into existence, or cease to exist, is a truth involved in the very
nature of our consciousness. To think of Motion as either being
created or annihilated—to think of nothing becoming something,
or something becoming nothing—is to establish in consciousness
a relation between two terms, of which one is absent from
consciousness, which is impossible. The very nature of in-
telligence, negatives the supposition that Motion can be conceived
(much less known) to either commence or cease.”

We will compare these statements with ¢ Lessons in Elemen-
tary Mechanics,” by Magnus, afterwards with Mr. Spencer’s
chapter on ¢ Equilibration,” and finally with Professor Balfour
Stewart’s ¢ Conservation of Energy.”

Magnus divides his treatise into three parts—1st, Kinematies
or Motion ; 2d, Dynamics or Force ; 3d, Statics or Rest.

We find (p. 6)—

“ We thus see that bodies themselves and their molecules are
constantly in motion or tending to move ; that absolute rest no-
where exists; and that what we call rest, which is really rest
relatively to us, can be analysed into counteracted tendencies
to motion.”

It will be convenient for us to commence with the second
part, and consider the nature of Dynamics, or the science which
deals with the cause of motion—that is to say, Force.

Page 61— The principal properties of matter, with which
we are concerned, are, that it moves and offers resistance to the
motion of other bodies. Now, force is the name given to the
unknown causes of all the various phenomena which matter
exhibits: and as all these phenomena are accompanied by
motion or the tendency to motion, we shall understand by force
whatever produces or tends to produce motion or change of motion.

. We shall find it convenient and desirable to consider force
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as the cause of motion, and wherever we find motion or change
of motion we shall assume the existence of foree.”

It would appear from this that Force is the tendency to move
(Z.e., Attraction). Motion is the result of that tendency when
not opposed. It would also appear that the tendency or Force
does not result in Motion when counteracted by other tendeneies
or Forces, and that the relation of equilibrium between the
tendeney or Force and the opposing Force is a state of rest or
equilibrium. A study of Mechanics would also show that there
are cases of the pure acceleration and retardation of Motion, thus

" proving the variability of the quantity of Motion.

Mr. Spencer says it is impossible for us to say that “ motion
can ever come into existence or cease to exist.” “To think
of Motion as either being created or annihilated—to think of
nothing becoming something, or something becoming nothing . . .
is impossible.”  But surely this is an erroneous way of putting
the case, for Motion is not a thing at all. Tt is not an existence
~—that is to say, it is not a mode of Force. It is neither a foree
of attraction, nor a force of repulsion,—the only two modes of
Foree known to us—but simply one of the results of the inter-
action of these modes of Foree, the modes of Force themselves
remaining quantitatively the same whether resulting in actual
motion or not. Thus when a motion begins it does not come
into existence or get created, and when it ceases it does not go
out of existence or become annihilated. The fact is simply
this : that quantums of attractive or repulsive forces become
related to each other in a different manner—i.e., the manner
of rest or equilibrium—instead of the manner of motion.

Magnus clearly recognises this fact of the commencement and
the ending of motion. (See pp. 2z and 3.) The picture on the
wall tends to fall, and ,

¢ Let a window or fireplace be opened, let the air be freed in
some direction from restraint, and it will at onee obey its ten-
deney and Pegin to move. . . . All that observation teaches us
is that bodies tend to move.”

It is singular that Mr. Spencer takes all his instanees in proof
of the continuity of Motion from cases of the retardation of
Motion. Bedies in motion come to rest not so much in con-
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sequence of the attraction of the earth or counteracting forces, as
in consequence of the resistance of the atmosphere, of friction,
and of actual contact with other bodies, which all cause so many
subtractions from the motion of the moving body until none is
left, so that finally all the motion in the moving body is trans-
ferred to other bodies. Even amongst cases of the retardation
of motion, the most simple case of a body projected upward is
not taken notice of, but only the more complicated and obscure
instances are adduced, in which the influence of gravitation is
small and obscure, and the influences of resistance and friction
are conspicuous.

Cases of acceleration of motion are not even alluded to. The
case of the acceleration in motion of a falling body is not men-
tioned, nor is it easy to see how the doctrine of constant quantums
of motion could be maintained if these accumulated accelerations
were taken into account, without any means of predicating a cor-
responding decrement of motions elsewhere, which indeed in the
case of a rock falling from a state of rest on a precipice cannot
be discerned.

If we consider the case of a body projected upwards—say a
cannon-ball—we find that it imparts some of its motion to the
air, and finally it comes to a state of rest, having expended all
its motion : and yet in its immediate descent it imparts just as
much motion as before to the atmosphere, and finally on its
impact with the ground originates a certain amount of heat
therein as well as in itself. The motion imparted to the air in
its ascent, according to Mr. Spencer’s theory, is continuous for
ever, and is not received back again by the cannon-ball in
the course of its descent, but instead thereof it imparts another
modicum of motion to the air, which motion also continues for
ever. And it must be borne in mind that we are now discussing
not the constancy of the quantity of force, but of actual motion.

It will be worth our while again to consider the case of an ex
plosion of gunpowder or dynamite. Here there isno evidence of
avast amount of motion actually going on unseen in the solid parti-
cles of the substance. The substances are as quiescent as sugar or
salt. Their ignition causes a vast amount of motion. Yet the
inference that a corresponding amount of motion was actually
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in existence in the molecules of gunpowder or dynamite is not
justifiable. Here is a commencement of motion, an enormous
increment of motion consequent upon the small amount of motion
used in the ignition of the substance.

The theory of ¢ Continuity of Motion” implies that motion
is always and necessarily caused or produced by an equivalent
antecedent motion transferred from one body to another, and not
by a Force.

It will be noted that in this argument we do not take account
of the quantum of force or enecrgy, which remains the same, but
question merely the quantum of actual motion. And the difficulty
is not disposed of by Mr. Spencer’s device of “locked-up motion.”
Motion is not intermittent. It must be continuous. It is this
continuity that is the point of the discussion. TIf Motion is
locked up, it means that it is intermitted ; it is not going on—
it is not Motion, The locking up of Motion is a denial of the
continuity of Motion. Motion stops and begins again. Motion,
therefore, is not continuous. In various parts of Mr. Spencer’s
works oceur references to ‘‘locked-up motion,” as in coal and
nitrogenous compounds. Is motion “locked up” in a stone
upon the edge of a precipice ?

Having now considered the case of the beginnings and end-
ings of motions, and the consequent increments and decre-
ments of the sum-total of motion, let us next view the matter
from the point of view of Statics, Rest, and Equilibrium, as
set out by Magnus and by Mr. Spencer himself. We begin by
quoting Magnus (p. 167) :—

“Problem of Statics.—The problem of Statics is to deter-
mine the conditions under which several forces acting on a body
produce equilibrium.”

Page 168.—¢ Forces in Staties are supposed to be prevented
by some kind of resistance from producing motion.”

“Tf two forces act upon a body, it is clear that, in order that
they should produce no effect, they must act (1) at the same
point; (2) in opposite directions; and (3) they must be equal in
magnitude.”

Page 169.—* When the forces produce equilibrium, their joint
effect equals zero, or the resultant vanishes.”
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“Tf any number of forces acting at a point be in equilibrium,
and one of them be removed, the resultant of all the rest is
equal in magnitude, but opposite in direction to the removed
force ; for, since the forces were originally in equilibrium, the
removal of one force must destroy the equilibrium, since all the
other forces served to counteract the effect of this one.”

This view of equilibrium is recognised by Mr. Spencer in his
chapter (First Principles, chap. xxii.) on Equilibration.

Page 484.—*“In all cases there is a progress towards equilibra-
tion. That universal co-existence of antagomist forces which,
as we before saw, necessitates the universality of rhythm, and
which, as we before saw, necessitates the decomposition of
every force into divergent forees . . . at the same time necessi-
tates the ultimate establishment of a balance. Every motion
being motion under resistance is continually suffering deduc-
tions, and these unceasing deductions finally result in the cessa-
tion of the motion.”

As usual, this conclusion, according to Mr. Spencer, is de-
ducible from the Persistence of Force.

Page 515.—“ But the forces of attraction and repulsion being
universally co-existent, it follows, as before shown, that all
motion is motion under resistance. . . . This being the condi-
tion under which all motion occurs, two corollaries result. The
first is, that the deductions perpetually made by the commu-
nication of motion to the resisting medium, cannot but bring
the motion of the body to an end in a longer or shorter time.
The second is, that the motion of the body cannot cease until
these deductions destroy it. In other words, movement must
continue till equilibration takes place ; and equilibration must
eventually take place. DBoth these are manifest deductions from
the persistence of force. . . . Hence this primordial truth is our
immediate warrant for the eonclusions, that the changes which
Evolution presents cannot end until equilibrium is reached ; and
that equilibrium must at last be reached.”

This passage is open to two or three interpretations. Firstly,
it may mean that all forces eventually counteract each other,
and all motions cease, which seems a reasonable proposition.
In this case, the theory of the Continuity of Motion comes
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to an abrupt end. Secondly, it may mean that “the changes
which evolution* presents” must finally result in an equilibrium.
In this case it would be equivalent to saying that all matter
will have been integrated and all motion dissipated, and that
there can be no more changes. This is the ultimate equilibri-
um. DBut this statement is utterly incomprehensible. Such an
utter separation of matter and motion is impossible to conceive.
Thirdly, it may mean that we arrive ultimately at an equélibrium
mobile—an universal alternation of motion—a dissolution of the
cosmos into its ultimate units, having equal alternate motions :
either that or no motion at all; for if there be an universal
counteraction of forces there will be an universal quiescence.

But even if there is not the assertion of such an universal
quieseence, there is in Mr. Spencer’s statement an acknowledg-
ment of the fact of the combination of forces resulting in
absence of motion. He recognises the state of rest described
by Magnus, and this recognition of a state of rest is an admission
of the possibility that forces tending to motion may not effect
that result on account of the counteracting tendency of other
forces. The theory of a statical equilibrium is inconsistent
with the theory of the Continuity of Motion.

We argue, therefore, that whether we consider the matter
from the point of view of the beginnings and endings of motion,
causing occasional increments and decrements of motion, or
whether we consider it in relation to the theory of equilibrium,
we find the theory of the Continuity of Motion to be unten-
able. 'We also find that it is not a deduction from the Per-
sistence of Foree, since different manifestations of force can
counteract each other. And we do not find it justified nega-
tively from the suggested difficulty as to the ereation or anni-
hilation of motion.

This view of the case is corroborated by a reference to Professor
Balfour Stewart’s “ Conservation of Energy.” Throughout this
book a broad distinetion is recognised between energy in
actual motion and energy in a state of rest, or potentiality,
or equilibrium. There is energy of actual motion and energy
of position.  These are ecapable of change, the one into the

* Considered in its rigid definitions as per formula.
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other. The sum-total of energy remains constant. The sum-total
of energy of position is not constant, nor is the sum-total of the
energy of actual motion. For this see § 34 at p. 23 on the Energy
of Position. In § 64 we find the case succinetly stated.

¢« Tere it is well to bear in mind that all energy consists
of two kinds, that of position and that of actual motion, and
also that this distinetion holds for invisible molecular energy
just as truly as for that which is visible.”

Professor Stewart gives us two lists—one of the Forces
of Nature, and one of the Energies of Nature, including
both classes of energies, commencing with the Energy of Visible
Motion, and proceeding to the Visible Energy of Position, such
as in a stone on the top of a cliff, in a head of water, in a
rain-cloud, in a crossbow bent, in a clock or watch Wound
up, and in various other instances.

This list seems to us a little defective, in that it does not
fully describe each case in the two states of motion and posi-
tion of advantage.

The enumeration of energies is followed up by a statement of
the law of conservation, according to which (A)+ (B) + (C) +
(D) + (E) + (F) + (G) + (H) = a constant quantity, and then
comes a list of the transmutations of these different kinds of
energies, the one into the other, in the course of which it is
shown that energy of actual motion and energy of position are
interchangeable, the conclusion being against the theory that
there is a constant quantity of either kind, and therefore against
Mr. Spencer’s theory of the Continuity of Motion.

The question then arises, how does this overthrow of the
Continuity of Motion affect the working out of Mr. Spencer’s
arguments? He advances it in the “First Principles” as one of
the three factors the formulation of whose interrelations is to
unify knowledge. Clearly it ought to find no place in the
Formula ; and the relation specified in the Formula of Evolution
and Dissolution of concomitance with the integration of Matter
does not hold good—indeed, as a matter of fact, we found in
our previous criticism, when we came to apply it, that it did not
prove satisfactory. Practically also we found that this theory
landed us in all sorts of confusions, notably in the foundations
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of DBiology, with respect to the vast quantity of *locked-up”
Motion in nitrogenous compounds. So also it is the cause of
Mr. Spencer’s indefiniteness of expression in all those cases of
latent and retained Motion which abound so plentifully in his
“First Principles.” With respect to the Formula of Evolution,
its essential point—mnamely, the concomitance of the integra-
tion of Matter and the dissipation of Motion—disappears. The
processes are not pari passu ; Evolution and Dissolution need
not be concomitant.

With respect to the formula which was to unify knowledge,
we now come to this rather absurd position, that of the three
factors which Mr. Spencer proposed to formulate, one (Force)
is quietly ignored, another (The Continuity of Motion) is proved
to be erroneous, and the third contains a term,. ‘‘matter,” to
which Mr. Spencer refuses to attach any definite meaning.
And we shall see that in practice, as applied to biological
and psychical phenomena, this formula is wholly inapplicable,
except as a description of the advance from an indefinite inco-
herent homogeneity to a definite coherent heterogeneity. All
it amounts to is merely an assertion of the natural gradual
development of changes, and we get no insight whatever into
those relations of original factors and their necessary sequences
which constitute an intelligent history of the cosmos.

It seems to us that the whole subject of the Persistence of
Force, the Conservation of Energy, and the continuance or non-
continuance of Motion, should be re-stated by scientists.

§ 2. The Ultimate Problem.

Already in Chap. I. § 1 we have stated the nature of the pro-
blem to be sclved in attempting the unification of knowledge.
We have to frame a proposition which, specifying certain
factors, shall enable us by a series of deductions to form a
continuous picture representing the sequences of the objective
universe as they have actually occurred. The ideally perfect
unification would consist in the specification of every incident
in the entire series of sequences ; but the unification might be re-
garded as practically effected if the general nature of all incidents
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could be deduced from the sum-total of certain generalised (not
abstracted) factors. This would be reached (if at all) in the
natural course of discovery by means of an alternative series of
analyses and deductions, of hypotheses and verifications; but
each hypothesis requires clear statement, and eachjtesting a
rigid exactness. Now Mr. Spencer does not clearly tell us the
state from which he starts. If he starts from the state of a
nebula consisting of the seventy or eighty so-called elements in
a gaseous condition in known quantities, and irregularly distri-
buted, we have a starting-point with definite factors. If also
there is an environment of ether with which this nebula is in
relation, we can so define the interrelation that it shall not be a
cause of uncertainty to us. Then within the limitation of
space and factors so defined we can set out on our deductive
process, which is also a process of construction.

But clearly this is not the unification of knowledge ; for we
have here seventy or eighty factors, whose differentiations have
to be accounted for. These seventy or eighty factors have what
we call properties—properties of special attractions, relative
size, shape, weight, &e., and until these differentiations are ex-
plained, no generalised factors can be used in the explanations
of their subsequent interrelations of combination, disintegra-
tion, & We are tied down strictly to the specific properties
of our seventy or eighty factors. We cannot talk of Matter as
a general factor, nor of Force, nor of Polarity, nor of Equili-
bration, for we do not know anything about them. All we
know are specific resistances, extensions, attractions, repulsions,
feelings(f), &c. We are only entitled to speak of a general Matter,
Force, Polarity, &c., when we know their fundamental relations,
and when we know them in such a way that we are able to reason
from them to the so-called elements, and through them to the
following sequences.

It is perhaps to expect too much of Philosophy to require
that it should reduce its ultimate factors to two. DBut all
philosophers of a very speculative character endeavour to start
with a state of the simplest possible constitution—a state con-
taining as few factors as possible, and these in the simplest
and most uniform mode of relation.
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Mr. Spencer, in his chapter on Dissolution, would seem to
resolve the universe ultimately into forces of attraction and
repulsion, and would seck to impose upon it the state of homo-
geneity, or equal and symmetrical distribution. Both at p. 542
of “First Prineiples ” and in the Formula of Evolution we find
a possible homogeneity stated, and the general tenmor of Mr.
Spencer’s process is from a state of homogeneity. To this
meeting-point the studies of all philosophers seem to tend.
The religious philosopher finds an original Divine Mind, the
subjective philosopher finds Absolute Unconditioned Being, the
physieal philosopher finds a homogeneity of attractive and repul-
sive forces or Absolute Force. All unite in saying that this
primordial factor is Unknowable. How, then, to make a begin-
ning? Mr. Spencer seemingly attacks the problem in his theory
of the Instability of the Homogeneous, but when we examine it,
we find he only means that the Homogeneous is unstable when
attacked by external forees, but when not so attacked it is
stable. Hegel propounds the theory of Self-Determination.
It would seem that this, being contrary (as it is) to experience
and incomprehensible in its statement, has no warrant save in
the necessity we feel for assigning a cause in our own minds to
the commencement of changes, in order to justify our cnward
course of thought. !

The problem is made more complex from the necessity we
are under of ineluding in our original factors not only such as
will account for the seventy or eighty so-called elements in their
purely physical combinations, but also such as will acecount for
feelings and their combinations, which constitute also psychical
life, and which affect biological changes.

§ 3. AMr. Spencer’s Admissions of his Failure to Account for
Consciousness.

There is one principal difficulty in Mr. Spencer’s secheme.  As
we have so often observed, Mr. Spencer defines the seope of Philo-
sophy as the accounting for every existence. Among existences
are those of organisms; and if by existence we mean every fact
relating to material existences, then we have the facts of con-
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sciousness and mind, and these have to be explained. Surely
the facts of feeling have had some influence upon the morpho-
logical and physiological development of organisms. Yet Mr.
Spencer distinetly states that the facts of feeling, and therefore
of mind, though exhibiting a parallelism with those of Matter and
Motion, cannot, nevertheless, be comprehended in the Formula
of Evolution. How, then, is knowledge unified ? how is the end
of Philosophy fulfilled? Mr. Spencer says (* Psychology,” § 62,
p. 157) :—* So far from helping us to think of them as of one
kind, analysis serves but to render more manifest the impossi-
bility of finding for them a common concept—a thought under
which they can be united. Let it be granted that all existence
distinguished as objective, may be resolved into the existence of
units of one kind. ILet it be granted that every species of
objective activity may be understood as due to the rhythmijcal
motions of such ultimate units; and that among the objective
activities so understood, are the waves of molecular motion
propagated through nerves and nerve-centres. And let it
further be granted that all existence distinguished as sub-
jective, is resolvable into units of consciousness similar in
nature to those which we know as nervous shocks; each of
which is the correlative of a rhythmical motion of a material
unit, or group of such units. Can we then think of the sub-
jective and objective activities as the same? Can the oscilla-
tion of a molecule be represented in consciousness side by side
with a nervous shock, and the two be recognised as one? No
effort enables us to assimilate them. That a unit of feeling has
nothing in common with a unit of motion, becomes more than
ever manifest when we bring the two into juxtaposition. And
the immediate verdict of consciousness thus given, might be
analytically justified were this a fit place for the needful
analysis.”

And again on p. 508 he says :—* Specifically stated, the pro-
blem is to interpret ( Q. explain?) mental (Q. subjective?) evolution
in terms of the redistribution of Matter and Motion. (Q. do
Maiter and Motion here mean the relations of attractive and
repulsive forces, or do they mean X and Y ?) Though under its
subjective aspect Mind is known only as an aggregate of states
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of consciousness, which cannot be conceived as forms of Matter
and Motion, (Q. repeated) and do not therefore necessarily
conform to the same laws of re-distribution ; (Q. és not this a
denial of the all-comprehensiveness of the Formula of Evolution ?)
yet under its objective aspect, Mind is known as an aggregate
of activities (Q. Motions ?) manifested by an organism—is the
correlative (Q. antecedent cause or co-existing fact ?), therefore,
of certain material transformations (Q. of attractive and re-
pulsive forces or of X and Y ?) which must come within the
general process (Q formula?) of material (Q X and Y?)
evolution (Q. concentration of X and dissipation of ¥ ?), if that
process is truly universal. TnoveH THE DEVELOPMENT OF MIND
ITSELF (Q. subjective?) CANNOT BE EXPLAINED BY A SERIES OF
DEDUCTIONS FROM THE PERSISTENCE OF FORCE, yet if remains
possible that its obverse (Q. anfecedent cause ?), the development
(Q. combinaticn ?) of physical changes in a physical (Q. the
combination of attractive and repulsive forces, or of X and Y,
and the recombination of combinations of these attractive and
repulsive forces, or of X and Y ?) organ (Q. aggregate?), may be
so explained ; and until it is so explained, the conception of
MENTAL EVOLUTION (Q. and even when it is so explained ?),
as a part of Evolution in general, remains incomplete.”

Mr. Spencer speaks in a language that we do not understand.
‘We formed our notions of the meaning of the terms he employs
from the analysis of his doctrines, but when we come to read
his more advanced doctrines, we find they have undergone an
evolution ; hence all the difficulties we experience, as indicated
above, in understanding his meaning in many important
passages. As we understand the above, Mr. Spencer maintains
that by a series of deductions from the Persistence of Force
and by means of the Formula of Evolution the causes of the
production of an organism such as a man can be explained,
~ although his feelings and his mind cannot thereby be explained.
There are several inferences from this. Firstly, there is more in
the results of the Persistence of Force and the Formula of Evo-
lution than the results of attractive and repulsive forces; and
that since we are unable to understand this plus, or its rela-
tions to the attractive and repulsive forces which we do
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understand, therefore, although we may be able to recognise a
regular jprocess of development due to the permanence and
regular order of these relations, yet we cannot unify our know-
ledge.  Secondly, we infer that Mr. Spencer maintains the
proposition that feeling and mind have not been factors in any
morphological and physiological development ; for he says that
an organism is explainable on physical grounds only, which
means that we can deduce and build up an organism from the
relations of the chemical elements and the laws of physies
alone. = An organism is thus physically explainable up to the
most complex development. The result is feeling and mind :
but the organisation would be the same were there no such
result as feeling and mind. It may be that feeling and mind
are mnecessary results of these relations of the original factors,
although we cannot conceive it; but, nevertheless, they are
nothing more than such results, and it is deducible from
these premises that there might be complex organisms with-
out feeling and without mind.  Thirdly, 4f we allow that
feeling and mind have had any influence as factors in morpho-
logical and physiological development, then we admit as factors
in that development more than the factors recognised in a
physical explanation—.e., attractive and repulsive forces. If
feeling cannot be explained from physical antecedents, and yet
feeling is a factor in the structural and functional development
of physical organisms, then a physical explanation of organisms
is not possible, and organisms escape altogether from the
Formula of Evolution and the unification of knowledge. It
is true there is one last resource, namely, to abandon to the

chemical elements the definite terms -of attractive and repul- -

sive forces having definite results, and to deal only with z, y,
and z. That, indeed, releases us from our dilemma, for we can
make z mean sometimes one thing and sometimes another ; and
surely a protean world requires protean words to represent it.

§ 4. Does Mr. Spencer Profess to Explain the Universe ?

In reply to our previous volume, some critics have said that
Mr. Spencer does not profess to explain the universe, and that,
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therefore, our criticism in this respect is not applicable. Tet
us consider this point. ~We advance this as Mr. Spencer’s
object for the following reasons, viz. :—

Firstly, Because he recognises it at the outset of his work, in
the chapter on the ¢ Scope of Philosophy,” from which we have
already quoted. Here he looks for the unification of know-
ledge in the gradual advance of Science, which in various de-
partments unifies great diversities of individual facts by means
of some wide proposition, and we seck the goal of Philosophy in
some widest of all propositions, which shall include everything
in its organic explanations.

Secondly, We justify this view of Mr. Spencer’s object from
his summing up at the end of “ First Principles,” when he has
finished all his work, and says to himself, “It is good.” This
passage is very precise ; it is almost legal in its phraseology.

It runs as follows (p. 541):—“In commencing our search, . . .
it was shown that a Philosophy stands self-convicted of inade-
quacy, if it does not formulate the whole series of changes passed
through by everyexistence in its passage from the imperceptible to
the perceptible, and again from the perceptible to the imperceptible.
If it begins its explanations with existences that already have
concrete forms; or leaves off while they still retain concrete
forms ; then, manifestly, they had preceding histories, or will
have succeeding histories, or both, of which no account is given.
And as such preceding and succeeding histories are subjects of -
possible knowledge, a Philosophy which says nothing about them,
falls short of the required unification. Whence we saw it to
follow that the formula sought, equally applicable to existences
taken singly and in their totality, must be applicable to the
whole history of each and to the whole history of all.”

From this it would seem that the unification of knowledge is
to be found in the formulation of * the whole series of changes
passed through by every existence.” Ilere, of course, there is
the obscurity of the term formulate; but we take it that that
word must refer to the dependence of change upon anterior con-
ditions, these anterior conditions being fewer and more simple
the farther we go back, until we discern in one or two simple
conditions the then future sequences,
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Thirdly, We hold this to be Mr. Spencer’s theory because
his work is mainly a process of construction. Starting from
the comparatively simple and undifferentiated, he proceeds by
gradual steps to the more complex. In his actual work, and
in its effect upon our minds, Mr. Spencer underfakes a pro-
cess of building up. We sec before our eyes the formation of a
solar system out of a nebula. The world cools, the geological
strata are formed, oceans and continents appear. Plants and
animals creep into life, till in their gigantic strength they rise
superior to the elements and defy their brute creators. Man is
developed as the resultant of oxygen, nitrogen, carbon, &ec. in
relation with external factors of heat, light, &e. Strange
sciences of Ethics, Politics, and Esthetics supervene. Intelli-
gence and emotion have come out of physieal arrangement of
the chemical elements. We see it all before our eyes. Is it
not unfolded by Mr. Spencer in his series of works?

Fourthly, Mr. Spencer states distinctly in several places that
he regards this evolution as a single process from first to last.
‘What does a single process mean but the dependence of
changes upon anterior conditions, and what can the under-
standing of the process be but the understanding of the initial
conditions ?

The “Biology” is essentially a constructive undertaking, which
is the same thing as a deductive process of reasoning. From
certain factors in the primal cosmos, whenever we may fix the
time, we have to deduce, or, which is the same thing, construct
the cosmos as we now know it. Mr. Spencer’s is not merely an
inductive gathering up of all knowledge into one scientific pro-
position, but a deductive process from primordial prineiples.
Tt is not sufficient, according to him, that we should know all
that is, but that we should know it as what it must have been,
and could not have been otherwise. Therefore the ““ Biology ”
comes to be a constructive process. We first see the construction
of organic molecules out of inorganic, and then the building up
of organic molecules into plants and animals represented as strict
deductions from the properties of the original factors,

This is what Mr. Spencer says (¢ Psychology,” p. 136) :—

“Evolution being a wniversal process, one and continuous
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throughout all forms of existence, there can be no break, no
change from one group of concrete phenomena to another with-
out a bridge of intermediate phenomena.” He then goes on to
show how Geology is only a branch of a particular science
which is in its totality Astronomy. Biology is only a specialised
part of Geology, and Psychology is only a specialised part of
Biology. ¢ Theoretically all the concrete sciences are adjoining
tracts of one science, which has for its object-matter the con-
tinuous transformation which the universe undergoes.”

‘We therefore come to the conclusion that Mr. Spencer does
undertake an explanation of the universe. He is not content,
nor indeed is it sufficient merely to specify the general character-
istics of cosmical history in all its branches. He rigidly lays
down the necessity for the deductive process, and attempts the
correlative constructive problem.
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CHAPTER IV.

AN EXAMINATION OF THE ‘‘PRINCIPLES OF PSYCHOLOGY” WITH
REGARD TO ITS POSITION IN TIIE SYSTEM FOR THE UNIFICATION
OF ENOWLEDGE.

Tais chapter is undertaken for the purpose of ranging Psycho-
logy in its proper place in the deductive order of the sciences
upon the scheme for the unification of knowledge propounded
by Mr. Spencer. We wish to ascertain its place relatively to
the other sciences in a properly ordered system of knowledge,
and we also wish to ascertain in what respects it assists in the
proper understanding of Mr. Spencer’s system.

In this undertaking we do not propose to criticise the ¢ Psy-
chology” on its merits as an independent work, and we therefore
pass over some of its most important features without note or
comment. To do otherwies would be beside our purpose.
Accordingly we omit many valuable and interesting inquiries,
and confine ourselves strictly to the object we have in view.

In summarising the remarks that have occurred to us in our
studies of the work, we find them to fall under three headings,
and we divide our chapter accordingly. We shall first treat of
a method for the unification of knowledge propounded in the
body of the work, which is one altogether separate and different
from the main and scientific unification upon the lines of which
the great constructive portions of Mr. Spencer’s works are car-
ried out. Next, we shall consider the ¢ Principles of Psycho-
logy ” in regard to the constructive methods, to see how they
fall in with the general plan. Thirdly, we shall consider how
any of the difficulties we may have met in the course of
our study are to be got over by means of the Double-Aspect
Theory.
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§ 1. The Psychological Method for the Unification of
Knowledge.

(a.) Study of Part VIL. of the *“ Principles of Psyclology.”

We shall first direct the attention of the student to Part VIL.
of the “ Principles of Psychology,” in which will be found the
peculiar method for the unification of knowledge already referred
to. It is entitled “General Analysis,” and its object is defined
to be “ An Inquiry Concerning the Nature of Human Know-
ledge.” We shall find it necessary to pursue a somewhat detailed
inquiry, a procedure which, although more tedious to the general
reader, is more satisfactory to the student and more just to the
author than criticisms given in general terms. We find in
§ 385 (vol. il p. 3o7):—

“ Knowledge implies something known and something which
knows ; whence it follows that a theory of knowledge is a
theory of the relation between the two.* Observe how dis-
tinet are the three things.

¢“Ilere, on the one hand, is an aggregate of propositions re-
specting objects ; and each group of these propositions, as, for
instance, those constituting the science of Astronomy, we regard
as expressing certain connections, which continue to hold
whether we continue conscious or not. Here, on the other
hand, is an aggregate of propositions concerning states of con-
sciousness ; and we regard these propositions as expressing
certain connections which continue to hold irrespective of the
continnance of any other connections. And now here are cer-
tain propositions which do not assert connections among Things,
and which do not assert connections among Thoughts, but
which assert connections between Things and Thoughts. Or,
to speak strictly, though they tacitly assert certain connections
among Things, and certain connections among Thoughts, which
are indispensable elements of them, yet the connections with
which they are immediately concerned are those between Things
and Thoughts.”

* Compare this with Mr. Spencer's definition of knowledge in “ First
Priuciples,” § 42.
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The rest of the section is taken up with a further explana-
tion of the object sought for in a Theory of Knowledge. And
this brings the author back to the main object of his Philosophy,
and causes him to revert to the statement of that object made
in the “ First Principles.”

This reference is made in § 386, and as we are now dealing
with Mr. Spencer’s main argument, and as careless or obscure
references to long anterior passages of his work are likely to be
misleading unless properly examined, it will be our duty to
carefully study the connection between the train of thought
therein set forth, and the final outcome in the chapters now
before us. Thus at the outset we are obliged to make a long
digression from our immediate study in crder to estimate pro-
perly that original thought to which the new reasonings have to
be jeined. And first let us see if the representation now made
of the argument set forth in the ¢ First Principles” is correct.

The salient point of the reference is found to be (p. 310, line
16), “the complete unification of knowledge, in which Philo-
sophy reaches its goal.” This unification is declared to be found
(line 15) in the complete establishment of the congruity of
certain fundamental intuitions with all other dicta of conscious-
ness. This process of proving or disproving the congruity is
therefore seen to be (line 14) *“the business of Philosophy,” in
the accomplishment of which is to be found the required unifi-
cation of knowledge.

The following is a quotation of the passage in full, part of
which we italicise :—

§ 386. To do this will be to redeem the promise made by
implication in ¢ First Principles,” when dealing with the ‘Data
of Philesophy.” It was there argued (§ 39) that ‘developed
intelligence is framed upon certain organised and consolidated
conceptions of which it cannot divest itself; and which it can
no more stir without using than the body can stir without help
of its limbs. In what way, then, is it possible for intelligence,
striving after Philosophy, to give any account of these concep-
tions, and to show either their validity or their invalidity %
There is but one way. Those of them which are vital, or cannot
be severed from the rest without mental dissolution, must be
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assumed as true provisionally. The fundamental intuitions that
are essential to the process of thinking, must be temporarily
accepted as unquestionable: leaving the assumption of their
unquestionableness to be justified by the results. And it was
further argued (§ 40) that setting out with these fundamental
intnitions provisionally assumed to be true—that is, provision-
ally assumed to be congruous with all other dicta of conscious-
ness—the process of proving or disproving the congruity becomes
the business of Philosophy ; and the complete establishmnent of the
congruity becomes the same thing as the complete unification
of knowledge, in wlhich Philosophy reaches its goal.”

We find it, therefore, clearly stated, first, that the goal of
Philosophy is the unification of knowledge ; secondly, that this
unification is accomplished when certain fundamental intuitions
are found to be congruous with all the other dicta of conscious-
ness ; and, thirdly, that the proving or disproving this congruity
is the business of Philosophy.

We will now refer back to the “ Data of Philosophy ” to see
whether this is a correct representation of the passage. And we
may as well say at once that we find there no such clear and
concise statement, but a very long, diffuse, and indefinite discus-
sion containing a variety of imperfectly conceived propositions.

Firstly, we think we come upon the primordial datum in § 41,
which is thus presented to us:—*

“What is this datum, or rather what are these data, which
Philosophy cannot do without? Clearly one primordial datum
is involved in the foregoing statement. Already by implication
we have assumed, and must for ever continue to assume, that
congruities and incongruities exist, and are cognisable by us.”

The italicised proposition, therefore, is the first fundamental
datum of philosophy, further explained towards the end of
p. 141:—

“ And here we get to the bottom of the matter. The per-
manence of a consciousness of likeness or difference, is our
ultimate warrant for asserting the existence of likeness or differ-
ence ; and, in fact, we mean by the existence of likeness or dif-
ference, nothing more than the permanent consciousness of it.”

* First Principles, p. 140.
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This, however, is not enough.

§ 42. “But Philosophy requires for its datum some substan-
tive proposition. To recognise as unquestionable a certain
fundamental process of thought, is not enough : we must recog-
nise as unquestionable some fundamental product of thought,
reached by this process. If Philosophy is completely-unified
knowledge—if the unification of knowledge is to be effected
only by showing that some ultimate proposition includes and
consolidates all the results of experience; then, clearly, this
ultimate proposition which has to be proved congruous with all
others, must express a piece of knowledge, and not the validity
of an act of knowing. Having assumed the trustworthiness of
consciousness, we have also to assume as trustworthy some
deliverance of consciousness,

“What must this be? Must it not be one affirming the
widest and most profound distinction which things present?
Must it not be a statement of congruities and incongruities
more general than any other? An ultimate principle that is to
unify all experience, must be co-extensive with all experience.
. . . That which Philosophy takes as its datum, must be an
assertion of some likeness and difference to which all other like-
nesses and differences are secondary. If knowledge is classifying,
or grouping the like and separating the unlike; and if the
unification of knowledge proceeds by arranging the smaller
classes of like experiences within the larger, and these within
the still larger ; then, the proposition by which knowledge is
unified, must be one specifying the antithesis between two ulti-
mate classes of experiences, in which all others merge.”

From this passage it would appear that the unification of
knowledge, which is the goal of Philosophy, is to be reached by
a different method altogether from those which we discussed
in our former criticism. The theory of this latest method is:
Since knowledge is classification, the more complete the classi-
fication the more completely unified is the knowledge, and the
nearer we approach to a philosophy. When, therefore, we have
all knowledge comprehended in two large classes, we can pro-
ceed no farther: knowledge is unified and Philosophy has
reached its goal.
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However, to proceed. We have to bear in mind that the ¢ sub-
stantive proposition ” which Philosophy requires for its datun
has not been found in § 42. We pass on to §43.

This section is a disquisition on the faint and vivid manifes-
tations whieh compose knowledge, and which possess seven sepa-
rate charaeters by which they are distinguished.

Seetion 44 groups these two classes of manifestations into
self and non-self. The ¢ vivid manifestations indissolubly bound
together in relatively immense masses and having independent
eonditions of existence we call the Non-ego.”

It must be borne in mind that we are now on the look-out
for the ¢“substantive proposition,” the *ultimate proposition,”
proposed to be sought in §42. Taking into eonsideration that
this proposition is deseribed as “ one speeifying the antithesis
between two ultimate elasses of experiences, in which all others
merge,” as “one affirming the widest and most profound dis-
tinction whieh things present,” we are tempted to put down as
the second datum this proposition, namely, that all knowledge
—i.e., Philosophy—is eomprised in the proposition that ¢ the
widest and most profound distinetion which things present is
the distinetion between the Ego and the Non-ego.”

DBut there erops up here and there another datum, for which
see §44, . 154

“Or, rather, more truly, each order of manifestation earries
with it the irresistible implieation of some power that mani-
fests itself . . . in the faint forms . .. and in the vivid
forms.”

Page 156.—* And so we are made vaguely conseious of an
indefinitely-extended region of power or being, not merely
separate from the current of faint manifestations eonstituting
the Kgo, but lying beyond the eurrent of vivid manifestations
constituting the immediately-present portion of the Non-ego.”

These lead up to the datum or * postulate that the manifes-
tations of the Unknowable” (Power?) ‘“fall into the two
separate aggregates constituting the world of consciousness and
the world beyond eonsciousness.”

This seems to be the fundamental proposition which has to
be found congruous with every result of experience, direct and
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indirect, and which shall thereby become the unification of
knowledge aimed at by Philosophy.

On p. 1561t is described as the ¢ fundamental cognition.”

“The establishment of this distinction precedes all reason-
ing; and while, running through our mental structure as it
does, we are debarred from reasoning about it without taking
for granted its existence ; analysis, nevertheless, enables us to
justify the assertion of its existence, by showing that it is also
the outcome of a classification based on accumulated likenesses
and accumulated differences. In other words—Reasoning, which
is itself but a formation of cohesions among manifestations,
here strengthens, by the cohesions it forms, the cohesions which
it finds already existing.”

In §45 we seem to realise the substantive proposition pro-
posed to be sought in §42. ¢TI have thus . . . indicated the
essential nature and justification of that primordial proposi-
tion which Philosophy requires as a datum.” This seems to
refer to the previous passage at the end of § 44.

“And so we are made vaguely conscious of an indefinitely-
extended region of power or being, not merely separate from the
current of faint manifestations constituting the Ego, but lying
beyond the current of vivid manifestations constituting the
immediately-present portion of the Non-ego.”

The whole argument is summed up on the following page.
‘We are never, however, given one fundamental proposition, but
several ; and their coherence, so as to form an unification of all
knowledge, cannot, on the face of it, be recognised.

Page 157.—“In brief, our postulates are :—an Unknowable
Power ; the existence of knowable likenesses and differences
among the manifestations of that Power; and a resulting segre-
gation of the manifestations into those of subject and object.”

‘What is segregation? It is a term derived from, and, pro-
perly speaking, exclusively applicable to, material bodies, and
it refers to the process by which the like separates itself from
the unlike, and each kind of substance under proper conditions,
such as heat or liquidity, gathers itself together in separate
places. We know of no possible method by which different
kinds of manifestations of the Unknowable separate and gather
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themselves together, so as to form on the one hand faint mani-
festations which we call feelings, and on the other vivid mani-
festations which we call the world beyond consciousness. Who
has perceived or will venture to describe the process? Can we,
indeed, assert that we mean anything when we say that the faint
manifestations of the Unknowable segregate and the vivid mani-
festations of the Unknowable segregate ¢

These, then, are the “organised and consolidated conceptions”
" referred to in the *Psychology,” which have to be found con-
gruous with all the other dicta of consciousness, and in which
the unitative object of Philosophy is attained.

We have remarked throughout this chapter a great amount
of vagueness, not merely of language, but also of thought. We
seem to be carrying on two arguments, if not more, at the same
time. We are apparently occupied mainly with an inquiry as
to the data or groundwork of knowledge, the result of which
inquiry is summed up on p. 157 as just quoted; and we are also
on the outlook for the definite and substantive proposition pro-
posed at the commencement of §42 as requisite for the datum
of Philosophy, and which the summary hardly supplies.

To revert now to the “ Psychology,” we find that the funda-
mental intuitions with which all other dicta of consciousness
have to be found congruous, in order to accomplish a perfected
philosophy and unification of knowledge, are these :—

1. The existence of an Unknowable Power.

2. The existence of knowable likenesses and differences
among the manifestations of that Power.

3. A resulting segregation of the manifestations into those
of subject and object.

The business of Philosophy, therefore, is the proving or dis-
proving of the congruity between all other dicta of consciousness
and these fundamental intuitions.

According to this statement, the proper course would be to
ask three questions:—

Firstly, Are all the dicta of consciousness congruous with the
belief in the existence of an Unknowable Power !

Secondly, Are they congruous with the consciousness of
knowable likenesses and differences ?
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Thirdly, Are they congruous with the segregation into sub-
Ject and object ?

And if we give affirmative replies to all these questions, know-
ledge is unified and Philosophy attained.

At the same time, we fail to see that we are any wiser or
better off for the fact. If this is the highest point to which
Philosophy can attain, it seems to us a very vapid result. It
gives us no insight into the relations of things; throws no light
upon the sequences of the universe; affords no explanations ;
gives us no power over the course of events, because it gives us
no knowledge of their relations ; imparts no information as to
our place in the historic cosmos, and is altogether a vain and
empty conclusion.

In addition to this, it is to be observed that the unification
thus effected does not conform to the requirements of the
objects of Philosophy, as explained elsewhere in Mr. Spencer’s
works and quoted by us in the first chapter of this work. The
object of Philosophy is to trace back the order of sequencesof
the Cosmos, so that given the relations of certain original factors
in property and distribution, all the range of sequences can be
understood as resultants therefrom.

To place the unification of knowledge in the finding of con-
gruities between the multitudinous experiences of consciousness
and those fundamental experiences out of which all conscious-
ness has been evolved, is no more than finding congruities
between a mass and the parts which make up that mass. In
this respect, indeed, it might be said that if we find the present
constitution of the cosmos and its past history congruous with
some anterior simple state, although we do not understand the
order of the sequences, then knowledge might be considered
unified. But as a matter of fact, we do not find the requisite
congruity between the known history of the cosmos and the
supposed constitution of the primordial mebula, for the former
includes subjective feelings which are not congruous with the
contents of the latter.

But truly this is not Mr. Spencer’s idea: his teaching seems to
refer to the primordial experiences of individuals, or to indivi-
dual conceptions of general primordial experiences of living erea-
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tures. Here again we would observe that the simple finding of
congruities between the snm-total of experience and individual
experience is nothing very important. What shall we say if
this final result is no more than the bare statement that all
experiences are manifestations of an Unknowable Power, which
manifestations segregate into two orders, namely, the faint and
the vivid ?
(b.) Digression.

In our previously published criticism of Mr. Spencer we gave
a different account of his unification of knowledge, gathered
from his ¢ Summary and Conclusion ” in “ First Principles.”
Let us now consider the teachings of the “ Principles of Psy-
chology ” in regard to this question. We found that the unifi-
cation of knowledge, which it was the object of Philosophy
to accomplish, was the formulation of the whole scries of changes
passed through by every existence. Referring to ¢ First Prin-
ciples,” we find—

Page g41.—“It was shown that a Philosophy stands self-
convicted of inadequacy, if it does not formulate the whole
series of changes passed through by every existence in its pas-
sage from the imperceptible to the perceptible, and again from
the perceptible to the imperceptible. If it begins its explanations
with existences that already have concrete forms, or leaves off
while they still retain concrete forms; then, manifestly, they had
preceding histories, or will have succeeding histories, or both, of
which no account is given. And as such preceding or succeeding
histories are subjects of possible knowledge, a Philosophy which
says nothing about them, falls short of the required unification.
‘Whence we saw it to follow that the formula sought, equally
applicable to existences taken singly and in their totality, must
be applicable to the whole history of each and to the whole
history of all.”

The succceding paragraph (p. 542) refers to the Formula of
Evolution, which is said to be the requisite formulation.

The question arises, which of Mr. Spencer’s two methods is
the one he really advocates, or, if he propounds both of them,
are they identical? In the one case, Mr. Spencer states that
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Philosophy accomplishes its object, namely, the unification of
knowledge, by formulating some “ultimate proposition ” which
shall be found congruous with all other experience. Now a pro-
position is composed of three parts—a subject, a predicate, and
a copula. The following sentence, which seems to be the sum-
ming up of the chapter on the “Data of Philosophy,” to which
we have been referred from the chapter of the ‘ Psychology ”
now under consideration, is not a proposition at all :—

“In brief, our postulates are:—an Unknowable Power;
the existence of knowable likenesses and differences among the
manifestations of that Power; and a resulting segregation of the
manifestations into those of subject and object.”

Yet we can find no other proposition which is clearly stated as
the one which is to unify all knowledge. The question then
arises, have these postulates the effect intended ? Assuming
them to be correctly stated, do they unify knowledge? At first
sight they seem to be comprehensive enough, but not to throw
much light on the relation of sequence or process. They do
not, for instance, explain the combination of oxygen and hydro-
gen into water, nor the varied states of ice, water, and steam.
Again, they do not explain the nature of heredity. Nor do
they throw much light on the sensitiveness of the eye to those
undulations called light. Clearly the postulates do not explain
the order of cosmical sequences.

Let us now consider the question as to the identity of the
two methods of unification proposed by Mr. Spencer, viz. :(—

¢ Evolution, 1s,” &c.
“TIn brief, our postulates are,” &e.

To us there do not appear to be any common elements of com-
parison. Let us, however, again refer to the ¢ Summary and
Conclusion,” to enable us to determine what is the proposition
which affords the desired unification of knowledge. The fol-
lowing is a short summary :—

Page 538.—A proposal to review the completed organisation
of knowledge.

Page 539, 1st Par.—Philosophy is the unification of know-
ledge.




—_— -

e ——

DIGRESSION. 173

2nd Par.—The data with which Philosophy must set out, as
already stated in detail.

3rd Par.—The primary truth. The Persistence of Force
(Query, is this the Philosoply requived ?) includes the ¢ Inde-
structibility of Matter” and the “ Continuity of Motion.”

Page 540.—Further corollaries.

§ 186. All these truths co-ordinated will form a philosophy.
“That which alone can unify knowledge must be the law of
co-operation of all the factors—a law expressing simultaneously
the complex antecedents and the complex consequents which any
phenomenon as a whole presents.”

2nd Par.—The law sought must be the continuous redis-
tribution of Matter and Motion . . . Hence we may be cer-
tain, a priort, that there must be a law of the concomitant
redistribution of Matter and Motion, which holds of every
change ; and which, by thus unifying all changes, must be the
basis of a Philosophy. (Query, does this mean, must be the
Philosophy required 2)

3rd Par.—Then comes the categorical statement of what is
required of a Philosophy which affords our researches a standard
of efficiency, and by which we find all Mr. Spencer’s endeavours
to fail.

Page 542, 1st Par.—The formula in view is the Formula of
Evolution, but this is not the same kind of unification as that
which was proposed to be effected in the formulation of a
primary conception or fundamental proposition congruous with
all other dicta of consciousness.

Page 543.—The Formula applied in detail.

Page 545.—Evolution one in principle and one in fact.

Page 547.—=Still Philosophy is not complete as long as
Evolution is only an induction. What is required is the state-
ment of one fact or principle from which all the facts of Evolu-
tion and Dissolution can be deduced.

“Qur next step, therefore, was to show why, Force being
persistent, the transformation which Evolution shows us neces-
sarily results.”

‘We appear now to be coming in view of the grand ultimate
formula or proposition which shall completely unify knowledge
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and constitute a Philosophy; for it turns out, after all, that the
Formula of Evolution is not sufficient. The one comprehensive
truth, therefore, would seem to be

¢ The Persistence of Force,”
which it is necessary to examine separately on its own merits
as to meaning and efficacy, and which is so dealt with in our
previous criticism.

Page 547 shows how the principle of the Persistence of Force
involves as a consequence the instability of the homogeneous,
and this being accomplished, everything else follows. The full
consideration of this curious reasoning is given in our previously
published criticism, and the weakness of it is manifest in the
section now under consideration ; for Mr. Spencer, we find, does
not really treat of the homogeneous, but of a heterogeneous
complex cosmos containing some ‘finite homogeneous aggre-
gates” and “diverse forces,” thus begging the question of the
heterogeneity for which, according to the statement on p. 541,
he had to account.

Page 549 ought to disclose the unificatory proposition of
Philosophy ; and it is stated that ‘“each of these laws of the
redistribution of Matter and Motion, was found to be a deriva-
tive law—a law deducible from the fundamental law. The
Persistence of Force being granted, there follow as inevitable
inferences, &c. . . . And thus discovering that the processes
of change formulated under these titles are so many different
aspects of one transformation, determined by an ultimate
necessity, we arrive at a complete unification of them—a
synthesis in which Evolution in general and in detail becomes
known as an implication of the law that transcends proof.
. .. Which further unification brings us to a conception
of the entire plexus of changes presented by each concrete
phenomenon, and by the aggregate of concrete phenomena, as
a manifestation of one fundamental fact—a fact shown alike
in the total change and in all the separate changes composing
it,”—and thus answers to the requirements given on p. 541.

In§ 191, p. 551, We come upon a rounding off of the argu-
ment by a reversion to the other statement of the method of a
Philosophy, namely, by showing that the fundamental datum
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of conseiousness is congruous with all other dicta of conscious-
ness, We could not in its proper place find out with exactness
what that datum was, but it is given here—* The recognition
of a persistent Force, ever changing its manifestations,” but un-
changed in quantity throughout all past time and all future
time, is that which we find alone makes possible each conerete
interpretation, and at last unifies all conerete interpretations.
. . . Our synthesis has proceeded by taking for granted at every
step this ultimate truth ; and the ultimate truth eannot, there-
fore, be regarded as in any sense an outcome of the synthesis.”

We do not think that the original datum as thus expressed was
given very clearly in the chapter on the “Data of Philosophy.”
If it was, then we find the proposition, ¢ There is a Persistent
Forece or Power,” alike the fundamental fact from which the
Formula of Evolution is derived and the fundamental con-
ception with which all other dieta of eonseiousness are econ-
gruous. This is, of eourse, Mr. Spencer’s own statement. The
difficulty we ourselves find is in understanding the meaning
of the word Force, and then in deriving the eorollaries. We
have elsewhere stated that unless we can attach elear ideas to
the terms Force, Matter, Motion, &e., none of the propositions
in which they are used can be intelligible, and therefore such
propositions are incapable of expressing an item of knowledge,
a fact of cognition, a truth of Philosophy. They are out of
court altogether, and Mr. Spencer himself states that they
cannot be understood.

“There is a Persistent Foree or Power ever changing its
manifestations.” The more we think over this proposition, the
more ineapable we find it of affording any satisfactory outcome.
It is said to have corollaries, but we struggle about inside the
hard bounds of our prison-house, and we cannot get out of it.
Foree shows no inclination to solidify into Matter or to mani-
fest itself in Feeling, and we do not know that Motion even
is a necessary mode of Foree.

Section 192 is a general vindication of unity and a challenge.

“If it can be shown that the Persistence of Force is not a
datum of consciousness ; or if it can be shown that the several
laws of Force above specified are not corollaries from it ; or if
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it can be shown that, given these laws, the redistribution of
Matter and Motion does not necessarily proceed as described ;
then, indeed, it will be shown that the theory of Evolution has
not the high warrant here claimed for it. But nothing short
of this can shake the general conclusions arrived at.”

To this challenge we have previously replied by anticipation.
We deny that the proposition predicating Persistence as an
attribute of Force—Force itself being unknowable—has any
corollaries, and we do not hold that the quantitative Persistence
of Force is a datum of consciousness.

Section 193 is a re-statement of the unification effected
throughout all knowledge by the theory of the Persistence of
Force. )

“Given the Persistence of Force, and given the various
derivative laws of Force, and there has to be shown not only
how the actual existences of the inorganic world necessarily
exhibit the traits they do, but how there necessarily result
the more numerous and involved traits exhibited by organic
and super-organic existences—how an organism is evolved?
what is the genesis of human intelligence? whence social
progress arises ”

This places the unification of knowledge and the attainment
of the goal of Philosophy on the basis of the definition on
p- 541 rather than on the attainment of congruity of know-
ledge.

Section 194 is a repudiation of Materialism as ordinarily under-
stood. 'With the statement and argument in this section we find
we entirely agree. 'We believe there is as much mystery in the
nature of the relations of Matter and Motion as there is in the
nature of sentiency, in the relations of body with body, or in
the relations of body with consciousness. Our contention is
that in the face of so much mystery no unification of knowledge
such as that described in § 193 and § 186 is possible, 7.e., an
unification which shall show the necessary sequence of the traits
of all existences, both inorganic, organie, and super-organic, from
some primordial homogeneity. If we say there is the Persistence
of Force, and then that there is Matter and Motion, logic stands
impotently staring at propositions made up of symbols utterly
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incomprehensible, and cannot set to work till the ghosts depart
and comprehensible realities only are left. Even supposing that
we agree with Mr. Spencer that the controversy as between
Spiritualism and Materialism is merely a war of words, still it
does not follow that we can formulate all phenomena in terms
of Matter, Motion, and Force. And if we do, then one of two
things happens. Either, first, we attach no definite meaning to
the words, and they are mere symbols without much content—
the playthings of inquiring philosophers ; or, secondly, we must
insist that all the facts of the universe should be explained
in terms of Matter, and Motion, and Force, according to the
accepted meanings of these terms, and this is obviously a mate-
rialistic interpretation. In the former case explanation is clearly
acknowledged to be impossible ; in the latter it is insufficient.

Therefore we see no injustice in pressing upon Mr. Spencer,
notwithstanding all his disclaimers, the charge of Materialism
as ordinarily understood ; and he can only escape it by having
recourse to Mysticism—a confession of the inefficiency of any
formula to explain all that he requires a Philosophy to explain,
and a resort to a Power that cannot be understood.

It must be remembered that we entered upon this examina-
tion of the “Summary and Conclusion ” in the ¢ First Prin-
ciples ” for the purpose of ascertaining if the method of the
unification of knowledge propounded in the *“ Psychology ” was
really identical with the method of unification propounded at
p. 541 of the “First Principles.” We found that an attempt
was made to identify, or rather to comprehend, the two methods
by inclusion in a larger proposition than either of them, viz., in
the proposition that ¢ There exists an Unknowable Power, ever
changing its manifestations;” and our conclusion respecting
that method of unifying knowledge was that it was ineffective,
because it had no meaning and no corollaries. Indeed, one
might just as well say that the alphabet is an unification of
knowledge, since all knowledge is contained in its ever-varying
changes and combinations. One would obtain just as much in-
formation out of the one proposition as out of the other, And
as to Force—there is just as much efficiency in the magician’s

potent word ¢ Abracadabra.”
M
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We therefore find that the only unification between the
two methods for unifying knowledge is a mystical and in-
comprehensible one, and that if either of them is separately
able to accomplish it, they must be considered separately. The
one we fully considered in our former criticism, and found it
utterly impotent. The other we think we have now also shown
to be inefficient ; but we must proceed further with our conside-
ration of it in the part of the * Psychology” we have selected
for our present study.

(¢.) Resumption of the Study of Part VIL of the *“ Psychology.”

It must be remembered that we proceeded with our exami-
nation of ¢ Psychology,” part vii., up to p. 310. To return to
that page, we are reminded (line 18) that the organised con-
ceptions forming the Data of Philosophy were only accepted
provisionally ; it is also explained that throughout the pre-
vious works composing the system of Synthetic Philosophy
these organised conceptions have been assumed; and that all
the detailed phenomena have been found to be congruous with
such assumptions. We are then informed that “we are now
called upon to reconsider these provisional assumptions . . .
the question here to be met is, whether they admit of being
unified ¥ with the coherent body of conclusions to which accep-
tance of them has led us.” . . . “In other words, we have to
take up the vexed question of Subject and Object. The rela-
tion between these, as antithetically-opposed divisions of the
entire assemblage of manifestations of the Unknowable, was
our datum.”

We would have the reader carefully consider what he is about
here. A transformation of the argument seems to be going on,
and it is necessary to be watchful. The transformation seems
to be this :—

Our object, as stated in the first half of p. 310, is the “uni-

fication of knowledge.” Having abandoned the unification of!]

* Query, does “unified ” mean merely “shown to be non-contradictory,”
or does “unification ” mean that they are both the necessary result of!
some common original activity ?
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knowledge as an unification of sequences by means of the
Formula of Evolution, we seek it now in the establishment of
congruities between organised primordial experiences and all
the other dicta of consciousness. After a reference to the ¢ Data
of Philosophy,” where these primordial assumptions are fully set
out, Mr. Spencer states, in the second half of p. 310, that
“Since then we have been occupied in carrying on the unifica-
tion indicated, . . . we are now called upon to reconsider these
provisional assumptions.” ¢ The process of unification . . . has
brought us at length to these assumptions themselves; and the
question here to be met is, whether they admit of being unified
with the coherent body of conclusions to which acceptance of
them has led us . . . it becomes needful to look closely at these
postulates, and to test the arguments of those who deny their
validity.”

So far we understand our author. There were certain postu-
lates assumed provisionally, and indeed necessarily, for they
were such that the mind could not move without them any more
than the body could move without the aid of its limbs; and
we are now called upon to re-examine these postulates which
were thus only assumed provisionally, our object being to test
their validity. This is to be done by seeing if they are con-
gruous with the coherent body of conclusions to which acceptance
of them has led us.

Waiving the question as to the necessity and propriety of
judging the validity of postulates by the congruity of their
logical results with themselves, we take Mr. Spencer’s statement
as it stands. To do what he wishes evidently requires that
the postulates to be thus tested should be carefully enumerated
in definite language, and then, on the other hand, that the
coherent body of conclusions by which they are to be tested
should be summarised in some clear and formal statement.
‘When that is done, we shall have to compare the two, and find-
ing that the logical results of the postulates are congruous with
them, we shall know that the postulates themselves are valid
and trustworthy.

But if the reader expects this course to be pursued by Mr.
Spencer, he will be disappointed. On p. 311 all the postulates
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are arbitrarily “ unified ” into one datum, and this is not the
old favourite “ Power or Force continually changing its mani-
festations,” but it is the relation between subject and object as
antithetically opposed divisions of the entire assemblage of
manifestations of the Unknowable, which was our datum. The
plural is changed into the singular; the whole is unified into
one of its parts; and the congruity sought must be between this
one datum and the coherent body of conclusions before referred
to. In the next sentence, indeed, it seems to be inferred that
all this coherent body of conclusions has been derived from this
single datum, and not from all or any of the others we have
had to consider ; for Mr. Spencer says, “The fabric of conclu-
sions built upon it must be unstable if this datum can be proved
untrue or doubtful.”

Now the consideration in question may be essential to Philo-
sophy, but surely this is not the unification of Philosophy, nor
is it the mode of unification of knowledge which Mr. Spencer
has previously set out on page 310, and which we have just
examined. While one side of the comparison is ignored alto-
gether—i.e., “ the coherent body of conclusions,” to which the
acceptance of the primordial data led us—on the other side these
primordial postulates or primary conceptions are all most unwar-
rantably and unjustifiably amalgamated into the narrow limits
of a single datum, and the whole question is transformed into
one respecting the validity of the distinction between Subject
and Object, and the reality of the existence of these two.

If this were logical and allowable, it would follow that the
accomplishment of this task would prove the congruity of all
the primary assumptions or postulates with the coherent body
of their logical results, and the accomplishment of this task we
are to take for granted. It is one of Mr. Spencer’s principal
characteristics that he states very clearly what has to be done
and then fails to do it. DBut what can we expect of any one
who would grasp the universe in his arms perpetually? Some-
times the world of feeling eludes his hold; sometimes the
physical universe still goes astray.

It is clear that our logical continuity has come toa stop. We
abandon the comparison and verification we had intended, and
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which was to have been the final unification of knowledge, and
now set out to follow Mr Spencer in new and disconnected
lines of thought.

(d.) The Final Question.

Collecting ourselves for a fresh start, we find the above head-
ing to the chapter, and are refreshed. We have come across so
many apparent finalities, and found they were not final, that
we are glad to see it stated in a formal way that we have
reached the final question at last. And we take it to be ex-
pressed in § 387, p. 311, viz., “ The vexed question of Subject
and Object.” The question allowing of an affirmative or nega-
tive reply would seem to be this:—

¢ Are Subject and Object antithetically opposed divisions of
the entire assemblage of manifestations of the Unknowable ?”

Our first inquiry must be, Is this a fair statement of the
““vexed question,” or is it a statement which, by including too
much, or tacitly asserting some theory, would not be accepted by
all philosophers as a proper statement of the controverted point?

But Mr. Spencer asks us to be satisfied with this statement of
the question, and to accept it as one which the idealist, the
sceptic, the dualist, and the realist would all recognise.

If it is answered in the negative, Mr. Spencer states that, so
far as he is concerned, ““ The fabric of conclusions built upon it
must be unstable if this datum can be proved eitler untrue or
doubtful.”

The importance of this as a ¢ final question” is not apparent,
but we proceed with Mr. Spencer’s course of thought. This
leads us through Chapters II., II1., and IV., which deal respec-
tively with the assumptions, words, and reasonings of metaphysi-
cians, who are here taken as Idealists. Chapters V., V1., VII,,
and VIIL are justifications of Realism ; Chapters IX. to XIII.
deal with the test of validity—all these chapters being necces-
sary to the elucidation of the argument, and leading up to
Chapter XIV., the Positive Justification of Realism, a short
chapter, which is elaborated in Chapters X'V., XVL, and XVIL.,
which latter expounds “ The Completed Differentiation of Sub-
ject and Object.” We have not thought it necessary to enter
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upon a minute examination of these chapters, because we do
not see much to disagree with, and because they do not seem
to present salient points for eriticism so far as regards our main
object of examination, viz., the unification of knowledge to be
attained by the recognition of the two classes of manifestations,
or in any other way. The result of all these chapters appears to
be summarised and expressed in the concluding paragraph of
Chapter XVIL., thus:—

““The general result is that the vivid aggregate, both as mani-
festing passive resistance and as manifesting active energy,
inevitably comes to have associated with it in consciousness,
the idea of power, separate from, but in some way akin to, the
power which the faint aggregate perpetually evolves within
itself.” ‘

This general result, then, is, after all, very ambignous, and
therefore not very efficient in the unification of knowledge,
except upon the principle that the Knowable can only be pro-
perly understood by means of our ideas of the Unknowable. In
order to understand the passage just quoted, we have to under-
stand the power which the faint aggregate perpetually evolves
within itself, and then we have to form some idea of ‘‘akin-
ness,” and attribute the same kind of power thus manifested to
the vivid aggregate. ~The result of this attribution would be
widely various, according to the different conceptions of the
power which the faint aggregate perpetually evolves within
itself.

But we now proceed to the study of Chapter X VIIL, which
seems fo require a detailed examination. It is upon the ¢ De-
veloped Conception of Object.” J

It is here pointed out in §§ 347, 348, that the impression
we call resistance “‘is the primordial, the universal, the ever-
present constituent of consciousness.” ¢ It is primordial in the
sense that it is an impression of which the lowest orders of
creatures show themselves susceptible.” . . . ‘It is universal,
both as being cognisable by every creature possessing any sen-
sitiveness, and usually as being cognisable by all parts of the
body of each.” . .. “It is ever present, inasmuch as every
creature, or, at any rate, every terrestrial creature, is subject to
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it during the whole of its existence.” And it was shown that
this, consequently, “ becomes the mother-tongue of thought, in
which all the first cognitions are registered, and into which all
symbols afterwards learned are interpretable.”

This is evidently another first primordial datum, and is a very
useful passage, because it gives us some clue by which to work
out the use and value of the symbols which we have been con-
stantly using in the course of our studies. It is a kind of key
to the interpretation of the symbols Matter, Motion, Force,
Evolution, Dissolution, Integration, &c. We find that they
have all to be interpreted into ¢ the impression we call resist-
ance,” and we find that all the ¢ first cognitions,” which we pre-
sume to be the fundamental data of philosophy, the primary
assumptions, the original postulates,* are ¢ registered” in this
“impression of resistance.” To this interpretation and registra-
tion we shall recur at a more convenient point. We must not
allow too many digressions to mar the consecutiveness of our
criticism. Mr. Spencer next says :—

‘“Hence along with the segregation of our states of conscious-
ness into vivid and faint, the consciousness of something which
resists comes to be the general symbol for that independent
existence implied by the vivid aggregate.”

Here we notice that ‘““the consciousness of something
which resists ” comes to be ‘“the general symbol ” of external
existence.

Again, “We have just seen that mutual exploration of our
limbs, excited by ideas and emotions,  establishes an indissoluble
cohesion in thought between active energy as it wells up from the
depths of our consciousness, and the equivalent resistance opposed
to it ; as well as between this resistance opposed to it and an
equivalent pressure in the part of the body which resists. Hence
the root-conception of existence beyond consciousness, becomes
that of resistance plus some force which the resistance measures.”

* «Tn brief, our postulates are : An Unknowable Power ; the existence
of knowable likenesses and differences among the manifestations of that
Power ; and a resulting segregation of the manifestations into those of Sub-
ject and Object.”—First Principles, p. 157.

+ Elsewhere Mr. Spencer repudiates Feeling as a factor in Biology.
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The statement seems to be this, we have the active conscious
energy + the physical forces of the exploring limb = the resist-
ance of the explored limb, 7.e., “a force which the resistance
measures.” This, firstly, implies a correlation of conscious force
with physical forces—a theory not recognised by scientists.
Secondly, it exhibits a confusion between the modes of the
physical forces. Thirdly, it fails to show the correlation be-
tween the forces of mutual resistance of limbs and the impres-
sion of resistance. Fourthly, it fails to explain the differentia-
tion of feelings in terms of the differentiations of resistances.

Mr. Spencer endeavours to reduce all knowledge to the rela-
tions of two factors, Object and Subject. Philosophy requires
their unification as a corollary from one fundamental proposi-
tion. If this can be done, then the final proposition must be
formed from the Persistence of Force, from which object and
subject must as corollaries be derived. This Persistence of Force
has many corollaries; but we submit that subject and object
are not logically deducible from it.

Mr. Spencer proceeds to say—

“This essential element in our consciousness of the vivid
aggregate, is also the essential element in our consciousness of
each part distinguished as an individual object. The unknown
correlative of the resistance opposed by it, ever nascent in
thought under the form of muscular strain—the unknown
correlative which we think of as defying our efforts to crush
or rend the body, and therefore as that which holds the body
together, is necessarily thought of as constituting body. On
remembering, &c. . . . we shall see clearly that this unknown
correlative of the vivid state we call pressure, symbolised in the
known terms of our own efforts, constitutes what we call mate-
rial substance.”

This we can only interpret as meaning those mutual attrac-
tions according to known or ascertainable laws of chemical
clements, causing combinations of such coherency that chemical
elements otherwise combined, and forming an individual coher-
ent body under the direction of the Will, are unable to dispart
them. The nature of the coherency of the external body and
of the body seeking to dispart it is the same, viz., chemical and
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cohesive forces of the elements which produce the formation of
diversely coherent bodies; but the nature of the Will being
unexplained does not imply an equivalence either of Will or
Force, or anything else in the external existence. Nor does the
aggregation of the elementary substances in any case imply con-
sciousness.

Section 467 gives us a definition of Existence as the permanent
in the midst of that which has no permanence. Not that the
definition is very clear, nor that it is of any practical utility.

Section 468 requires careful study.

“On changing from passivity to activity—on evolving® the
feeling which excites muscular motion, and using the limbs
for mutual exploration, this partial differentiation is completed.
For such exploration shows that muscular tension, resistance,
and pressure, are correlatives and equivalents; that the vivid
aggregate can initiate two out of these three correlatives—the
pressure and the resistance ; and that these imply a something
equivalent to the third.”

The reasoning is this:—Firstly, we have muscular tension,
resistance, and pressure, as three correlatives. Secondly, of
these the vivid aggregate (.e., external existence) can initiate
(t.e., render us conscious of) two, namely, pressure and resist-
ance. Thirdly, these two correlatives imply a something equi-
valent to the third, namely, to the muscular tension.

‘We find a great difficulty in understanding this. Is muscular
tension subjective or objective? Is it part of the vivid or the
faint aggregate ! The nearest approach we can make to a repre-
sentation of the state of the case is that muscle being composed
of nitrogen, &c., organised in a particular way, is caused by some
incomprehensible power to press against some external object,
or some other part of the body of which itself forms a part,
and is then met by a resistance. Now these are external
existences to each other. The active energy which evolved the
feeling which caused the muscular tension is incomprehensible.
But it is not said that this active energy, nor the evolved
feeling, requires any correlative ; but it is said that the mus-
cular tension implies a something. It is indeed said that

* Used in the popular sense, and not as defined in “ First Principles.”
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pressure and resistance imply a something equivalent to the
third, 7.e., muscular tension, but it is difficult to see the necessity
for such an implication. Perhaps it is thus : the muscular ten-
sion causes the pressure ; this implies a something which causes
the resistance. The argument takes it for granted that there must
be an equivalence between the cause of the pressure and the cause
of the resistance. If we take, firstly, the cause of the resistance,
we should say that it was due to the mutual attractions of
ultimate units constituted into separate and diversified bodies,
according to shapes, sizes, modes, and rates of motion, which
diversities are traceable to the original physical laws of attrac-
tion and repulsion of these ultimate units; and if we ask for
the equivalent as the cause of the pressure, we should give the
same reply. And this reply would be true, save and except
the evolution of the feeling which caused the pressure—a plus
is here revealed. But if, on the other hand, we demand an equi-
valent for the pressure and its cause, we have fo say it is met
with in resistance and its cause ; but for the cause of the resist-
ance we need go no further back than the laws of attraction and
resistance of ultimate units; and if equivalence is absolutely
demanded, our only course is to limit the cause of the pressure
to the cause of the resistance, or otherwise to expand the cause
of the resistance to the cause of the pressure, namely, Will—
a plus over and beyond merely physical explanations.

Mr. Spencer may suppose not only something equivalent in the
external world to conscious force, but something analogous to it.
This is a subject which is beyond the scope of our inquiry, for
it is clear that if Feeling is not a factor in Biology, our studies
are limited to the known relations of physical factors, and the
unification of knowledge is to be confined to terms thereof. If
consciousness and something analogous to it in the external
world are necessary to that unification, it is obvious that we
require to know more of this analogous force before we can
unify our knowledge.

But to proceed with our examination. “Hence the vivid
aggregate necessarily comes to be thought of as not simply
independent of the faint, but as being, like it, a fountain of
power. And this conception of it as a fountain of power, is




=

T

THE FINAL QUESTION. 187

made distinet by experiences of changes directly caused in us
by it, like those directly caused in us by our own energies.”

The principal thought to master here is “a fountain of
power.” This evidently means from the context “a cause of
changes.” The faint aggregate is a ¢ fountain of power,” z.¢., a
cause of changes. The vivid aggregate is also a “fountain of
power,” Z.e., a cause of changes. An aggregate to be a cause
of changes means that the items of the aggregate are so inter-
related as not to be in a state of equilibrium or mutual adjust-
ment, such as proximately exists in the case of the solar system,
and so precludes change.* The supposition of a faint aggregate
as a cause of change means nothing; taken in itself as aparb
from connection with the vivid aggregate, it is unknown ; and
in the latter connection it is a fountain of power—i.e., an ante-
cedent of changes in the vivid aggregate—only if it is indepen-
dent and not merely a concomitant ; and then, even if the laws
of its action are understood, the manner of the connection is
not understood, the “how ” is mystery. If a man wills to pull
down an opposing scale, he can only do so according to the
relative weight of his body and the weight in the opposite scale.
It is a matter settled for him by the laws of attraction of bodies ;
and whether he stands in the scale and throws the tension of
his weight into the supporting chains, or hangs on to the beam
with his hands, and experiences the muscular tension caused by
the attraction of his body to the centre of the earth, the result
is the same ; his will, or his evolved feeling and his conscious-
ness of muscular tension, weigh nothing ; they find and imply
no equivalent in the weight on the opposite scale.

Hence it follows that the fountain of power in the vivid
aggregate and the fountain of power in the faint aggregate
mean no more than this, that ecach exhibits changes and implies
merely a cause or causes of changes, but towards an intelligible
unification of these changes there is no approach.

* If it means anything more than this—if it is taken to mean that the
items of the aggregate are caused, then it means that there is some other
fountain of power which caused them, i.e., laws of attraction and repulsion
of ultimate units ; or again, if we go further back still, we arrive at an
ultimate fountain of power, or ultimate cause, and “ fountain of power ”
means ‘““ultimate cause.”
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If herein the argument is in favour of a duality of the causes
of changes, it seems to be effective.

“The general conception thus formed of an independent
source of activity beyond consciousness, develops into a more
special conception when we examine the particular clusters of
vivid states aroused in us. For we find that each cluster, dis-
tinguished by us as an object, is a separate seat of the power
with which the objective world as a whole impresses us. We
find that while it is this power which gives unity to the cluster,
it is also this power which opposes our energies. And we also
find that this power, holding together the elements of the
cluster notwithstanding the endlessly-varied changes they
undergo in consciousness, is therefore thought of by us as per-
sisting, or continuing to exist, in the midst of all these mani-
festations which do not continue to exist.”

Here we start with the idea of ‘““an ndependent source of
activity beyond consciousness,” We not only recognise activi-
ties beyond consciousness, and independent of consciousness—
i.e., the changes of the external world—but we recognise an
independent source of them. It does not seem to us that we
do recognise a source of them. But it also ¢ develops into a
more special conception.” Let us watch the development
of a general conception into a more special conception. ¢ We
find that each cluster, distinguished by us as an object, is a
separate seat of the power with which the objective world as a
whole impresses us. We find that while it is ¢kis power which
gives unity to the cluster, it is also this power which opposes
our energies.” If we start with the power which opposes our
energies, we find it to be a specialised mode of the attraction of
ultimate units. The temporary unity of any object is due to the
accidents of the law of attraction and repulsion of ultimate
units ; and so long as no other body interferes with its stability,
it is a separate seat of the same power—i.c., the attraction of
matter—and has special relations according to the shapes,
sizes, modes, and rates of motion of the particles of which it
consists, with other separate states of the same power, viz., the
attractions and repulsions of ultimate units differently arranged
and combined. The single power is thus seen to be the alternate
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law of the mutual attractions and repulsions of ultimate units.
Any other “Power” we do not know in the external world ; it
is the only ¢ independent source of activity ” we can recognise
¢ beyond consciousness.”

“ And we also find that this power holding together the
elements of the cluster . . . is therefore thought of by us
as persisting . . .”

To proceed with the next paragraph. “So that these several
sets of experiences unite to form a conception of something
beyond consciousness which is absolutely independent of con-
sciousness ; which possesses power, if not like that in conscious-
ness yet equivalent to it; and which remains fixed in the
midst of changing appearances. And this conception, uniting
independence, permanence, and force, is the conception we have
of Matter.”

We have shown that the previous considerations unite to form
a conception of something beyond and independent of conscious-
ness, namely, Matter—that is to say, if we call the laws of
attraction and repulsion of ultimate units Matter, or if we call
ultimate units acting under laws of attraction and repulsion
Matter, we have a conception at once of Matter and of that
external world and power beyond consciousness. So far this
is quite intelligible; whether we call the ultimate units units
of matter or units of force or the chemical elements is quite
immaterial ; all we know of them is that they are separate
units, and attract and repel each other, and nothing more. The
forms in which we, then, know their combinations—as differen-
tiated aggregates—are merely the result of those primal laws,
and are the separate seats of the primal powers or forces called
attraction and repulsion ; and it is these which possess power
¢ which remains fixed in the midst of changing appearances.”

Mr. Spencer says that this power, if not like that in conscious-
ness, is yet equivalent to it.  Now, we do not see how any one
can possibly understand this assertion.  What is the power he
refers to as in consciousness? The power that is in conscious-
ness we take to be “our own energies,” or “ evolving the feeling
which excites muscular motion.” Mr. Spencer does not say that
the “power” he speaks of in the external world and inde-
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pendent of consciousness is like it; but it is, nevertheless,
equivalent to it. Equivalency is applied to numbers, spaces,
values, matter in motion mechanically, sometimes figuratively
to the meanings of words, &c. Power, as we have just ascer-
tained it to mean, as an external fact means the mutual attrac-
tion and repulsion of ultimate units, atoms, molecules, and
masses. Does Mr. Spencer mean that the power we are per-
sonally conscious of in the exercise of our own feelings and
energies has a mechanical value, and that the sum-total of all
conscious beings is equivalent to the sum-total of the power
exhibited over the attractions and repulsions of the material
world? Evidently there is no common measure by which to
judge of their equivalence ; and, again, before the existence of
consciousness there was nothing for the material world to be
equivalent with. The proposition that the external world pos-
sesses a power equivalent to that in consciousness is an impos-
sible conception. It may be practically correct in the experi-
ence of the weight of a book in our hand, where there is an
equivalence of exertion and weight, but it is only a temporary
equivalence, for our hand tires, and the book falls to the
ground. Or we put half a dozen upon our hands, and they obey
the law of gravitation immediately, and fall to the ground. In
this sense the power manifested in the external world is more
than an equivalent for that in consciousness, and therefore is
not equivalent.

It may be, however, that Mr. Spencer uses the term “equi-
valent” in a loose way for “analogous.” There must be some-
thing in the resistance of inanimate matter analogous to what
we feel in the resistance we make to pressure. But this involves
an analysis of the “Ego.” Is it more than the physical forces of
the organised mechanism? If not, then the analogy between
the forces of the Ego and the forces of the external inorganic
world holds good. And if consciousness is merely a concomi-
tant, the analogy is not interfered with, for it is not a force, but
merely an unexplainable accompaniment. But if it is a foree,
then the analogy does not hold good; and if an analogy is neces-
sary, then there is a something behind the external forces ana-
logous to the conscious force of the organism. DBut what is the
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use of the supposition if all its manifestations of this force are
known as manifested ?

In §469 Object is described as the ‘“unknown permanent
nexus which is never itself a phenomenon but is that which
holds phenomena together.”

Subject, in like manner, is the unknown permanent nexus,
which is never itself a state of consciousness, but which holds
states of consciousness together.

Now, when Object is spoken of as a permanent nexus, it
means that the nexus of the properties of the chemical elements
is permanent, or at the furthest that the properties of the ulti-
mate units are permanent. Surely Mr. Spencer cannot mean
that every individual aggregate has an individual nexus or bond
constituting it an object, otherwise than as the result of the
varied forces which produced the combination ?

‘What is the meaning of the permanency of the Subject?
Apparently the permanent nexus of the Subject comes to an end
when the physical organisation with which it is connected
comes to an end. We do not know that we can recognise
anywhere “an unknown permanent nexus” which ever forms
the Subject. In fact, Mr. Spencer says it is unknown, and if
it is unknown, how can there be any meaning in our discourse
of it ?

‘What Mr. Spencer means, however, is seen in the next para-
graph, and 1t only amounts to this, that as long as the organised
body lasts the Subject is permanent, and the nexus of the Sub-
ject is permanent notwithstanding all the changeful conscious-
ness of which it is the scene. DBut this is a different thing
altogether from the permanence of the power, force, &c., of the
independent, external, objective world, and is rather a considera-
tion affecting the nature of that unity of conscious life which
we call the Ego.

The further course of the argument shows the difference in
the treatment of the permanency of the Subject nexus and the
permanency of the Object nexus, for the discussior of the former
naturally leads us to the discussion of the Xgo in § 470.

At the conclusion of this section, which is the end of the
chapter, there is a claim for ‘‘akin”-ship between the force
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manifested in the Ego and the force manifested in the Non-ego,*
but it is badly and obscurely expressed, and does not make clear
the question how far the persistence of force is affected by the
variability of the quantity of conscious emergy, nor how these
two modes can be derived as corollaries from the Persistence of
Force.

Here we refer to “Psychology,” vol. i. p. 98, and find, with
respect to the Subject :—

“ Now, however, we turn to a totally distinct aspect of our
subject. There lies before us a class of facts absolutely without
any perceptible or conceivable community of nature with the
facts that have occupied us. The truths here to be set down
are truths of which the very elements are unknown to physical
science. Objective observation and analysis fail us, and sub-
jective observation and analysis must supplement them.

“In other words, we have to treat of nervous phenomena, as
phenomena of consciousness. The changes which, regarded as
modes of the Non-ego, have been expressed in terms of motion,
have now, regarded as modes of the Fgo, to be expressed in
terms of feeling. Having contemplated these changes on their
outsides, we have to contemplate them from their insides.”

And again, ¢ Psychology,” vol. i. p. 140 :—

“ Under its subjective aspect, Psychology is a totally unique
science, independent of, and antithetically opposed to, all other
sciences whatever.” . . . “Mind still continues to us a some-
thing without any kinship to other things; and from the
science which discovers by introspection the laws of this some-
thing, there is no passage by transitional steps to the sciences
which discover the laws of these other things.”

What, then, are the results of our examination of this chapter ?
It is to be regarded in two aspects, according to the point of
view from which it is criticised. If it is studied with a view

* In Chap. XIX,, p. 494, we find a reference to a previous chapter in the
¢ Psychology,” thus : “In thenext chapter, on the ¢ Relativity of Relations
between Feelings,” it was similarly shown that no relation in conscious-
ness can ‘ resemble, or be in any way akin to, its source beyond conscious-
ness.”” We do not know that this statement involves a contradiction, but
it is rather puzzling.
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to ascertain “how can there be found within consciousness
this notion of an existence that is not within consciousness?”
it may be regarded as a satisfactory and conelusive argument.
But on the other hand, if it be studied with a view to unifica-
tion of knowledge, an unification which shall enable us to
understand the connection and relations of all sequences, or
even only an unification which consists simply in the abolition
of incongruities of knowledge, it does not seem to be of any
value whatever, and it must be remembered that it was in
pursuance of this latter object that we entered upon the present
study.

In the following chapter on Transfigured Realism, in which,
being the last of Part VII., one would naturally expect to find
a connection of the results with the object of the inquiry, we
find only a summary of the process of reasoning leading up to
the conclusions of Realism, and without the requisite argumen-
tative connection with p. 310.

The general summary is worth quoting on its own merits.

“The conclusion to which our General Analysis has brought
us, is in perfect harmony with these conclusions, yielded by
inductive inquiry at the outset. While some objective exist-
ence, manifested under some conditions, remains as the final
necessity of thought, there does not remain the implication
that this existence and these conditions are more to us than
the unknown correlatives of our feelings and the relations
among our feelings. The Realism we are committed to is one
which simply asserts objective existence as separate from, and
independent of subjective existence.  Dut it affirms neither
that any one mode of this objective existence is in reality that
which it seems, nor that the connections among its modes are
objectively what they seem. Thus it stands widely distin-
guished from: Crude Realism, and to mark the distinction it
may properly be called Transfigured Realism.”

Mr. Spencer says in the last paragraph of Part VII. p. s02—

“Thus ends our examination of the Ultimate Question.
‘We saw, when considering its nature, that Philosophy reaches its
goal when it establishes universal congruity (““ First Principles,”
Part II Chap. I.) Defore stirring a step towards this goal,

N
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however, Philosophy had to assume the validity of certain
primary dicta of consciousness; since before there can be
thought there must be some data of thought. A general survey
brought us to the conclusion that the relation of Subject and
Object was a dictum of consciousness which must be thus
provisionally accepted. Accepting it, the process of establish-
ing congruities was pursued, until at length it brought us round
to the original dictum ; and we had then to consider whether
this could be absolutely justified. The foregoing chapters have
led us not only to the result that it harmonises with all other
dicta of consciousness, but also to the result that every ad-
verse proposition is absolutely and in every way incongruous
with them.”

Here is to be noted some confusjon of statements.

Philosophy had to assume certain dicta.

The relation of Subject and Object was a dictum.

Congruities were established with the original dictum.

The original dictum harmonises with all other dicta of con-
sciousness, ¢.e., both the other primary dicta and all the
secondary consciousnesses.

"Therefore the relation of Subject and Object, being found
congruous with all other consciousnesses, primary and secondary,
affords the unification of knowledge, which is the goal of
Philosophy. i

It is to be presumed that any other of the primary dicta of
consciousness—for there appear to be others treated in the same
way—would also afford the unification of knowledge, which is
the goal of Philosophy. Philosophy is rich in methods, all
equally useless for any object of enlarging our definite and useful
knowledge, and all equally inefficient in informing us of our
place in the cosmical history.

After having thus settled “The Ultimate Question” we come
to “ The Final Question.”

“Finally, then, we resume this originally-provisional assump-
tion but now verified truth. Once more we are brought round
to the conclusion repeatedly reached by other routes, that
behind all manifestations, inner and outer, there is a Power
manifested. Here, as before, it has become clear that while the
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nature of this Power cannot be known . . . we learn that
the one thing permanent is the Unknowable Reality hidden
under all these changing shapes.”

‘We confess we do not see anything in this leading to the uni-
fication of knowledge according to any of the various modes
proposed by Mr. Spencer. Neither the finality of the relation
of Subject and Object, nor the finality of an Unknowable
Power, are of any use to organise knowledge, and give it that
structural unity which is the characteristic of completed science,
and for which we look in a science of the sciences.

(e.) Summary of this Section.

The general consideration involved in this section is, whether
the problem of the unification of knowledge is rightly pro-
pounded by Mr. Spencer in the passage so often referred to by
us, in which it is placed in the explanation of all things and
events as resultants of original factors, requiring of us a system
of historical reconstruction, or whether it is to be rightly sought
in the correlation of the objective and the subjective, or by some
* of the other methods of the class advanced in this section? It
is true it might be held that they are all identical, but cer-
tainly Mr. Spencer has not undertaken to explain that they are
so. Failing this unification, one class must be held to exclude
the other, and the student is in doubt which to pursue. But
of the two classes, the one we have just been considering does
not possess the greater value. The deductive or historical pro-
blem is the one of all-absorbing interest to humanity.

‘With respect to the treatment of the subject by Mr. Spencer,
we have shown, we think, that he has not treated it with clear-
ness and logical continuity. The argument passes through many
phases, and is characterised by changefulness and uncertainty
of thought and language. In its final result, as an explanation
of the relations of Realism and Phenomenalism, we think it
exceedingly valuable, and if our object were other than the
examination of Mr. Spencer’s system of the unification of know-
ledge, we should have more to say than this mere acknowledg-
ment of the substantial merits of his teachings on this subject.

We cannot help thinking that Mr. Spencer, in Part VII of
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the Psychology, confounds « theory of knowledge with a theory
of the unification of knowledge. What he there advances is the
former, not the latter, although it professes to be the latter.
Yet his own criterion of the unification of knowledge is placed
not in forming a theory of knowledge, but in forming a cos-
mical reconstruction. We therefore consider that all the claims
made in this part for effecting the unification of knowledge are
wrongly made, and rightfully appertain to a theory of know-
ledge, placing them therefore as only subordinate considerations
in the more general inquiry.

§ 2. The Problem of the * Psychology,” being a Consideration
of the Science of Psychology with Regard to its Place in
Mr. Spencer’'s Constructive Scheme.

The problem sought to be elaborated in the Principles of
Psychology” may be gathered from Part I., Chapter VI,
¢ Aistho - Physiology ;” Chapter VIIL, “The Scope of Psy-
chology ;7 Part III., Chapters I. and XTI, “Life and Mind as
Correspondence ;” Part V., Chapters VI. to X., ¢ The Rela-
tion of Psychical Laws to the Physical Synthesis.”

The problem to be solved from our point of view is the
affiliation of the Evolution of Pyschology upon Evolution in
general. Thereupon arises the question, What is Psychology ¢
and what is meant by Evolution ?

(a.) What is Psychology ?

‘We will first consider what Psychology is not. In the first
place, it is not Biology. The whole process of biological
evolution is a purely physical process, wrought out by the
action of environment upon organic masses, and, down to the
very minutest detail of the arrangements of the completed
organism, the result of physical and chemical relationships under -
the guiding law of that physical law of equilibration by
which a moving equilibrium adjusts its forces to counterbalance
external forces threatening its destruction.

‘When we come to study the ¢ Biology,” we shall find that
Feeling is carefully excluded as a factor, as indeed not being
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one of the circle of energies it is bound to be—for it is
incapable of doing work by changing into other forms of
energy. We must therefore understand that the action of
the organism throughout, including every mnervous current
and every cerebral change, is part of an unbroken physical
sequence.  With these sequences, therefore, Psychology has
nothing to do as a factor, thatis to say, as an active agency
being the cause of change. _

These actions of the organism, however, are accompanied
in great measure by subjective feelings. These feclings vary
qualitatively and quantitatively. They are found to be speci-
ally localised, and to vary in intensity with physiological con-
ditions. The. study of these localisations and variations with
physical conditions is not, however, the science of Psychology,
but is called ¢ Alstho-Physiology.”

¢ Aistho-physiology has a position that is entirely unique.
It belongs neither to the objective world nor to the subjective
world ; but taking a term from each, occupies itself with the
correlation of the two.” *

Mr. Spencer here very happily states the case, but he does
not tell us which are the two specific terms, nor does he attempt
to express the nature of their correlation. All that he has done
in the preceding chapter has had reference to the localisation
and the dependence of the variations of feelings. The generali-
sation is not attempted which would express the general relation
of subject and object.

‘We rather think Mr. Spencer considers such a generalisation
impossible, for at the commencement of the chapter he says—

“ Now, however, we turn to a totally-distinct aspect of our
subject. There lies before us a class of facts absolutely with-
out any perceptible or conceivable community of nature with
the facts that have occupied us. The truths here to be set down
are truths of which the very elements are unknown to physical
science. Objective observation and analysis fail us ; and sub-
jective observation and analysis must supplement them. In
other words, we have to treat of nervous phenomena as pheno-
mena of consciousness. The changes which, regarded as modes

* Psychology, vol. i. p. 130.
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of the Non Ego, have been expressed in terms of motion, have
now, regarded as modes of the Ego, to be expressed in terms of
feeling.” *

Are we, then, to consider that the science of Psychology relates
to the subjective only, that is to say, to the distinguishment,
connections, order, and general relations of feelings, ideas, emo-
tions, &c.? Is it merely the subjective mode of speaking of
the nervous and cerebral changes—changes which we have
already seen are wholly biological, and determined by the
physical interaction of the organism with its environment? If
so, it is but a subjective aspect of physical processes which
somehow have that aspect, and since the determining causes
are wholly physical, are more properly to be regarded as coming
within the science of Biology. To treat them separately would
in this case be merely a matter of convenience ; for although
the real agencies are actions of the brain and nervous systems,
they are beyond the reach of our observation, and are only
known to us subjectively.

However, this does not accord with Mr. Spencer’s definition
of Psychology, and we now approach the inquiry as to what is
meant by the term. For this purpose we study the chapter
on “The Scope of Psychology.” It commences by a negation of
Biology and Alstho-Physiology as included in the study. Biology
is regarded as a purely physical study ; “the direct meanings
of all the propositions set down have nowhere implied con-
sciousness or feeling; and, ignoring consciousness or feeling,
they have left out that which is tacitly or avowedly contained
in every proposition of Psychology.” + This is a first approach
to a recognition of the contents of that science. Nevertheless,
it is distinet from Aistho-Physiology, because the latter is con-
fined to propositions expressive of relations of phenomena occur-
ring wholly within the organism.

Mr. Spencer proceeds to say that this is the case with regard
to Biology also. He endeavours to make out that the science
of Biology is a science complete within the limits of the
organism. He has to admit that ¢ distinct or tacit reference
has, indeed, been made to some external force. . . . But such

* Psychology, vol. i. p. 98. 4 Ibid., p.430.
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references, vague or distinct, have been made merely because it
was needful to suppose something by which an organic change
was set up; not because this something had to be included
in the proposition set down, which in every case formulated an
internal relation only.” *

“Now so long as we state facts of which all the terms lie
within the organism, our facts are morphological or physio-
logical, and in no degree psychological. Even though the
relation with which we are dealing is that between a nervous
change and a feeling, it is still not a psychological relation so
long as the feeling is regarded merely as connected with the
nervous change, and not as connected with some existence lying
outside the organism.”

Mr. Spencer here seems to speak of Morphology and Physio-
logy as if they could be sciences in themselves without reference
to the environment, and as if they could now be studied in
that old-fashioned isolated way; whereas the great object of
his work on Biology is to show that all the facts of that science
have been produced by the action of the environment on cer-
tain peculiarly constituted masses of matter, from which also
the subjective presumably results. Therefore we do not under-
stand the distincticn which he proceeds to make.

“TFor that which distinguishes Psychology from the sciences
on which it rests, is, that each of its propositions takes account
both of the connected internal phenomena” (query, objective
or subjective ?) “and of the connected external phenomena to
which they refer. In a physiological proposition an inner
relation is the essential subject of thought; but in a psycho-
logical proposition an outer relation is joined with it as a
co-essential subject of thought. A relation in the environ-
ment rises into co-ordinate importance with a relation in the
organism. The thing contemplated is now a totally different
thing. It is not the connection between the internal pheno-
mena” (query, objective or subjective 7), “nor is it the connection
between the external phenomena; but it is the connection De-
tween these two connections. A psychological proposition is
necessarily compounded of two propositions; of which one

* Psychology, vol. i. p. 113.
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concerns the subject and the other concerns the object; and
cannot be expressed without the four terms which these
two propositions imply. The distinction may be best ex-
plained by symbols. Suppose that A and B are two related
manifestations in the environment—say the colour and taste of
a fruit ; then so long as we contemplate their relation by itself,
or as associated with other external phenomena, we are occupied
with a portion of physical science. Now suppose that ¢ and &
are the sensations produced in the organism by this peculiar
light which the fruit reflects, and by the chemical action of its
juice on the palate ; then, so long as we study the action of
the light on the retina and optic centres, and consider how
the juice sets up in other centres a nervous change known as
sweetness, we are occupied with facts belonging to the sciences
of Physiology and Aistho-Physiology. DBut we pass into the
domain of Psychology the moment we inquire iow there comes
to exist within the organism a relation between @ and & that
in some way or other corresponds to the relation between A and
B. Psychology is exclusively concerned with this connection
between (A B) and (a b)—has to investigate its nature, its
origin, its meaning, &ec.” *

Mr. Spencer then proceeds to combat the opinion that
Psychology is part of Biology, on the ground that all biolo-
gical structures and functions are produced by the intimate
actions of the environment upon organic masses and organ-
isms. ¢ The life of every organism is a continuous adaptation
of its inner actions to outer actions ; and a complete interpre-
tation of the inner actions involves recognition of the outer
actions.” ¥ But Mr. Spencer thinks that ¢ throughout Biology
proper, the environment and its correlated phenomena are either
but tacitly recognised, or, if overtly and definitely recognised,
are so but occasionally ; while the organism and its correlated
phenomena” (query, subjective?) * practically monopolise the
attention. But in Psychology, the correlated phenomena of the
environment are at every step avowedly and distinctly recog-
nised ; and are as essential to every psychological idea as are
the correlated phenomena of the organism.” {

* Psychology, vol. i. p. 134.  + Ibid, p. 132. 1 Ibid., p. 134.
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This reply is based upon the statical aspect of DBiology,
whereas by no one more than by Mr. Spencer has Biology been
taught as a continuous process. And it is surprising to find
him say—

¢In brief, then, the propositions of Biology, when they imply
the environment at all, imply almost exclusively its few general
and constant phenomena, which, because of their generality and
constancy, may be left out of consideration ; whereas the pro-
positions of Psychology refer to its multitudinous, special, and
ever-varying phenomena, which, because of their speciality and
changeability, cannot be left out of consideration.” ¥

Now, any one who will refer to the “ Biology,” and study the
detailed instances by which it is made clear that the whole of
the morphological and physiological history of every animal and
plant, down to the minutest detail, is the result of the action
of the environment upon the organism, and who is able to master
the general principle of biclogical equilibration as propounded
by Mr. Spencer, through which all this comes about, will be
astonished at such a passage as the foregoing from the pen of
the self-same writer.

However, this matter does not affect our present criticism.
Here our point of interest lies in studying the problem of “?he
connection between these two connections.” On the one side we
have the objective connection (A B), and on the other side we
have the clearly subjective connection (a ).

The problem of Psychology is to ascertain how there comes
to exist within the organism the subjective connection (a ).
We note in the first place that it is a historical problem, “how
it comes to exist,” and in this view of it we consider the true
and only manner in which it is to be regarded is with the
object of assigning its place with regard to evolution in general.
Our studies, as Mr. Spencer indicates, should be directed to an
inquiry as fo “its nature, its origin, its meaning,” &e. To this
we will recur, but in the meantime would point out that the
subjective connection (a ) only exists as the subjective aspect
of some physical arrangement of the cercbrum. or nervous
system ; and if this cerebrum or nervous system, being part of

* DPsychology, vol. i. p. 135.
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the physical organism, has been produced by ordinary biological
evolution, its subjective aspect can only come within the
purview of the science of  Alstho-Physiology,” and therefore
the origin of the connection (a b) is to be accounted for on its
objective side as the particular nervous arrangement (sym-
bolised by A B) produced by the object (A B), and the
only remaining question appertaining to the inquiry is as to the
nature, origin, and meaning of the subjective aspect of (a B)
which is symbolised by (« ). This mode of stating the inquiry
implies three sets of connections instead of two. The cause
(A B), the effect (Ao B), and the concomitant (@ ). And it
results in the statement that every representation of the sub-
jective in italics is but the unaccountable concomitant of all
arrangements of the small capitals representing the result of
their interaction with the environment, symbolised by large
capitals, or of their own interaction.

Mr. Spencer next proceeds to dispute the demarcation of
Psychology from Biology by a sharp line. Evolution is one
and continuous. This is shown by a study of the relative
connections of the different sciences.

“ Theoretically, all the concrete sciences are adjoining tracts
of one science, which has for its subject-matter the continuous
transformation which the Universe undergoes. Practically, how-
ever, they are distinguishable as successively more specialised
parts of the total science.” *

““ And Psychology is a specialised part of Biology, limited in
its application to the higher division of these peculiar aggregates,
and occupying itself exclusively with those special actions and
reactions which they display, from instant to instant, in their
converse with the special objects, animate and inanimate, amid
which they move.”

‘We must say this is not very clear. As long as the actions
and reactions are the interrelations of the physical environment
with the physical organism, they come within the scope of
Biology, and the whole thing is complete in itself without
Psychology at all, as witness the work on Biology and the
exclusion of Feeling as a factor in these interrelations. Mr.

* Psychology, vol. i. p. 137.
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Spencer enters upon an argument in which he calls some of
the complex results of simple factors ¢additional factors,”
adding to the results of the previous complexity. By this
means he makes a broad distinction between Molecular Physics
and Chemistry, and by analogy implies a similar connection yet
difference between Biology and Psychology.

“In this way it is, then, that the conspicuous presence of
additional factors differentiates Psychology from Biology proper ;
although in Biology proper these factors make an occasional
appearance.” *

There is evidently some confusion of statement in Mr. Spencer’s
works as to what Psychology really is. Obviously it is a branch
of knowledge. Is it a knowledge of subjective impressions,
feelings, memories, &ec., as a body of knowledge complete in
itself, and further added to by a knowledge of the physical
conditions under which they occur and with which they are
universally associated, and of which they are thereby one aspect,
although they have no place as factors in the interrelation or
changes of these physical concomitants? If so, then clearly, in
the absence of the knowledge by which, in pursuance of these
physical interrelations, the subjective arose, and in the absence
of any influence of the subjective upon the physical organism,
Psychology is a separate science, cut off from the hierarchy of
the sciences by a sharp line.

Is it, on the other hand, but a study of the higher complexi-
ties and organisation of the physically-constituted nervous
system by which the various incident motions are traced to
their effects upon multitudinous centres of nerve force and to
the regulative action of these centres, resulting eventually in
efferent currents of reaction upon the external world? If so,
then it is merely a higher branch of Biology.

Is it, again, a study of the connection between these two sets
of connections? Then, as pointed out before, all we can do at
the present time is to note the relation of definite feelings with
special parts of the organism and of concomitant variations.
Until the general relation of feeling and physical change is
formulated, this knowledge is merely a body of unorganised

* Psychology, vol. i. p. 140.
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facts not yet arrived at the dignity of a science. This would be
the science of Alstho-Physiology.

If to this has to be added a knowledge of the relation of
bodies external to the organism, this knowledge is of two kinds,
one in regard to the physical relationships, and again in regard
to the manner in which external objects affect the subjective
percipient. But the former seems clearly a branch of physical
science, and the latter to be only capable of study interme-
diately through Biology and Astho-Physiology—unless, indeed,
it is a branch of that unknown science, not yet formulated,
which will deal with the historic relationship of the objective
and the subjective. From all which we judge that Psychology
cannot yet be ranked in the deductive sequence of the sciences,
and that the unification of knowledge is not complete.

The fundamental problem is considered by Mr. Spencer,
when, in the chapter ¢ On the Substance of Mind,” he treats
of units of consciousness as in some way analogous to nervous
shocks (though more simple than them), and suggests a theory
of the differences of the sense-impressions as due to differences
in these nervous shocks. This is a reasonable and suggestive
hypothesis, but one which, until it is worked out in the formu-
lation of relations, ought not to be made too much of; and
failing that formulation, still leaves the history of the organism
completely within the range of physical science, the subjective
being something merely added to and incident upon the opera-
tion of the physical factors.

(b.) What is Evolution ?

Having now considered what is meant by “Psychology,” we
must next inquire what is meant by Evolution.

If by Evolution is meant a gradual growth from a state of
¢“‘indefinite, incoherent homogeneity to a definite coherent hetero-
geneity,” then undoubtedly there may be proved to have taken
place such a development of correspondences, symbolised by
small capitals and by italics, as to attain a result more and
more representative of the ever-growing complexities of the
realities symbolised by the large capitals. The acceptance of
this truth involves, indeed, only the purely descriptive portion
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of the Formula of Evolution, but then the part of it which
does imply some connection of sequences is only applied by Mr.
Spencer in simple physical evolutions, and is practically of little
account.

Except in the definition of Xvolution given in ¢ First Prin-
ciples,” Mr. Spencer seldom uses the word in the sense there
defined as the concentration of matter and the concomitant
dissipation of motion, but he universally employs it (like every-
body else) as meaning the advance from a state of homogeneity,
indefiniteness, and simplicity, to a state of definite, coherent
complexity.

The history of Mind accords with this idea. The ques-
tion is, does this similarity of modes of development constitute
an unification of knowledge? Mr. Spencer seems to think it
does, for in his “ General Synthesis” he considers it sufficient
to show this gradual growth of mind in the manner specified.

Perhaps this is hardly correct. Considering mind as part
of Biology, he shows not an independent but a dependent and
concomitant development of mind pari passu with the evolu-
tion of physical organisms, and then says, see how mental
evolution conforms to general evolution! We submit that this
conformity of characteristics of development, however signifi-
cant it may be, does not bring Psychology within the deductive
process from original factors which the unification of know-
ledge requires. It is something, however, if the Evolution of
Psychology by natural growth is recognised. It is something
more if this development is found coincident with another order
of development. Dut still, the mere establishment of the fact
of Psychological Evolution is not an explanation of it, and until
it finds its place amongst the deductions from the properties of
original agencies, it cannot be held to rank in a system of
unified knowledge.

(¢.) Digression on Verbal Modes of Identifying Processes.

Before proceeding with an investigation of the second or true
mode of presentment of Evolution, let us consider the manner
in which the development of Psychology is identified verbally
with the processes of Diology, and thus the semblance of an
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identity of sequence wrought out. This is effected by the
employment of the same set of terms in the description of both
processes. It is for us to inquire if the likeness of process
giving warrant for the common methods of description is one
of similarity of process only, or one of identity of sequence.

For the study of this question we take Part IIL of the
¢ Principles of Psychology,” entitled “ General Synthesis,” com-
mencing with the idea of ‘Life and Mind as Correspondence,”
and followed by chapters showing the development of this
correspondence from the direct and homogeneous, through
various accretions of heterogeneity of space, time, speciality,
generality, and complexity, eventuating in their co-ordination
and integration.

The primary relations between an organic mass and its
environment are direct—that is to say, are merely chemical and
physical ; but when this mass has become a “moving equili-
brium,” these direct equilibrations are overborne by the power
which the mass now possesses of adapting or rearranging its
structure or motions, so as to resist the disintegrative effect of
the direct equilibrations, and thus counterbalance force by
force. This is the special characteristic of all biological change,
and the ruling cause of all biological development. Therefore,
whenever an adaptation, rearrangement, or adjustment of an
organism to its environment is spoken of, it is this kind of
change which is referred to, the terms just mentioned being
merely used for variety of expression, but are really representa-
tive of the same thought.

The term * correspondence,” which is the one made use of
go largely in the ¢ General Synthesis” to cover the development
of Mind on the same method as the development of Life, is
but another term having the same reference. Vital changes,
instead of being spoken of as biological equilibrations, are spoken
of as ‘“correspondences.” Thus, speaking of the locomotion of
organisms, Mr. Spencer says—

“ Thus then, the addition of mechanical changes to the changes
displayed by motionless organisms, is the addition of new inter-
nal relations in correspondence with new external relations.” *

* Psychology, vol. i. p. 298,
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Of course a correspondence is displayed, but the effeet of
regarding the development in this indefinite manner is to
throw into obseurity the assigned eause of the change in the
speeial law of biological equilibration, and to bring forward a
general indefinite notion of eorrespondence which shall after-
wards cover psychological as well as physiologieal develop-
ments.

‘We could review each ehapter, pointing out how this funda-
mental fault of the argument vitiates its teachings; but to do
so would produce too great a bulk of eritieism, and after all
that has already been done, the student will be able to take up
these points for himself. 'We might instance passages on pages
301, 304, 305, 319, 330, &e.

There is a most singular passage on page 33I i—

“QOut of the primordial irritability which (exeluding the
indeterminate types that underlie both divisions of the organic
world) ” (query, how then can it be primordial 2) “ characterises
animal organisms in general, are gradually evolved those various
kinds of irritability which answer to the wvarious attributes of
matter.” (What then are the various attributes of matter ?)
“The fundamental attribute of matter is resistance. The
fundamental sense is a faculty of responding to resistance.”
(Query, what does “responding” mean 2 What is sense, and how
does it originate, and in what does it inhere?) ¢ And while in
the environment, associated with this attribute of resistanee, are
other attributes” (note that these attributes are of a different
kind, and not composed of the fundamental attribute) *“severally
distinetive of certain elasses of hodies” (what they are we
shall see just mow); ‘““in the organism there arise” (by Mr.
Spencer’s law of biological equilibration ?) «“ faculties of respond-
ing to these other attributes—faculties which enable the
organism to adjust its internal relations to a greater variety of
external relations; faculties, therefore, whieh increase the
speeiality of the correspondence. We see this not only in the
rise of the senses that are affeeted by the sapid, odorous, visible,
and sound-producing properties of things,” &ec.

We find, therefore, that Mr. Speneer econsiders bodies to
have the attributes or properties of producing odour, visibility,
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and sound, which properties are associated with, but are not
composed of, the fundamental attribute, resistance. "We under-
stood that the latest teachings of science are to the effect that
sound, visibility, colour, &c., are merely the names of subjec-
tive sensations, the result of vibrations aérial and ethereal.
Surely Mr. Spencer does not mean to say that they are attri-
butes of matter, but only the relations of the series (a b), &c.,
to the series (A B), &c., which, again, are related to the series
(A B), &c.

If the fundamental sense is the response to fundamental
resistance, then the solution of the whole question is to be
found in some theory of the nature of the response. Dut to
say that the senses are an increase of the degree of subjective
correspondence (or response) is to throw no light upon the
explanation of the correspondence or the necessity for it, and,
as we have before said, the introduction of this term only tends
to confuse the consideration of the argument. Correspondence,
adaptation, and adjustment should all be abolished in favour
of the real ruling principle of biological equilibration as taught
by Mr. Spencer.

Eventually we come upon the term ¢ integration,” and would
ask what this means in relation to biological equilibration.
Is it one of its results? We could easily frame a theory of it
in relation to ordinary mechanical equilibration. But in Chap-
ter X. we have an account of the integration of correspondences.
Does this mean an integration of the series (a B), &c., or of the
series (@ D), &c. The use of the word “ integration ” is no doubt
meant by Mr. Spencer to carry the mind back upon the For-
mula of Evolution. DBut we must remember that the integra-
tion taught there was the integration of matter, and we must
also remember that the essence of the formula was the con-
comitance of the dissipation of something, viz., Motion. Now
in this case, if we have the series (@ b), &c., in view, we have
not only no integration of Matter, but also no concomitant dissi-
pation of anything. Therefore if the present use of the word is
intended to convey the idea that we are here effecting the uni-
fication of knowledge, it is merely one of the simulations of
unification treated of in Chapter L § 13. It is still more diffi-
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cult to say how psychological integration is related to Mr.
Spencer’s law of biological equilibration ; and when we come
to consider the integration of psychological correspondences as
part of that process, we believe that we have arrived at a
problem of which we can form no conception, and which it is
impossible to solve.

Under cover of the term ¢ correspondence,” Mr. Spencer
elaborates his argument in a series of chapters, through which
the greater part of its course is carried on by means of physical
development, until in the end he is able to say :—

“Thus then we find illustrated in all ways the truth enun-
ciated at the outset, that the connexions among vital actions
directly or indirectly correspond with the connexions among
actions in the environment. That method by which we sought
out the fundamental fact on which to base a Synthetic Psycho-
logy, is justified by its results. On comparing the phenomena
of mental life with the most nearly allied phenomena—those of
bodily life—and inquiring what is common to both groups, a
generalisation was disclosed which proves on examination to
express the essential character of all mental actions. Regarded
under every variety of aspect, intelligence is found to consist in
the establishment of correspondences between relations in the
organism and relations in the environment, and the entire
development of intelligence may be formulated as the progress
of such correspondences in Space, in Time, in Speciality, in
Generality, in Complexity.” *

No doubt Psychology has made the development described,
no doubt Biology, including Morphology and Physiology, has
made the development described, but while for the latter there
is a hypothetical explanation in the special law of biological
equilibration, there is none whatever for the former, and it is
this which is looked for in a scheme of unified knowledge. To
call the psychological developments by a term which may be
applied as descriptive of the biological series, but which does
not disclose the law of their connection with the preceding and
continuous evolution, is not to find a place for Psychology in
Evolution in general.

* Psychology, vol, i. p. 385.



210 SPENCER’S UNIFICATION OF KNOWLEDGE.

Nevertheless, Mr. Spencer considers this has been accom-
plished, and says—

¢ The presentation of Intelligence as an adjustment of inner
to outer relations . . . . leaves us with a conception which
obviously requires further development. The various degrees
and modes of Intelligence known as Instinct, Memory, Reason,
Emotion, Will, and the rest, must be translated in terms of
this conception. If, as above alleged, the several grades of
Mind and its component faculties are phases of the corre-
spondence and factors in the correspondence, they can be
interpreted as such, and to complete the argument it is needful
that they should be so interpreted.” *

To this task Mr. Spencer forthwith proceeds in Part IV. It
is sufficient, however, for our purpose if we confine our considera-
tions to the essential preliminaries of such an explanation.

‘We do not quite understand Mr. Spencer’s position when he
says that the psychological relations take part in the determin-
ing of events “as factors in the correspondence.” Probably he
does not wish to convey this meaning, as he has elsewhere ex-
cluded all modes of feeling from the factors of Biology, and he
nowhere teaches that a Psychic Force finds its place in the
circle of the physical energies by which the work of the organ-
ism is carried on, and we know already that no such mode is
included in Balfour Stewart’s list of energies.

The whole onus of the affiliation of Psychology upon Evolu-
tion in general is thrown upon the term “ correspondence,” and
upon the translation of all biological developments into the
same terms. It is evident, however, that this is a verbal and
not a logical connection. To make it a logical connection it
would be necessary to show that all correspondences were
identical in their law of origin, and since all biological corre-
spondences are occasioned from the law by which moving
equilibria generate arrangements for counterbalancing destruc-
tive forces, it would have to be shown that not only the rela-
tions (A B) were thus generated, but that the relations (a 5) also
were thus originated, and that they reacted as counterbalancing
forces like the arrangement (a B).

* Psychology, vol. i. p. 392.
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In the first place, amongst the constituents of the organism
we cannot recognise anything which could be transformed into
the relation (a ), and in the second, since it is out of the list of
Physical Energies, we do not see that it could react against its
external originator.

Mr. Spencer says :—

“These two progressions are in truth parts of the same pro-
gression, Without dwelling upon the fact that the primordial
tissue displays the several forms of irritability in which the
senses originate, and that the organs of sense, like all other
organs, arise by differentiations of this primordial tissue—with-
out dwelling on the fact that the impressions received by these
senses form the raw materials of intelligence, which arises by
combination of them and must therefore conform to their law
of development—without dwelling on the fact that intelligence
advances pari passu with the advance of the nervous system,
and has the same law of development as the other systems
without dwelling on these facts, it is sufficiently manifest that
as the progress of organisation and the progress of correspon-
dence between the organism and its environment are but
different aspects of the evolution of Life in general, they cannot
fail to harmonise. In this organisation of experiences which
constitutes evolving Intelligence, there must be that same con-
tinnity, that same sub-division of function, that same mutual
dependence, and that same ever-advancing consensus, which
charaeterise the physical organisation.” *

If the argument commenced with the properties of primordial
tissue, and this tissue were known to have the two sets of pro-

‘ perties of balancing itself physically with the environment

according to Mr. Spencer’s law of moving equilibria, and of
organising itself pari passu in a subjective manner, then the
whole of Mr. Spencer’s argument would hold good. Dut since
he has set himself the task of explaining the order of the
cosmos from a simple state of unorganised matter consisting
of the chemical elements, we never get as far as the primor-
dial tissue or its irritability, while the law of biological equili-
bratipn—a purely physical one—is also never established.

* Psychology, vol. i. p. 388,
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Many other objections could be raised, but contenting our-
selves for the present with showing the merely verbal nature
of the unification developed in Part III., we proceed to a con-
sideration of the affiliation of Psychology upon that view of
the unification of knowledge which presents it to us as the
reconstruction of the cosmos from original factors, or what is
the same thing, deducing it in a series of corollaries from
primordial truths.

(d.) Psychology Considered as a Direct Deduction from the
Persistence of Force.

Are we to deduce Psychology from the doctrine of the Per-
sistence of Force? DManifestly, if Force is unknowable the
logical process is an impossibility. Are we, again, to deduce it
from Professor Balfour Stuart’s list of Forces and Energies?
It will become merely a physical problem shortly to be con-
sidered.

It is a curious question, and one deserving of consideration,
whether the Subjective is a mode of Force. In the face of Mr.
Spencer’s disavowal of Feeling as a factor in Biology, it is, in
regard to DMr. Spencer’s Philosophy, a superfluous question ;
for in that Philosophy the whole series of changes are within
the constant quantity of the Forces and Energies of Nature,
not as the Unknowable, but as actually manifested in knowable
modes of Force quantitatively persistent and equal.

For those, however, who think that passion, emotion, will,
&ec., are not mere concomitances of molecular changes within
the physical organism, it is an interesting, curious, and difficult
question about the action of these subjective feelings, considered
as beyond the absolute quantity of Force, and yet regarded as
having power with which to act upon the energies of the phy-
sical organism. ‘Whence and how do they derive this power,
and how come they to be specifically differentiated as tending
to act thus and thus? o

Is it possible, again, to suppose that the physical energies
are capable of transformation into subjective forces? Is Energy
capable of becoming under certain circumstances self-conscious ?
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Is there an element of Consciousness, or unorganised Feeling,
in all operations of Force or Energy ?

‘We shall see in the next sub-section that Mr. Spencer con-
siders that mind cannot be explained by a series of deductions
from the Persistence of Force.

(e.) Psychology Considered as an Indirect Deduction through
Physical Histories.

Let us now consider the problem of Psychology as associated
with a physical synthesis.

The first part of the ““ Psychology ” is devoted to an account of
the nervous system and its functions. Chapters I. and II. lead
up to Chapter III. where these functions are more explicitly
generalised. The functions of the nervous system are—(1.) the
reception of motion, (2.) the liberation of locked-up motion,
(3.) the direction of motion. The reception of motion is the
reception of motion from the external world by molar contact,
undulatory action, chemical action; in fact, of heat or light, the
mechanical action of other bodies, &c., the disturbances set up by
which motions run along certain definite lines of nerves accord-
ing to circumstances. The liberation of motion is founded
upon the conception—not properly explained anywhere by Mr.
Spencer—of ““locked-up motion,” but which we can indefinitely
picture to ourselves as *energy” capable, under given circum-
stances, of effecting motion. The direction of motion is not to
be confounded with the directive power of any subjective will
or personality. The direction referred to is only an engineer-
ing arrangement by.which, under given circumstances, certain
small stores of energy are given off along specific channels.
Treating nerve actions on their physiological side we have to
ignore the subjective side, and in doing this we have no option
but to formulate them in terms of motion.* Hence the first
five chapters of the ¢“Psychology” consist of ““propositions which
are exclusively morphological and physiological. In them the
structure of the nervous system, its functions, the conditions to
its action, &c., have been dealt with purely as physical pheno-
mena—phenomena as purely physical as the absorption of the

* Psychology, §§ 18 and 24.
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nutriment or the circulation of the blood. Whatever impli-
cations may have arisen from the use of words that carry with
them indirect meanings, the direct meanings of all the pro-
positions set down have nowhere implied consciousness or
feeling ; and, ignoring consciousness or feeling, they have left
out that which is tacitly or avowedly contained in every pro-
position of Psychology.” *

‘We have already sufficiently considered the parts treating of
Psychology proper, and proceed to Part V., which deals with
the Physical Synthesis. The problem here is, “ How is mental
evolution to be affiliated on Evolution at large, regarded as a
process of physical transformation?” It is not enough that the
general syntheses of psychical life have been traced up along
with the phenomena of physical life, and have been observed
to progress in integration, in heterogeneity, and in definiteness,
while from first to last intelligence has found its growth due to
the repetition of experiences, the effects of which are accumu-
lated, organised, and inherited. ‘It may yet be asked—By
what process is the organisation of experiences achieved?
Granting that a survey of the facts proves it to take place;
still, no answers are given to the questions—Why does it take
place? And how does the transformation which brings it about
come within the formula of Evolution in general?” §

To effect this affiliation it is necessary to bring Psychology
within the terms of the Formula of Evolution, which terms are
Matter and Motion and their interrelations ; and although the
Persistence of Force finds no place in the formula, yet as it is
the main idea of the work, Psychology must also be affiliated
upon that truth. However, we are saved this trouble, for Mr.
Spencer says :—

“Though the development of Mind itself cannot be explained
by a series of deductions from the Persistence of Force, yet it
remains possible that its obverse, the development of physical
changes in a physical organ, may be so explained ; and until it
is so explained, the conception of mental evolution as a part of
Evolution in general, remains incomplete.”

“Specifically stated, the problem is to interpret mental

* Psychology, vol. i. p. 129. + Ibid, p. 507.
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evolution in terms of the redistribution of Matter and Motion,
Though under its subjective aspect, Mind is known only as an
aggrecate of states of consciousness, which cannot be conceived
as forms of Matter and Motion, and do not therefore necessarily
conform to the same laws of redistribution; yet under its
objective aspect, Mind is known as an aggregate of activities
manifested by an organism—is the correlative, therefore, of
certain material transformations, which must come within the
general process of material evolution, if that process is truly
universal.”

We are at a loss to foresee how Mr. Spencer will regard our
criticism.  For the sake of properly apprehending the problem,
we refer to his Appendix to ¢ First Principles ” for information
as to the import of the terms Matter and Motion. Evidently
we have to interpret mental evolution in terms of the redistri-
bution of Matter and Motion. The development of Mind
cannot be explained by a series of deductions from the Persis-
tence of Force, but only mediately by means of the Formula of
Evolution. But if we go further, and ask what Mr. Spencer
means by Matter and Motion—what comceptions we should
bave of them when we wish to understand the development of
mind by means of their interrelations, he replies :—

“Though I have repeatedly made it clear that our ideas of
Matter, Motion, and Force are but the @, 7, and 2z with which
we work our equations, and formulate the various relations
among phenomena in such a way as to express their order in
terms of «, 7, and z—though I have shown that the realities
for which «, ¥, and # stand cannot be conceived by us as actually
existing thus and thus without committing ourselves to alter-
native absurdities ; yet,” &c.*

In spite of this, we are asked to interpret physical evolution,
and mental development as involved therein, in terms of realities
which cannot be conceived by us as actually existing thus or
thus without committing ourselves to alternative absurdities.
‘We naturally ask what is the good of an explanation at all under
these conditions, and how is it possible to interpret the order
of nature by such instruments of thought.

* First Principles, p. 580.
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However, we take up the thread of our inquiry where we
left it, and we find that we are led to an investigation of the
genesis of nerves proposed as a physical problem. ¢ If from a
corollary to the Persistence of Force, we can legitimately draw
the conclusion that, under certain conditions, lines of nervous
communication will arise, and having arisen, will become lines
of more and more easy communication, in proportion to the
numbers and strengths of the discharges propagated through
them ; we shall have found a physical interpretation which
completes the doctrine of psychical evolution, as set forth in the
last two parts. It will be made manifest how the experience
of an external relation produces a corresponding internal rela-
tion—how, as experiences of the external relation become more
numerous, the internal relation becomes more coherent—how
perpetual repetitions of the one cause indissolubleness of the
other—how outer persistences that are almost or quite absolute,
establish, in the course of generations, inner cohesions that are
automatic or organic ; and thus the interpretation of instinects
and forms of thought will be assimilated to that of the ordinary
phenomena of association.” *

It is always well to consider whether the mode of stating a
problem is satisfactory or not, before considering the proposed
solution. We are not by any means certain that the finding
of sundry physical processes to be corollaries of the Persistence
of Force (considered as a symbol of the Unknowable) is the
same thing as the proposal to interpret mental evolution in
terms of the redistribution of Matter and Motion (taken as
sums total of the chemical elements and physical energies) so
as to bring our reasonings within the scope of the Formula of
Evolution. :

In furtherance of the inquiry, the problem next proceeded
with is the Genesis of Nerves. This is an inquiry as to the
origin of the Biological connections (A B), &e., represented
by the small capitals as correspondences to the external rela-
tions (A B), &c., and not as to the origin of the Psychological
relations (a &), &c. As such, it is an inquiry which we reserve
for criticism in our next chapfer. But it is obvious that the

* Psychology, vol. i. p. 509.
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mere ascertainment of concomitance of development between
some of the connections (a B), &c., and the connections (« D),
&e., is not an explanation of the origin of (a b), &e., in the
same manner as the origin of (a B), &c., is supposed to be
accounted for as logically deducible from the interrelations with
(A B), &e.

Nor is the logical difficulty avoided by merging the question
into one of Function studied in Part V. Chapter VI. In the
preceding chapters the origin and development of nervous
structure have been studied. The function of this structure is
evidently the reception of motion, the storage of energy, the
liberation of motion, altogether forming a highly complex
mechanism, with a vast number of little engines and channels
for the reception, redirection, and expenditure of energy. Not-
withstanding its wonderful complexity and delicacy of construc-
tion, it is a purely physical arrangement, and its actions are
altogether physical. To characterise its natural actions by the
term Function is correct enongh so long as this term carries
with it a biological meaning only. But if it is used as a cover
for “nascent” intelligence, we have to protest against the slip-
ping in of the subjective. 'We are engaged upon a truly deduc-
tive study, and not upon an inductive one. So again the study
of “reflex action” and ““the gradually increasing excitement of
the new motor apparatus” is followed by the statement—

“ Thus, then, results what we call perception; for we have here
a cluster of real feelings caused by the presented object, joined
with a cluster of ideal feelings, representing certain other real
feelings which the object has before produced and can again
produce.”*

¢ Between a perception physiologically considered and a per-
ception psychologically considered, the relation now becomes
manifest,” &e. 1

A physiological perception is, for instance, the action of the
rays of reflected light coming from a body and falling upon
the eye, which motions are continued into the cerebrum and
thereafter redistributed. In this application of the term ¢ per-
ception ” we do not think Mr. Spencer is justified. “ Percep-

* Psychology, vol. i. p. 56I. + Ibid., p. 562.
Y



218 SPENCER’S UNIFICATION OF KNOWLEDGE.

tion ” we hold to be a purely subjective term. We can under-
stand the action (a B) as the result of the connection (A B), but
although experientially we know of the concomitant (a b), we
cannot discern it as a deduction from the relations of (A B) and
(a B).

By the same method of identifying the physical and the sub-
jective concomitants in the terms of biological function, Mr.
Spencer affords supposed explanations of ideas and afterwards
of emotions, Since we know as a matter of fact that the
intimate concomitance he describes does exist, and judge that
the antecedent concomitant history he refers to did take place,
it seems ungracious to argue against him ; but as a matter of
logic, in the deductive study he proposes the subjective con-
nections (a 0), &c., are not explainable as to origin, history,
meaning, &c., by any of the methods he attempts.

(/) General Considerations with Regard to the Unification

of Knowledge.

To all such criticisms Mr. Spencer undertakes a reply in
Chapter X. The general result of criticism, as Mr. Spencer
truly anticipates, is a charge of ¢ Materialism.” But in his
reply to this charge Mr. Spencer singularly misses the point of
the criticism so far as it is of value from a logical point of view,
and it is with this aspect only that Mr. Spencer and his
scientific critics are concerned. He considers ¢ Materialism” a
term of opprobrium, and by the mouths of two Materialists
makes reply. The first vindicates the delicacy and sensitive-
ness of the mechanical motion of some material bodies, and then
proceeds to impress upon us the wonderful complexity of the
constitution of inorganic bodies. The second identifies Mind
with Motion—that is to say, the connection (@ b) with the action
of the connections (a B), or with the delicacy and vivacity of
ethereal motions. Both of these vindications are in the ser-
monising strain, and deal with the charge of Materialism as a
term of opprobrium. In the oratorical reply, the coolness and
accuracy of pure logic are lost sight of. However, Mr. Spencer
remarks that neither of these are true replies to the criticism
advanced, and he proceeds to meet it in his own way.
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The criticism, as we take it, is to the effect that from the
given factors of premises, oxygen, nitrogen, carbon, hydrogen,
&c., and a various environment of solids, liquids, and gases,
together with the action of light, heat, electricity, &c., we are
not able to deduce—

TFirstly, Biological histories. DBut if biological histories are
capable of heing so deduced, then it forms a purely materialistic
history, using materialistic as a term expressive of the sum-
total of the above factors and as excluding all other agencies.

Secondly, Psychological histories. For even supposing biolo-
gical histories are deducible as just specified, which is a logically
possible problem, still the psychological histories present results
which are not logically deducible from our conceptions of the
given factors.

In this view, the charge of Materialism simply means that
the explanations given of biological histories being merely mate-
rialistic explanations, they do not account for the subjective
accompaniment, and most decidedly shut it out from taking any
part in the processes of the sequences. For whatever the con-
sciousness of conflict, or doubt, or choice, or determination, they
are merely the concomitants of physical processes in the brain,
and this consciousness is not a factor influencing the result.

‘We have nothing to do in our present study with any ethical
or sentimental estimation of this mode of representing human
action. 'We have merely to view it in its logical aspect, and the
logical view of it is that the subjective result is not contained
in the given premises which are termed materialistic, but that
nevertheless if subjective sequences are wholly determined by
these materialistic factors (the subjective being merely concomi-
tant), then most certainly the explanations are materialistic,
however much Matter may be advanced in our estimation by
oratorical efforts.

‘What is Mr. Spencer’s reply ? He speaks about the unknow-
ability of the ultimate nature of Mind, and the unknowability
of the ultimate nature of Matter and of Motion. DBut it is at
once seen that our premises have nothing to do with “ ultimate
natures.” The reasonings in the ¢ Biology ” all proceed from
the known properties of the elementary substances named and
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the laws of the physical environment. To place the question
upon more remote antecedents is to alter the problem com-
pletely, and to make it not only impossible but altogether incon-
ceivable. If, again, the non-knowability of the ultimate nature
of mind is an obstacle in our way, then truly we must be forced
to admit failure in the unification of knowledge.

Confessedly we end in a predicament, but a predicament is
not the unification of knowledge.

“See our predicament. We can think of Matter” (oxygen,
§c.) “only in terms of Mind ” (consciousness). “We can think
of Mind only in terms of Matter” (i.e., as the concomitant of
some physiological actions). “ When we have pushed our ex-
plorations of the first to the uttermost limit, we are referred to
the first for a final answer; and when we have got the final
answer of the second, we are referred back to the first for an
interpretation of it. We find the value of x in terms of y;
then we find the value of y in terms of z; and so on we may
continue for ever without coming nearer to a solution. The
antithesis of subject and object, never to be transcended while
consciousness lasts, renders impossible all knowledge of that
Ultimate Reality in which subject and object are united.”

‘What are we to understand by this? The first impression
is that Mr. Spencer has adopted Talleyrand’s use of language.
But what are we to understand by it? Does it mean that the
two volumes on the evolution of Biology are adhered to or
abandoned? Does it mean that the factors upon which that
great deduction proceeded are inconceivable, and the whole of
our reasonings upon them worthless? Or, again, does it mean
that not knowing the ultimate nature of Mind, our reasoning
powers are unreliable? We can imagine no other practical
application of the above passage; and if so, what becomes of
the unification of knowledge? We would contrast it with Mr.
Spencer’s eriterion of the unification of knowledge quoted by
us at the outset of our task,* and ask the student to consider
whether this is a satisfactory outcome of the enterprise we have
undertaken. For our part, we think a more dammatory con-
demnation than the above passage could not have been written

* Supra, p. 4.
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by any opponent of Mr. Spencer. Yet he has written it in re-
gard to his own undertaking.

Nevertheless, this predicament is said to bring us to the
true conclusion, ¢that it is one and the same Ultimate Reality
which is manifested to us subjectively and objectively. For
while the nature of that which is manifested under either form
proves to be inscrutable, the order of its manifestations through-
out all mental phenomena proves to be the same as the order
of its manifestations throughout all material phenomena.”

This may be so; but if we can form no conception of this
Ultimate Reality so as to be able to deduce the histories of the
cosmos from it, knowledge is not unified. We observe the
universality of its manner of operation, but we do not discern
the secret of the sequences, or rather, we discern it partly, and
would extend our scientific knowledge to the whole. The
deficiency of our knowledge is not made up by recognising
the universality of modes with its implication of community of
origin.

It would be well, however, to give a separate consideration
to the suggestion made in this reply as to the Ultimate Reality
manifesting itself by a “ double aspect.”

§ 3. The Double-Aspect Theory.

As we have somewhat anticipated the subject of this section
in Chapter 1II1. by showing the futility of the Double-Aspect
Theory in any attempt to find an explanation of the historical
series of events culminating in the subjective aspect itself, as
deductions from primordial factors, there is not much left to
say. It would be as well, however, to give a little more atten-
tion to Mr. Spencer’s treatment of the subject, and to the lan-
guage employed in the statement of his views.

We first direct attention to § 194, being the closing section
of ¢ First Principles,” of which the following is a summary:—

The deepest truths we can reach are” the widest uniformities
in our experiences of Matter, Motion, and Force.

These are but symbols of the Unknown Reality.

An Unknowable Power works in us certain effects.
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These effects we class together under the names Matter,
Motion, and Force,

Between these effects there are likenesses of connection.

Analysis reduces these effects to one kind of effect.

Analysis reduces the kinds of uniformity to one kind of
uniformity.

¢ And the highest achievement of Science is the interpretation
of all orders of phenomena, as differently conditioned mani-
festations of this one kind of effect, under differently conditioned
modes of this one kind of uniformity.”

Science, therefore, merely systematises our experience.

‘We do not know that these uniformities are absolutely neces-
sary—only that in our thoughts they are necessary.

‘We cannot conceive how the one is related to the other. The
connection between the phenomenal order and the ontological
order is for ever inserutable.

(We remark here that the classification and systematisation
of our experiences is not the same kind of unification of
knowledge as that by which all sequences are to be deduced as
corollaries from one ultimate truth or from primordial factors.)

The connection between the conditioned forms of being and
the unconditioned form of being (query—is there any ?) is also
inscrutable.

The interpretation (query—uwhat doeg interpretation mean ?)
of all phenomena in terms of Matter, Motion, and Force is
nothing more than the reduction of our complex symbols of
thought to the simplest symbols.

“Hence the reasonings contained in the foregoing pages
afford no support to either of the antagonmistic hypotheses
respecting the ultimate nature of things. Their implications
are no more materialistic than they are spiritualistic ; and no
more spiritualistic than they are materialistic.”

This all depends upon the meaning given to the terms. The
discussion after all does not relate to ultimate natures. Ulti-
mate natures, being absolutely unknowable and inconceivable,
do not enter into the discussion at all. But taking the materials
and facts of chemistry and the laws of physics as imagined in a
nebula, can we from these primordial factors deduce the solar
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system, and the forms of life with which we are acquainted on
the earth at the present time? This is what would generally
be called a materialistic explanation, and that it appears to us
Mr. Spencer attempts. To discuss the ultimate nature of these
bases of knowledge is going beyond science. Either their ulti-
mate natures are all conditioned as we know them, and hence
the deduction is possible; or they are not all conditioned and
known, which makes (as is the case) the deduction impossible,
and causes knowledge to remain ununified.

However, Mr. Spencer says—

“The Materialist, seeing it to be a necessary deduction from
the law of correlation, that what exists in consciousness under
the form of feeling, is transformable into an equivalent of
mechanical motion, and by consequence into equivalents of all
the other forces which matter exhibits ; may consider it there-
fore demonstrated that the phenomena of consciousness are
material phenomena.” And the Spiritualist may argue the
converse.

¢ Manifestly, the establishment of correlation and equivalence
between the forces of the inner and the outer worlds, may be
used to assimilate either to the other ; according as we sct out
with one or other term. DBut he who rightly interprets the
doctrine contained in this work, will see that neither of these
terms can be taken as ultimate. Ie will see that though the
relation of subject and object renders necessary to us these
antithetical conceptions of Spirit and Matter, the one is no less
than the other to be regarded as but a sign of the unknown
reality which underlies both.”

We submit that the correlation and equivalence between the
inner forces and the outer, between the subjective and the
objective, has not been made out except in regard to the
dependence of the former upon the latter.  Mr. Spencer
repudiates Feeling as a factor in Biology, and makes all his
interpretations as resultants of certain elementary substances
and certain physical conditions. And we have before shown,
Chapter I. p. 43, that subjective consciousness is excluded
from the list of energies which are acknowledged by scien-
tific men as correlated. So that Mr. Spencer’s explanation
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of the order of sequences is couched in materialistic terms, and
to say that the unknowability of ultimate natures invalidates
the explanation is to say that Mr. Spencer’s explanation fails,
and toiundo all the work that he claims to have performed.

Can Mr. Spencer complete his work, on the double-aspect
theory, by making a complementary explanation in subjective
or spiritualistic terms and processes ? Can he explain chemistry
and physics and the growth of organic molecules and organisms
in terms of the subjective, and derive all as deductions from
certain spiritualistic factors? When this is done we may
acknowledge that the series of events is a process one and
continuous, having a double aspect, and capable of being de-
ductively demonstrated and explained in two sets of terms,
materialistic and spiritualistic. At present it seems to us we
can only explain the course of cosmical events in materialistic
language down to a certain point at which the materialistic
language fails us, and then the spiritualistic or subjective
comes in as necessary for other explanations, though still
dependent upon the materialistic. 'We find that we have to
begin our explanations with one aspect, and end them with
two. How came the second to be evolved ?

If materialistic explanations now take the language of dynamics
rather than of geometry, they are still materialistic in the sense
of not being subjective. If we use the terms affinity, attrac-
tion, repulsion, polarity, equilibration, &e., they are all objective
terms. So also are segregation, integration, dissipation, rhythm,
&c. These are the terms of Mr. Spencer’s explanations. Can
we graft upon them other meanings, so as to render them
capable of expressing the order of sequences in a subjective
cosmical explanation ?

Is it to be done by means of the term Force, which may be
considered common to both aspects? Our studies all point in
that direction ; but it is at present no more than a suggestion,
for even with his powerful and acute mind Mr. Spencer cannot
work it out into a logical, coherent, and systematic deductive
system.

Mr. Spencer refuses to allow Matter and Motion to bear
definite meanings. He maintains that Matter, Motion, and
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Force are merely symbols ; not symbols standing for something
known, but indefinite symbols, standing for something mnot
known or only partly known. We are allowed to use them in
physical studies of their combinations and aggregations. We
are allowed to use generalisations about matter in the expla-
nation of objective processes, but when we come to processes
in which occur phenomena not so explainable, we are asked
to give Matter another aspect. Now it is evident that up
to a certain point the view of Matter which takes it in its
known conditions as chemical elements is able to furnish expla-
nations. Why then should we be called upon to view it up to
this point in some other aspect? Decause we have to argue
backwards, and infer that since Matter becomes self-conscious,
there must have been something in the original factors which
was capable of becoming organised into consciousmess. Ad-
mitting this to be the case, it would appear that the ulti-
mate units of Matter were units of attraction and resistance,
and something more; or else Matter was not units of attrac-
tion and resistance, nor yet a conscious subjectivity, but some-
thing between the two; not either of them, but a something
of which neither subjectivity nor objectivity could be predi-
cated—something of which neither attraction nor resistance
could be predicated, nor yet consciousness. Thus we are lost
in the Unknowable Force ; we are thrust beyond the limits of
Philosophy ; we are in the presence of an Unknowable Power.
As long as we contemplate it, Philosophy has nothing to do but
to sit waiting patiently till it manifests itself in some definite
form. If it does so manifest itself, and eventually resolves
itself into a quantitative Attraction and Repulsion, then Philo-
sophy seizes upon it as her raw material, and builds up systems
of worlds until she comes to Consciousness. Then she says,
¢ Surely I have got more in my hands than I thought; there is
something that feels.” This does not alter the definite know-
ledge of the interrelations of Aftraction and Repulsion, nor the
conceptions of them. It does not alter the aspect of looking at
them, nor change their value, operation, or quantity in the least
degree. If it is said that they have a subjective aspect also,
it is saying something that cannot be understood, and which
P
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those who hold that view must explain. Let the subjective
aspect of units of Attraction and Resistance be described. Let
the subjective aspect of the formation of the sixty or seventy
so-called elements be described also. What is the subjective
aspect, for instance, of the union of oxygen and hydrogen into
the compound called water ?

The dilemma at which we arrive in the course of evolution
is this: By a formula of Attraction and Repulsion we may be
able to generalise all physical processes, and explain the exist-
ence and history of every aggregate, but by and by we reach

. events which the physical formula will not explain, namely,
subjective phenomena. The difficulty is to account for and
explain these in a general formula. We find the old one will
not do. 'What must be done? Will it do to say that Matter
and Motion, Attraction and Resistance, are not really objective—
they have another aspect also? If so, we thereby destroy the
definite meaning of our formula, as already so much insisted
upon.

If every event has a double aspect, and to treat of the his-
tory of events under one aspect is insufficient, we must amend
our formula, so that by exhibiting the double aspect we shall
be able thereby to deduce the double-aspected evolution. The
formula to account for a double-aspected evolution must itself
be double-aspected.

Thus we should have to say—

Evolution is { integration ? of feeling and
and a concomitant | integration of matter and dissipation of

motion, wherein, &ec.,

filling in all the blanks in terms of the other aspect.

It is asserted, however, that the process of evolution is not
two concomitant evolutions, but one evolution. Notwithstand-
ing Mr. Spencer’s exclusion in the ¢ Biology” of Feeling as
a factor, yet in the passage quoted above he says—‘ The
Materialist, seeing it to be a necessary deduction from the
law of correlation, that what exists in consciousness under
the form of feeling is transformable into an equivalent of
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mechanical motion, and by consequence into equivalents of all
the other forces which matter exhibits.” We, however, noted
at the time that Professor Stewart did not include Feeling in
his list of energies which were mutually equivalent or trans-
formable. Mr. Spencer has in various places maintained that
in conscious beings the subjective never interferes in any phy-
sical action. It is said to be inconceivable that any muscular
reaction from an external stimulant has been at all interfered
with or influenced by any subjective feeling. There is a course
of molecular motion along a nerve, there is some change caused
thereby in the substance of the nerve or brain, and there is a
molecular reaction due to the previous action ; but to suppose
that this reaction is at all influenced by feeling is out of the
question ; we are merely conscious of it.  All molecular move-
ments in an organism are not two events, but only one. A
muscular motion may be described mechanically or subjec-
tively, but it is one and the same event. The amount of
energy has not been augmented nor diminished by the action
of any feeling, nor could feeling augment or diminish it
without being itself a mode of motion, which it is not. It
is inconceivable that feeling should have a mechanical function.
Muscular and all other actions of an organism are all chains
of mechanical action uninterfered with by feeling. Yet they are
one and the same ; the subjective and the objective within the
organism are one and the same thing viewed differently. The
question arises, are all external changes to be regarded in the
same way as objective and subjective at the same time?

As a proposition limited to the actions and consciousnesses
of organisms, the ‘“double-aspect” theory is one which is capable
of being understood, if not accepted; but as a general truth
applicable to the historic explanation of the inorganic universe,
we cannot understand it. And if, impelled by a desire to so
represent it, we endeavour to frame a formula explanatory of
the universe in this double-aspected way, as attempted above,
we find it is impossible to formulate any proposition of an
intelligible character.

The double-aspect theory may serve a very useful purpose
after the stage of biological evolution has been attained, as
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affording diversified modes of description of the complex occur-
rences affecting organisms, in which one or other set of terms
may be used, according as the incidents of a series of events
may have their chief import objectively or subjectively ; but as
a key to the order of events, and as a means of cosmical expla-
nation, it is useless.

It is worthy of remark that the “double aspect ” is not claimed
for all the operations of the physical organism. There are
some changes which have the double aspect and some which
have it not. 'What are called the organs of sense have the
concomitance of subjective feeling; so have muscular motions
and other events of the organism ; but the processes of accre-
tion and secretion have not this accompaniment. We must
certainly consider this a shortcoming in the Double-Aspect
Theory.

Again, the “double aspect ” is confined within the limits of
organisms. When we speak of the double aspect, it is the
double aspect of changes of a conscious organism. Therefore
if knowledge is some arrangement or state of the molecules and
fibres of the brain and nervous system, then all knowledge has
a double aspect, of which the physical arrangement is one side,
and the concomitant subjective is the other. This is indeed a
method of representing the theory of the Relativity of Know-
ledge, since all knowledge is subjective, and the subjective is
but the consciousness of certain physical organisations, which
organisation is produced by physical interrelations. But when
certain portions of this physical arrangement (with which goes
the subjective) have effected that mechanical arrangement, with
which is concomitant the consciousness of there having been an
antecedent condition of the cosmos in which there was no con-
sciousness, no subjective aspect, then the physical arrangement
of the brain which is the objective process of reasoning is
unable to bring about that other physical state of the brain
which is the physical state of an explanation of the origi-
nation of the subjective concomitant; and also that general
arrangement of the molecules and fibres of the cerebrum and
cerebellum which would produce the consciousness of the
unification of knowledge has not been effected. We assert,
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in short, that the physical arrangement of the brain which is
equivalent to the argument of the Double-Aspect Theory does
not produce the cerebral organisation which is the analogue
of the unification of knowledge. It is true we are unable to
examine the physical changes in a direct manner, for they are
beyond our reach. 'We can only judge by our consciousness of
them.

The real solution of the difficulty would have to be placed
in the statement of an ultimate truth or factor, from the
double nature of which as a series of corollaries the conscious
double aspect of organised living beings could be deduced.
This problem is attacked by Professor Clifford with his usual
intrepidity of thought in the bold hypothesis of ¢ Mind-Stuff.”
He says,* ““ The reality external to our minds which is repre-
sented in our minds as matter, is in itself mind-stuff.” ¢ The
universe consists entirely of mind-stuff. Some of this is woven
into the complex form of human minds, containing imperfect
representations of the mind-stuff outside them, and of themselves
also, as a mirror reflects its own image in another mirror ad
infinitum. Such an imperfect representation is ecalled a
material universe. It is a picture in a man’s mind of the real
universe of mind-stuff.” ¢ Matter is a mental picture in which
mind-stuff is the thing represented.” ¢ Reason, intelligence, and
volition are properties of a complex, which is made up of ele-
ments themselves not rational, not intelligent, not conscious.”

Thus it will be seen that the term “ mind-stuff” is equivalent
to ¢ mind-matter,” a double-aspect word supposed to be repre-
sentative of the factor of the universe. This theory is examined
by us very fully in the Appendix to our former work. We
only note here the kind of factor which the Double-Aspect
Theory forces us to look for, the impossibility of forming any
conception of it, and finally, the impossibility of deducing the
sequences and evolution of the cosmos from it by way of
corollaries.

In the first section of this chapter we referred to Mr.
Spencer’s account of the faint and vivid manifestations which
presumably forms another account of the Double- Aspect

* Mind, No. ix. p. 66.
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Theory. But we do not see that it assists us at all in escaping
from our difficulties. There are two different orders of mani-
festations of Force. They segregate, and apparently segregate
in parallel groupings, the one corresponding to the other, but
whence the parallelism and correspondence does not appear.
Again, we found that all knowledge would have to be expressed
in terms of the impression we call Resistance, implying both
the impression and the mutual action of pressing and resist-
ing bodies ; again implying the double aspect. But then, as a
matter of fact, when events have to be considered as corol-
laries, or such of them as can be so considered, the terms used
are all of the objective or physical side, and valid explanations
can be given on this aspect only.

Mr. Spencer’s term “ Force” itself appears to be a “double
aspect ” term in that it manifests itself objectively as opposed
to our consciousness and subjectively in our consciousness.
But Mr. Spencer himself acknowledges that we can form no
conception of it, although he apparently proposes to get
corollaries from it—only that his corollaries are from, not the
factor itself, but only its adjective of “Persistence.” Here, again,
we only obtain any meaning when we consider the objective
aspect in the scientific doctrine of the ¢ Conservation of Energy,”
and that of a definite and limited character.

If the evolution of the subjective is to be unified with
evolution in general, as part of one universal process on the
ground of the conformity of its modes with the modes of the
general evolntion of Force ; if because its characteristics are
such that they can be deemed corollaries from the theory of
the Persistence of Force in the same way in which the evolution
of physical bodies can be deemed deductions from that theory,
then subjectivity must itself be a mode of Force, and take its
place in the circle of the interchanges of correlative forces,
and is not a mere aspect of modes of physical forces. It must
be one of them. Otherwise it is a merely dependent something
unrelated as a corollary with any general primordial factor.

For the further study of the theory in its practical application
we append an examination of Clifford’s ¢ Seeing and Thinking,”
and of Dr. Bain’s ¢“Mind and Body.”
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APPENDIX TO THIS SECTION.

(a.) Professor Clifford on the Double-Aspect Theory.

In the third chapter of “Seeing and Thinking,” the late
Professor Clifford makes an ingenious attempt to represent the
double-aspect theory. The first object is to show how all
external events come upon the human organism as motions, and
as such are transmitted to ganglions and other still larger ner-
vous centres, where other groups of motions are set up which
either immediately or after an interval react upon the environ-
ment in certain definite manners. This is, in fact, a chain of
physical events, and the supposition is that man and all his
actions can be so represented, and would have come into
being and worked as a thoroughly complete and perfect
machine, even had there been no feeling or consciousness at
all ; that this latter has been no factor in his evolution, but
that his existence and all his doings are incidents in the chain
of physical development—the mechanical explanation being com-
plete in itself.

‘What is required, therefore, is a full and complete represen-
tation of human actions in physical terms. Now, since it is
ascertained that all the facts of sensation and action are con-
nected with the nervous system, the problem resolves itself
into a description of the nervous system as a complicated
mechanical arrangement, and of all events as a series of motions
of this mechanism.

The first stages of this description are comparatively simple
and easy, and tend to bear out the theory. The further stages
are more and more surmise, and rely for acceptance on presumed
analogies, and on the probable continuance of processes, ren-
dered more plausible by the consideration of the structure of
the brain ; while the final stages slip out of the reckoning alto-
gether, even surmise finding no vague mode of expression in the
langnage of physics. Here Professor Clifford is forced into the
exclusive use of subjective terms, seeing his facts utterly escape
a physical representation.

Let the reader carefully examine this chapter, with the
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steady resolve to keep to language of physics, and see how he
fails. He will find, in the first place, a very liberal use of the
terms “ message” and “messages.” All of these he will cross
out, substituting in the margin the term ‘‘motions.” He wiil
see that motions of the nerves are the result of incident
motions of light, heat, contact, &c., of the environment ; and
will remember that the function of the nerves was hereto-
fore stated to be the transmission,of these motions. Therefore
he will at once discard the other more indefinite term * message ”
and keep rigidly to the term “motion.” The substitution of
terms is just as illegitimate in philosophical studies as is the
substitution of chemical substances by chemists in their experi-
ments.

This substitution will have to be made eleven times up to
page 77, where the problem is re-stated :—

“How out of that simple process we can build up that
exceedingly complicated thing which we call human life.”

So that in a microscopical examination of the brain of a
living man, if it were possible—

“You would see nothing more than the merely mechanical
actions that we have described hitherto.”

How then does Professor Clifford describe the interrelation
of mind and brain, and formulate mental processes in terms of
mechanical actions? He simply states the co-existence of
the sensation of sight with certain motions of a special part
of the nervous system, and speaks of the sensation as being
“in the mind.” And from this point he begins to confuse his
subject. He does not keep to his stated problem, how out of
simply mechanical processes to build up human life. Instead
of this, he introduces sensation as a factor in the chain of events;
not merely as an accompaniment, but as a link in the course of
the motions, which by the supposition is excluded, and by
some is said to be inconceivable ; for it would be equivalent
to saying that that which is not Energy (which is quanti-
tatively invariable) affects Motion, and would thus vary the
quantity of Energy. If he does not indeed do this directly, he
does so by implication ; as thus (p. 81)—

A sensation comes into the eye or the ear.
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A disturbance, i.c., a set of motions, comes into the eye or
the ear.

A sensation comes into the mind.

It gives rise to a frain of thought.

It goes on to manifest itself in an action ; as thus—

It causes a feeling of wanting to do something.

It causes exertion to satisfy that feeling.

From this point the sequence proceeds objectively, the imme-
diately following description being given in physical language,
p. 82 (bottom) to p. 85. In reading these pages the terms “ mes-
sages” and ““disturbances” must be translated into the mechanical
term ‘‘motions.”

“ A motion is produced in the eye.”

“ A motion is produced in the optic nerve.”

““ A set of motions is produced in the mechanical arrangement
called the brain.”

“ The brain was in a state of complicated motions.”

“The new motion alters the motions of the mechanism of
the brain,”

The motion is rearranged ¢ according to the ordinary laws
of action in the brain,” 7., mechanical—these laws being
explained as ‘““dependent upon the shape of it, upon the way
in which these white threads in the interior are arranged, that
connect the different parts together,” making the procedure ““an
orderly sequence of purely material events in the brain.”

This is followed (p. 85) by a message, 7.e., a motion, going
out from the brain to the muscles. ‘“Here we have some
disturbance ” (i.e., motion) “which has come into the brain”
(i.e., @ mechanism) “ from without, and which has re-arranged
itself 7 (i.e., produced certain nechanical effects upon the
mechanism according to the laws of motion) *“in the brain ”
(mechanism), * going out again along certain muscles” (or con-
nections of other parts of the mechanism), “and passing away
from the brain” (« particular part of a larger mechanism)
“altogether. It” (fthe motion) “goes to those muscles”
(mechanism) “and moves them, and that is all the brain”
(part of the mechanism) *“has had to do with it.”

How do we stand now? We have examined the subjec-
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tive chain of events, and have seen its dependence upon the
physical chain, and its apparent interference with the subse-
quent chain of physical events. We have also traced the
mechanical sequences of an incoming motion till we have lost
them in the complicated motions of the mechanism of the brain,
and we have failed to discern liow the motions constituting, say,
the perception of a purse on the ground, can mechanically explain
the sequence of picking it up. We trace motions from the eye
to the brain; we discern consequent motions in the brain.
But we cannot see the mechanical connection necessitating those
further motions of the mechanism which, issuing to the muscles,
result in picking up the purse.

If we ask what was the cause of the ‘picking up,” are we
to be told that it is a purely mechanical action, the begin-
ning of which we can explain in detail, and the latter part of
which we can explain mechanically in an intelligible manner,
but the middle part of which we are, as yet, from want of suffi-
cient knowledge of the mechanism of the brain, unable to set
out in detail, though we judge from the first part and from the
latter part of the explanation that it must be of the same
nature—<.e., mechanical? Then the fact of the ‘ picking up”
as a sequence from the perception is a purely mechanical event
from first to last, and would have happened quite independently
of any sensation, feeling of want, or feeling of exertion.

If we say, however, that this sensation, feeling of want, and
feeling of exertion were factors in the series of sequences with-
out which the ¢ picking up” would not have taken place, then
we manifest the insufficiency of the mechanical explanation, and
also affirm the existence of a force or power which is capable
of interference in a mechanical manner so as to the direct the
motions of material particles, which, indeed, is no less a miracle
than the removal of a mountain by word of mouth, and a plain
contradiction of the constant quantity of Lnergy or of Motion,
or of that more abstract proposition, the Persistence of Force.

How is this difficulty to be got over? Professor Clifford
says by the theory of parallelism or of a double aspect to the
phenomena. This parallelism is well described on p. 85 :—“A
sensation apparently comes into my mind from without; it is
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turned over in my mind ; conclusions are drawn from it, and
an action follows. A disturbance comes into my brain from
without, a purely mechanical disturbance ; it is turned over and
reverberated in my brain, and then it is sent out from my brain
again to a muscle to move it.”

Let us carefully examine this theory of ‘ parallelism ” and
the “double aspect,” to see that it does not confuse our scien-
tific intentions. The object of Secience is to understand the
sequences of the cosmos-—the object of Philosophy is to express
in one formula the whole series of sequences. What we wish
to know is whether the whole series here illustrated is a
series of mechanical sequences derivable from the actions of
light and colour upon the eye, the optic nerve, and the mechani-
cal construction of the brain, and ultimately from the laws
of the interrelation of aggregates of the chemical elements ; or
whether, on the other hand, no such result would have taken
place if it had not been for certain subjective facts which
affected the mechanical motions of the brain. In the latter
case, a mechanical explanation is evidently insufficient. Yet, if
we say that we are only speaking of the same event, and use dif-
ferent language merely to denote the aspect from which we view
it, we do not escape from the responsibilities of a mechanical
explanation—we are not speaking of a subjective event which
has a mechanical side, but of a mechanical event which has a sub-
Jjective side. The whole weight of the explanation rests with the
mechanical theory, unless we are prepared to grant subjectivity as
a separate factor interfering with the mechanical. We are obliged
to say, then, that when we speak of a mental event as having
a double-aspect, we mean a physical event with a subjective
aspect. 'We must also say that there are, correctly speaking, no
mental events nor mental sequences, but only mechanical events
and mechanical sequences, which have also a subjective aspect.
The real factors are the chemical elements, or aggregates of
attractions and resistances ; but certain combinations and inter-
relations of them (why is admittedly a mystery) are accompanied
by subjectivity, which subjectivity does not in the least interfere
with the course of the mechanical sequences. If this is so, then
it must be admitted that mental science exists merely by courtesy
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or by way of convenience, and that every fact, event, law, and
correspondence finds an independent representation and expla-
nation objectively in the structure and actions of the brain and
nervous system regarded as mechanisms—these mechanisms
not being in the least dependent upon the sensations, the feel-
ings, or the exertions of the subjective in their construction or
actions,

We do not think there is any reason here for charging us
with a misunderstanding of the double-aspect theory. It may
be urged that we do not look at the matter exactly as our
teachers would have us look at it. They will say, “ You keep
the aspects too much separated ; you will divide them when you
ought to unify them.” We reply that when we look at the action
of a man, as it were, “statically,” we can, we think, place our-
selves fully at the point of view of those who hold the double-
aspect theory; and even when we take a man as he is con-
structed, and view him under the influence of some external
motions, as before deseribed, we are almost able to regard the
series of events as equally subjective and mechanical, though at
the same time we fail to see how the external incident motion,
either directly or indirectly, through the consequent motion of
the nerve substance, can originate or influence or change the
subjective. DBut when we come to study the structure and
actions of man as part of the history of the cosmos—when we
have, that is to say, to study the subject historically, tracing
all existences and actions as consequents of previous existences
and actions; when we come to a time when those chemical
aggregations with which the subjective is indissolubly connected
did not exist, we find ourselves quite unable to account for
the origination of the double aspect of certain existences and
events, The origin, structure, and functions of these aggre-
gates hypothetically rely upon that inechanical explanation
which seems to be sufficient for the explanation of all preced-
ing events and existences. Certain compounds in certain aggre-
gations, however, seem to possess the property of a double
aspect, and it is not correct, considering their physical origin,
to say of them that they are the same series of events having
two aspects, one subjective and the other objective, but that
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they are a special and limited class of objective events occurring
in due order of physical sequences, which have, we know not
why, a subjective aspect.

The word “ parallelism ” almost confutes the theory of the
¢ double aspect.” It would partly imply that a double yet
independent series of events went on at the same time. It is,
indeed, a figure of speech, and is therefore a very unsafe term
to use. Parallel lines run on for ever, and never affect each
other, and never meet. They are separately independent, and
are only in relation in our minds; and if we regard them as
the motions of bodies, still they do not affect each other; one
does not diverge because the other does, for that would be a
dependence or sequence to the action of the other ; one does not
move faster or slower in accordance with the movement of the
other, for that, again, would mean dependence. Parallelism may,
it is true, mean that the initiative is taken by one line and is
followed by the other; and this, indeed, would seem to be the
meaning intended when people speak of the parallelism of the
mental with the physical operations of the brain and nervous
system ; but then the onus of all the explanations rests with
the mechanical processes to which the mental run parallel.
But if, on the other hand, it is held that the mechanical
runs parallel with the subjective, then the difficulty of the
explanation of the dependence of the physical upon the
mental process scems insuperable. If, again, we adopt a
mixed explanation, then sometimes the mechanical will run
parallel with the mental, and sometimes the mental will run
parallel with the mechanical ; and we have a contradiction
of parallelism altogether. We have then to resort to the suppo-
sition of two perfectly independent courses running parallel
without any intermediate line of connection, the course of each
independent movement being explainable in itself and on its
own grounds, though each has a uniform correspondence with
the other, the cause of this correspondence being explainable
otherwise than as one of mutual interaction. The theory of
parallelism is explained from pages 85 to 89. Parallelism is,
indeed, a weaker mode of representing the theory than that of
the double aspect. The latter, indeed, is one that could be



238 SPENCER’S UNIFICATION OF KNOWLEDGE.

adopted if the mechanical explanation were shown to be capable
of accounting fully for all the facts of the origin and evo-
lution of life, and if the relation of the subjective to the objec-
tive in the original simple factors could be formulated.

This brings us back to Professor Clifford, who now proceeds
to some such explanation. He first takes the case of hunger and
feeding (p. 90).

¢ Let us first take a very simple connection between sensation
and action—that is to say, suppose that at a time when we are
hungry a piece of food is put into our mouth, and we instine-
tively begin to go through the very complicated motion of chew-
ing and swallowing it. This involves, in the first place, a pre-
vious state of the brain implied in saying that we are hungry.”
‘We stop the quotation here in order to ask what is the state of
the brain viewed as a mechanism? There is not the slightest
attempt to describe this state mechanically, nor even a hint at
the kind of mechanical condition of the brain that would be
produced by hunger. Professor Clifford continues :—¢ And it
then involves a very complicated and combined message” (i.e.,
motions) ‘“to be sent up from the tongue and from the muscles
of the mouth, and then an exceedingly complicated message”
(i.e., motions) ‘“comes back to direct the motion of the tongue
and the teeth in chewing and swallowing the food.”

¢ Here the important things to notice are two: first of all, what
are the messages which go in? and secondly, what are the mes-
sages which go out? . . . That instinctive movement of the
mouth does not follow in cases where we have already had
enough to eat. It is necessary that there should be beforehand
that state of the mind, and that concomitant state of the brain
which we express by saying that we are hungry.

¢ What is the meaning of that? It means that we get mes-
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