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PREFACE

In the years that have elapsed since The Roots of Realily
was first thought out and written down, the currents of philo-
sophical opinion in English-speaking countries and elsewhere
have considerably shifted their ground. The old Hegelian
positions which dominated English speculative thought during
the last quarter of the nineteenth century, and were still power-
ful in the opening years of the present, have been deserted by
the exponents of up-to-date philosophic thought. They are no
longer fashionable. Hence the amount of space in this book
devoted to the refutation of the main Hegelian position—
which I have called ““ Pallogism ’’ but which it is fashionable
now to term ‘‘ Intellectualism *’ and which constitutes the basis
of the Hegelian philosophy, namely, the assumption of the
intellectual concept as the sole ultimate principle of Reality—
may be regarded as excessive and the argument itself as un-
necessarily laboured. I have nevertheless left the portions
dealing with “ Pallogism ”’ mainly intact. The position itself
has played too great a part in the history of speculative
thought, from Plato downward, to be treated as though it
were affected by the mere passing philosophical fashions of
the hour.

Perhaps the two most noteworthy recent portents in the
early twentieth-century philosophical world are ‘‘ Bergsonism ”’
and ‘‘ Pragmatism.” These two doctrines, so fashionable
within the last few years, have, in the present work, received
fuller consideration.

At the time, indeed, when The Roots of Reality was published,
the ideas of M. Bergson were hardly known in England.

There is much in M. Bergson’s speculations that harmonises
with the principles set forth in these pages. On the other
hand, his failure to connect his doctrine of time and its content
with the fundamental position of philosophic idealism—of the
doctrine, that is, which sees in reality simply modifications of
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10 THE REAL, THE RATIONAL AND THE ALOGICAL

consciousness possible and actual—leaves us in some doubt
as to his views of their ultimate bearing.

As it stands, M. Bergson’s philosophy strikes one rather as
an imposing fragment, a torso, than as a systematic interpreta-
tion of Reality in all its deeper issues.

A similar objection holds as regards ‘‘ Pragmatism,” and this
even to a greater extent. The theory of truth as ‘‘ practical
postulate,”” the best working hypothesis available for the
satisfaction of needs, is, it seems to the present writer, only
admissible on the basis of a metaphysic such as that of
Schopenhauer. Otherwise it stands surely self-condemned as
the clumsy statement of a half-truth. It is clear that Truth,
in the sense of psychological interpretation of reality, is more
than a mere ‘‘ practical postulate,”” unless we are prepared to
admit that ‘ Reality "'—7.e. conscious experience itself—is no
more than the ‘‘ practical postulate’’ of an absolute, self-
realising, creative Will.

The fact remains that at the present time neither Hegelian-
ism nor the Pallogistic theory generally any longer holds the
paramount place in philosophy that it did some years ago.
The Pallogism, for example, of the late Thomas Hill Green has
no attractions for the modern student or thinker. What I have
termed in this book the ‘“ Alogical *’ as opposed to the  Logical ”’
has certainly come into its own.

It can no longer be said that the thinker of to-day is inclined
to subordinate, much less to ignore, sensation, will, etc., in
favour of the pure form of thought. The philosophisings of
the present decade all aim at doing justice to the ‘‘ alogical ”
element of experience in one or other of its aspects. The
typical exponent of this most up-to-date order of philosophic
thought is undoubtedly M. Henri Bergson.?

1 I may here mention, as illustrating the way in which a thinker, not in
possession of a professorial ‘‘chair” in philosophy, is handicapped as to the
recognition of his own ideas as belonging to him, that Professor Baldwin,
in a work of his, has credited the expression ‘‘ Alogical’’ (in antithesis to
‘* Logical ”’) in the sense first used in the present work, to M. Bergson, by
whom the term has never been used at all. So unwilling is the professorial
academic mind to acknowledge not merely ‘““any good thing,” but even any
serviceable phrase as coming ‘‘out of Nazareth’—to wit, from a source un-
hallowed by the possession of academic dignities.



PREFACE II

I may say I have not in the following pages taken any special
pains to humour the pedants of delusive simplicity and short
words. I speak of ““ delusive simplicity * since all philosophic
writing implies distinctions which, it is no use attempting to
deny, can only be grasped by an effort of thought. Now most
people do not want to make an effort of thought, they want the
proverbial ““ royal road ”’ to philosophic learning. The use of
short and familiar words and expressions by a philosophic
writer seems to furnish them with this royal road, but it does
not really do so. The familiar words and expressions, which
seem to facilitate matters so much at first sight, as a rule fail
to convey the philosophical meaning which the author intends.
The short words and simple phrases so much bepraised by a
certain order of critics carry with them their ordinary concrete
meaning, which inevitably obscures the philosophical sense
they are intended to convey.

Not to prolong these remarks unduly, I will give one illustra-
tion only, out of many, of what I mean. Let us take the
aggressive-looking technical term ‘‘ potentiality.” Now it may
be said : Why not employ the plain English word ‘‘ power ”’ ?
The answer is that the word ‘‘ power ”’ does not convey in the
same unmistakable manner the precise shade of meaning that
is conveyed by the word ‘ potentiality.” For one thing,
the word power has physical associations which the word
‘“ potentiality "’ has not.

The latter precisely hits off the element of nisus, of drang,
the infinite becoming (as opposed to actual presentment) which
is inherent in all Reality. This the word ‘‘ power " certainly
does not. Both words, I fully admit, have a common origin, but
usage has given the one a physical and concrete sense and the
other a metaphysical and abstract sense.

And so it is with philosophical terminology in general. The
attempt to translate the fine and recondite distinctions of
metaphysical analysis into the language of everyday life can,
in the long run, only result in misapprehension and confusion.

The serious philosophical writer must not allow himself to
be intimidated by the gibes of the Philistine and his calling of
names such as ‘“ jargon’’ and the like. The word ‘ jargon ”
is simply a term of abuse that anyone may apply equally to
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any system of terminology which happens to displease him
or which he is too indolent to master.

The present work incorporates, it should be stated, the
material of The Roots of Reality, but amplified, brought up to
date and treated in its relation to the later phases of philo-
sophical thought, especially in this country. My intention has
been to help to clear a foundation for the systematic phil-
osophy of the future, rather than to expound a theory in all its
ramifications. It remains for those for whom the positions
here worked out are suggestive to elaborate and apply them
throughout the various departments of knowledge—i.e. of
concrete conscious experience. In order to do this successfully
it is necessary to be a Fachmann in the department treated of,
no less than to possess the faculty of insight into the deeper
and wider bearings of the philosophic problem more especially.
The days when one man, however eminent his genius and
learning, could successfully embrace in one purview, philo-
sophically speaking, the whole of human knowledge up to
date, are undoubtedly passed.



INTRODUCTION

The restlessness so characteristic of modern thought generally
is even more noticeable in philosophy than in other departments.

The problems of metaphysics naturally form a favourite
hunting-ground for negative criticism to disport itself. The
young man fresh from the university, whose bent leads him
into the region of speculative thought, feels it incumbent upon
him to show his quality by the attempt to scuttle some hitherto
established philosophic position.

Unfortunately the net result in positive knowledge of the
heavy artillery of criticism so freely brought to bear on existing
statements and solutions of speculative problems is exiguous
in the extreme, recalling the relative proportions of “ bread ”’
and ““sack” in the well-known quotation. It is much easier
nowadays to snatch a measure of success as a critic than as a
constructive thinker.

Let us take in review the main philosophical attitudes that
have prevailed within the memory of the present generation
and then consider in greater detail some of the more important
positions of recent and current thought. Empiricism, now
better known as the theory of the “ Associational school,” was
the dominant attitude in the fifties and sixties of the last
century in this country and to a large extent also on the
continent of Europe.

This theory, the national output par excellence of British
speculation, from its origin in Hobbes and Locke and its
working out by the Scottish psychological school (setting aside
for the moment its idealistic and sceptical reduction by Berkeley
and Hume respectively), in the main took sense-perception as an
irreducible basis and the mind in a psychological sense as the
mere receiver and co-ordinator through its thought-function
of the ready-made perceptions, as they were assumed to be,
which it obtained through the special senses. The theory won

I3
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popularity owing to its plausibility and apparent accordance
with plain common-sense. A closer analysis, however, discloses
the fact that the doctrine of Empiricism really evades the main
problems of philosophy, that its postulates are not ultimate
in themselves, but presuppose conditions which the theory
ignores, that its truth, such as it is, is little better than platitude,
and that the truth claimed for it by some of its exponents
is not truth at all but fallacy.

“ Empiricism ” or ** Associationism "’ may indeed be regarded
as historically a one-sided pendant to the equally one-sided
dogmatism of the earlier Continental schools deriving from
Descartes and Leibnitz.

It is also indirectly in the line of tradition of the old
scholastic Nominalism.

Empiricism, however, it may be noted, though in itself
mainly a psychological doctrine, had two important offshoots
in what we may term popular philosophy—viz. the materialism
of the eighteenth century and the agnosticism of the nineteenth
century. Iregard the latter as deriving from British Empiricism,
although some might be inclined to affiliate it to the *“ Criticism
of Kant. In this connection we must not forget, however, the
part played by British Empiricism, through Hume and Reid, in
Kant’s thought.

We may state the theory of the Empirical or Associational
school, as presented by its best accredited exponents of the Mid-
Victorian era, somewhat as follows :—There exists an external
world of matter in an external space—i.e. one independent
of experience. This material world was commonly identified
with the so-called primary qualities of matter of Locke. Where
this was not so, it was spoken of in a vague way, implying that
it was a ““ sort of a something "’ outside the intelligence of the
percipient but of which no further account could be given.

Over against this is the mind which apprehends and com-
prehends a world of objects as perceived through its sensory
consciousness.

Locke and the earlier Empiricists, while regarding the primary
qualities of matter (extension, resistance, figure, motion) as
inhering in the objects themselves apart from their perception,
credited the secondary qualities (colour, smell, taste, etc.)
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solely to the perceiving consciousness. What followed is
elementary commonplace of the history of Philosophy.

We all know how Berkeley got rid of the primary qualities
of matter as existing independently of the mind by his famous
formula of esse est percipi: how Hume similarly invalidated
the claim of the mind or soul to an independent existence
apart from the succession of impressions and ideas, which, as
he contended, the term alone denoted. But the *“ Empiricism ”’
of Locke, which on this line resulted in idealist scepticism, on
another side issued in the Materialism of the French school
chiefly through Condillac and Helvetius.

The former, with his theory that not only did the mind not
contribute anything of itself to knowledge but that all thought
was simply sensation refined and transformed, furnished appar-
ently a firm, logical foundation for the principle : Nihil est in
intellectuw quod non prius in sensu fuerit. It is well known how
this order of ideas developed into the systematic Materialism of
a d’Holbach and a La Mettrie.

The great crisis in the history of modern philosophy occurred
when Kant, taking up the general problem, drew the crucial
distinction between consciousness-in-general, consciousness that
apprehends reality, and this consciousness as reproduced in re-
flection as the content of the individual mind. By this distinc-
tion Kant became the pioneer, in modern times, of an entirely
new method of philosophical investigation. His analysis of the
conditions presupposed in concrete experience, or consciousness-
in-general, as he termed it, in which reality or the real world is
given, opened up all the main issues of modern metaphysics.
The problem with which Kant started was the apparently
simple and unpretentious one as to how certain of Hume’s
impressions and ideas proclaim themselves as possessing a
character of universal and necessary validity as opposed to
others which, it is plain, are merely particular and contingent.
He found that certain thought-forms or categories, acting
through the sense-forms of space and time, transformed the
raw material furnished by the senses into the conscious experi-
ence we term reality. Fichte, abandoning as untenable the
assumption of an unknowable world of “ things in themselves ”’
which Kant, with more or less reserve, had postulated as at
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the basis of the impressions of sense, exhibited the whole-world
process as having its Alpha and Omega in the Subject of con-
sciousness itself. Fichte’s Subject of consciousness or ego,
like Kant’s consciousness-in-general, was not the personal ego
or individual mind, the ‘‘ object of the internal sense,”” as Kant
termed it, but the eternal principle of consciousness—i.e. of
knowing or experiencing, irrespective of the particular mind
of the individual through which it functions in any given
content of time or space. Schelling continued to pursue this
line of thought, though with some important modifications, and
finally Hegel identified this principle of consciousness-in-general,
of knowing, which displays itself as reality, with Pure Thought.

For Hegel, therefore, all that is—i.e. experience itself—con-
sists in nothing other than a system of thought-determinations
or categories, such as for Kant formed merely one side or
element in experience. This doctrine of Hegel, which is au
Sfond but a development with modifications of the old Platonic
theory of ideas, so famous in the classical world, has been
termed Panlogism.

There was a period in the nineteenth century, the mid-
Victorian period as it would now be termed, when it was the
fashion to treat Philosophy as a ‘“ dead dog.” Philosophy was
supposed to be a branch of human thought and inquiry that
had been superseded by physical science. This period, which
as regards its attitude towards philosophical investigations is
typified in England by Lewes’ History of Philosophy, has been
followed by one which shows a revived interest in philosophical
problems. The revival began with the rediscovery of Hegel
by a younger generation of English and Scotch thinkers. The
fundamental principles involved in the great German philo-
sophical development from Kant to Hegel were for the first
time grasped by English-speaking students. The young
Hegelian movement of the eighties and nineties of the last
century made an end of Empiricism as the fashionable English
philosophy. If it failed in resuscitating the old Hegelianism

11t may be remarked, however, that philological analogy undoubtedly
points to Pallogism being a more correct form, and as such this latter will be
adopted whenever there is occasion to use the word in the course of the present
work,
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in any permanent form in an English dress, it was in large
measure at least owing to the inherent weaknesses of the
Hegelian system as a system.

Hegel’s was a vast attempt, the most thorough-going in the
whole history of Philosophy, to disentangle the leading thought-
syntheses or categories that help to make up the woof of con-
scious experience. This it is that gives Hegel his unique place
in the history of thought. But his attempt to unravel in
reflection and present in a somewhat crabbed literary form
the almost unfathomable complexity of these thought-forms
as in a water-tight system was beyond even his intellectual
powers. The Hegelian system as a system fell to pieces although
the Hegelian influence remained. In addition to the difficulties
of the task which the great German thinker set himself in the
attempt to reconstruct in abstraction the complete system
of the thought-forms of real experience, we cannot but regard
the Pallogistic assumption on which his procedure was based
as in itself a fatal flaw, which has wrecked his system no less
than those of other great thinkers with whom he may be com-
pared. This question of Pallogism, by which I mean the
assumption of the thought-form or relation as being the sole
ultimate factor in reality, we shall have occasion to discuss
subsequently in the present book. The widespread tendency
of what is known as the Victorian era to treat philosophy in
the sense of metaphysics as a ‘“ dead dog ™ has not even yet
entirely spent itself. Even in Philosophy, in the narrow sense,
though the Empiricism of the Associational school which
dominated the middle decades of the nineteenth century has
no longer any following worth mentioning, yet, nevertheless,
negative criticism is still the dominant note in modern meta-
physical writing, more especially in Great Britain and America.
There is still a strong tendency, even with academical exponents
of the subject, to imply that all metaphysical analysis rests
upon a shifting basis of sand.

Modern philosophical writing has a distinct tendency to
run to seed in meticulous and frequently pedantic criticism.
Far be it from me to disparage the critical habit of mind in
Philosophy or in other departments. But there is criticism
and criticism.. There is criticism that has a distinctly con-

B
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structive end, and which never loses sight of this end as its
objective ; and there is criticism for mere criticism’s sake,
which has no constructive object, which leads nowhither and
which, as a rule, degenerates into aimless and vapld logical
hair-splitting—Spitzfindigheiten.

Now I venture to think in modern academic writing on
Philosophy we have enough and to spare of criticism of this
latter sort. The Criticism of Kant was of the former order.
It was a Criticism preparatory to Construction. It aimed at
clearing away superincumbent strata and at getting down to
bed-rock. But much of the critical analysis to be found in
the newest philosophical literature begins and ends with what
has been termed * logic-chopping,” by which I understand
the fabrication by the logical faculty of at best relatively un-
important and often quite trivial points of distinction.

These are elaborated as though of the first importance,
often to the neglect of the really salient problems of metaphysic.
The atmosphere of scepticism in Philosophy which is engendered
by hypercriticism naturally leads to emphasising the theory of
the  shifting basis of sand ”’ in the mind of the philosophic
student. Now we have to consider whether the results of
philosophic thought as they stand to-day do really amount to
nothing else than a treacherous sand-bank or whether, covered
up in the undoubted wealth of sand which philosophic writing
has produced, there is not to be found a basis of bed-rock.

Unfashionable as it may sound to say so, I venture to suggest
that in the apparently shifting character of philosophic thought
there are, nevertheless, certain principles which proclaim them-
selves as belonging to such a bed-rock basis.

The crucial principle of these I hold to be the central position
of modern Idealism—to wit, that all Reality, all- Existence
means nothing other than possible or actual determination of
Consciousness. I am aware, of course, of the many recent
attempts to invalidate this fundamental position of Idealism,
but a careful perusal of the literature embodying these attempts
has only strengthened my conviction of the irrefutability of
the main Idealistic thesis.

It will, I submit, be invariably found that the attempts
made to rehabilitate Realism or Dualism beg the point at issue.
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The only even plausibly tenable argument against the main
thesis of Idealism, according to which the Object-world exists
only in and for a Subject—in other words, as Content of Con-
sciousness—is the criticism that though Object is only known
as determination of Subject, this is noproof that it may not
have other aspects besides the one of Knownness or Conscious
Content—in other words, that it may not exist per se. The
answer of modern Idealism to this position (which, of course,
is not new, being essentially that of the ‘‘ thing-in-itself ”’ of
Kant), is that the question is not merely of there being no
evidence of, or reason for, assuming any possible independence
per se of an object, but that the assumption of any such in-
dependence is self-contradictory and meaningless. If it were
merely that we have no evidence of the existence of an
independent Object-world in itself, says the Idealist, we
might, it is true, adopt the agnostic attitude with regard to the
question. We might confine ourselves to saying :- For us the
Object-world is nothing but determinations of Consciousness.
But such an attitude in the present case is ruled out ab ¢nitio by
the fact that when analysed it is obvious that the very concepts,
nay, the very words, we are bound to employ to express our
Realist contention, themselves imply much more than this. It
requires but a slight analysis of our thought to see that the
very word Reality itself means possible or actual presence in
Consciousness, and that otherwise it has no meaning. The
distinction we make between Reality and Ideality is solely a
psychological one. It does not mean a distinction between
Consciousness and independence of Consciousness, but one
between Consciousness as particularised—i.e. as limited by an
individual self-focus—and Consciousness with no such limita-
tion, or, as Kant expressed it, ‘“ Consciousness-in-General.”

No so-called Realist has ever yet been able to get over this
fundamental contention of Idealism. He will talk round it
and seek to obscure it by raising extraneous issues, but meet or
refute it he never does, and, as I submit, for the very good reason
that it is in itself irrefutable.

By way of illustrating what has just been said, I take the
defence of the position of what is known as ‘“ Modern Realism ”’
by Professor Ralph Barton Perry, of Harvard, in his recently
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published work entitled Present Philosophical Tendencies. It has
at least the merits of clearness and conciseness, which cannot be
said of all contributions to the controversy from this standpoint.

The author distinguishes between the new Realism and the
old dualistic Realism of the Scottish school of Reid and Hamilton,
which was, of course, substantially that of the Cartesians.
The New Realism he terms Monistic Realism. It is important,
we are told, to distinguish two opponent theories as entering
into the New Realism.

“The first T shall call the theory of ‘immanence.’ This
is the same theory as that which I have in another connection
termed ‘ epistemological monism.” It means that when a
given thing, a, is known, a itself enters into a relation which
constitutes it the idea or content of a mind. The second I
shall call the theory of ‘independence’; and it means that
though a may thus enter into mind, and assume the status of
content, it is not dependent on this status for its being or
nature”’ (p. 308).

Now it is clear from the above that if 4 is not exclusively
or even essentially Content of Consciousness, but stands for
something independent of consciousness altogether, the a in
question is in effect indistinguishable from the Kantian ‘* thing-
in-itself ” and hence the whole force of the criticism which
brought the latter into discredit applies equally to the
“ independent ”’ things of the New Realism. According to this
theory it is all a question of relation, ““so that at the same time
that it is bodily by virtue of one relation, it [the thing] may
also be content of perception by virtue of another relation
(p. 311).

Professor Perry illustrates this proposition by the somewhat
naive example that the same man may be in one relation his
uncle and in another his father’s brother! The elements
of the New Realism which enter into experience only find a
place, we are told, when they “ enter into relationships” :
but we are further told *“ they bring into these relationships
a character which they possess quite independently and by
themselves”’ (p.316. Theitalicsare my own). The New Realism
also, it is said, * postulates the external or extrimsic character
of relations” by which we are to understand that * terms
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acquire from their new relations an added character, which
does not either condition or necessarily alter the character
which they already possess” (p. 319). Now, what I want
to know is, in what way all these arbitrary and in some cases,
I venture to say, unintelligible contentions and assumptions
in any way weaken, not to say destroy, the Idealist position.
The argumentative extremities to which the New Realist is
reduced in the defence of his theory is aptly illustrated by the
quibble between ‘“yellow” and the ‘‘sensation of yellow ”
referred to on p. 321 of Mr Perry’s book.

The failure to see that the assumption of the existence of a
thing or a quality colour apart from the sensation of colour
is a bald begging of the whole question is one more instance
of the intellectual twist produced in otherwise capable men by
obsession with a theory. The fact that Sensation possesses
distinctions of quality within itself is obviously no justification
for the erection of such distinctions or modifications of quality
or character into independent entities separable from their
ground basis—i.e. from that of which they are the modifications.

I have said that Professor Perry’s exposition of the theory
of modern Realism is clear. This, however, must only be taken
relatively to the subject. To me the whole theory is a hopeless
tangle of question-begging assumptions and evasions of the
real point at issue. The fact is, as I said before, the so-called
Modern or ‘“ New ’’ Realism is not new at all. The important
issues have been raised before, though perhaps in other
words, in the earlier controversies on the subject. You cannot
get over the fact that all Realism, in so far as it implies
independence of Consciousness, means the postulation of a
meaningless and unthinkable abstraction, a “surd ” cut off
from all intelligibility and even from mere sensation.

Another attempt to resuscitate Realism in recent times is
that of the late Dr Richard Avenarius. Here, however, we
have to do with a Realism more approaching the naive common-
sense Philosophy of Reid than the one we have just been
considering. It is, of course, covered up with modern elaborate
formule based largely on Kant’s description of the Object
as being ‘‘common to all.” The ‘“human world-notion,”
as Avenarius terms it, is compounded, according to Avenarius,



22 THE REAL, THE RATIONAL AND THE ALOGICAL

of two formally unequal values, the one experience, the other
hypothesis.

*“ Experience—the presented—encompasses myself and my
surroundings with its components to which also my fellow-men
belong, besides certain dependent things pertaining thereto.
The hypothesis consists in the explanation which I give of
the movements of my fellow-men, including those of their organs
of speech, together with the sounds produced by the latter—
that is in the explanation that they are statements (Aussagen),
by which is meant that they in their turn refer to sounds, to
tastes, to a will or to a feeling just as much as is the case with
my own words and acts. And these sounds, feelings, etc.,
assumed as pertaining to my fellow-men, become through this
assumption just as much a statement (Aussage), the content
of something said, as my own words and acts receive a sense
through their being referred to my will” (Der menschliche
Weltbegriff, p. 7).

This is the basis of Avenarius’ Realism, which he claims to
be a philosophical justification of what he terms the * human
world-notion " (Der menschliche Weltbegriff). He proceeds to
develop his main thesis by means of his theory of ““introjection.”
We do not propose to offer any detailed criticism of Avenarius’
system. Ihave only quoted it as another instance of the failure
of Realist theorisers effectively to meet the main argument of
philosophical Idealism. All their efforts consist in attempts
to turn the position. They talk round it, they cover up their
failure with new formulz, but, when analysed, their arguments
will be found to rest on one of two time-honoured foundations—
either (1) the assumption of the old Kantian ‘‘ thing-in-itself *’
in some form or shape, it may be the *‘ elements *’ of experience
themselves being hypostatised as things in themselves or what-
not ; or (2) the appeal to common-sense familiar to us from
the Scotch Empiricists downwards. The first of the Realist
theories noticed belongs to the former category; that of
Avenarius to the latter.

A good deal of the criticism, in the earlier stages of the present
controversy, of the champions of the New Realism was in truth
the criticism of Idealism in its form of pure Intellectualism—
t.¢. the Pallogistic Idealism which came into favour in this
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country during the last two or three decades of the nineteenth
century under the agis of the late Professor T. H. Green and
the ““ Young Hegelians,” and which is the subject of a polemic
of my own in the present work.

All things considered then, and in spite of a certain
‘“ cocksureness "’ in some of the younger writers of the present
day to the contrary, I still maintain that we may regard the
fundamental principles of modern Idealism as a definitive
achievement in philosophic thought, upon which there is no
going back, and hence as a bed-rock axiom of all future meta-
physical inquiry.

The real crux of the contention between the supporters of
modern Realism and that of philosophic Idealism seems to me
to lie in the following consideration :—In the Consciousness of
an objective world over against the perceiving, the knowing,
subject, it is recognised that there is a community, an identity.
Kant defined the Object as that which was “ common to all.”
Now, common-sense, what Avenarius calls ‘“ the human world-
conception ’—i.e. the view of the ““ man in the street ”’—assumes
this community and identity to have its ground in the Object.
But philosophic Idealism is prepared to show that this assump-
tion of our ordinary common-sense Consciousness, when
analysed, is untenable, by the well-known arguments, with the
immediate result of suggesting to the unwary student what is
known as Solipsism—i.e. the view that the world exists
merely in himself as individual perceiver and thinker.

The absurdity of this position soon makes itself manifest and
forces to a reconsideration of the problem. It is quite clear
that the Object is, as Kant had it, ““ common to all.” There is
no getting away from the fact, if common-sense Consciousness
is to have any meaning at all, that the content of this Conscious-
ness as manifested in a world of external objects is one and the
same world for all conscious beings.

And yet the apparently obvious and irrefutable theory of
the common-sense mind that the identity of the world as
perceived by all conscious beings resides in the Object itself,
whereby an existence apart from its perception is ascribed to it,
is demolished by the ordinary arguments of the Berkeleyan
Idealism. At this point the critical idealism of Kant and his
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successors comes in as offering the only possible solution of the
problem by pointing out that the identity of the object-world
lies not in any independence of the object itself but in the per-
ceiving Subject, though this perceiving Subject is not to be
identified with the particular e¢go or mind of myself as individual.
It lies deeper than this—to wit, in the Subject which is the
condition of this very self-consciousness of the individual—in
other words, in the Subject of Consciousness-in-general, which
on analysis discloses itself as involved in the particular subject
or ego called myself as distinguished from yourself and himself.
It is that through which all experience arises, the experience of
my own mental states no less than my experience of the so-
called outer world. This position of philosophic Idealism I hold
to be bed-rock.

The arguments as stated have never been refuted, and no
valid refutation of them seems possible. The attempts made
by our modern Realists to get round them only bring their
incontrovertible nature into stronger light. Like all axiomatic
propositions—i.e. such as we arrive at by the analysis of common-
sense consciousness after argumentatively clearing away super-
incumbent strata—this fundamental axiom of metaphysic, Isay,
may be formally denied or cast in doubt by superficially plausible
arguments, but it cannot be got rid of. Similarly the axioms
on which physical and even mathematical science rest may be
in appearance disputed.

We have all heard of the man who alleged that he could
very well conceive that the principle of universal causation
might not obtain in other regions of the universe—for instance,
in the moon. Now the late George Henry Lewes actually
brought this gentleman forward in evidence in his early
Biographical History of Philosophy, in support of his Empirical
doctrines. There is no one in the present day, however, of
any pretentions to philosophic thinking, who would fail to
recognise the absurdity of the suggestion which Lewes in his
youthful days took au grand sérieux. Even the formal axioms
of geometry may be repudiated in words. I can well remember,
as a boy, calling in question the Euclidian axioms, contending
that after all there is no proof that under certain circumstances
two straight lines could not enclose a space! On the grounds
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given, then, which resolve themselves into the fact that in the
last resort one is driven back by the very self-consistency of
thought itself upon the Idealistic position, I contend that it is
a position upon which all future metaphysic must base itself
implicitly where not explicitly.

It may be formulated as follows :—that Reality is synonymous
with Conscious experience, possible or actual, that the words
“ Existence” and ‘‘ Reality” have no meaning except as
connoting the content of an experience.

Stated baldly in a single sentence this, the position of modern
Idealism, is the only possible one for philosophy or metaphysic
properly so-called. This is the first of four propositions which
I contend must be similarly regarded as of an axiomatic
character.

In dealing with the above question of Idealism I have
impliedly assumed the self-consistency of Consciousness as a
whole, as constituting the ultimate test of truth in the philo-
sophic sense. It means that any proposition which is at
variance with the coherence of experience or with the con-
sistency of Consciousness with itself is invalid or false.

That which cannot be taken up into the system of experience
or its expression in reflection, by which I mean any proposition
which, viewed in relation to experience as a whole, is meaning-
less, must also be ruled out as incompatible with the self-
consistency of Consciousness.

Thus the position taken up by some would-be Realists—
that though the evidence for the independent existence of an
Object-world may be nugatory, yet that such a world may be
hypothetically assumed, inasmuch as there is no positive proof
to the contrary—is invalid in so far as the Idealist can show that
to talk of the independent existence outside Consciousness or
Experience of that which by its only possible definition is
exclusively made up of determinations of Consciousness,
although formally admissible, is really nonsense—as being
outside the coherence of Experience—in short, meaningless.
(Cf. Ferrier’s Imstitutes of Metaphysic, which, though an old
book, is strong in its effective emphasis on this point.)

Herbert Spencer has somewhat clumsily expressed this
principle in his well-known formula, *“ the inconceivability of
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the opposite,” by which he meant that that proposition of
which the opposite is unthinkable must be accepted as true.
The formula itself, I say, may be open to criticism, but it
undoubtedly expresses in substance the only intelligible test of
truth in the last resort which is possible. This principle of the
coherence of experience or the self-consistency of Consciousness
as a test of truth, is inseparably bound up with the Idealist
position that Reality means ultimately a system of determina-
tions of Consciousness and nothing else. For if Reality is co-
equal in extension with Consciousness, potential and actual,
it is plain that truth in the philosophic sense, which is the
formulation of Reality in the terms of abstract thought, must
have as its ultimate test its inseparability from the fundamental
conditions of consciousness as a whole. The two positions,
in fact, mutually imply each other.

The third position that I regard as of a bed-rock character
is that Reality in its ultimate expression implies the most
comprehensive totality or system of relations of conscious
experience conceivable, though the term Reality, as commonly
used, simply means a system within certain very narrow limits
—i.e. a relative totality,

This last position referred to—to wit, that Reality in the last
resort implies the systematic coherence of all conceivable
elements and relations of experience in a given synthesis, and
hence that truth, in the philosophic sense, which is the formula-
tion in reflective thought of this same system of Reality, does
not properly obtain except in so far as it embraces and takes
account of Experience conceived as a whole in the above sense
—this last position is one which is continually being insisted
upon, hammered down, so to speak, by almost every systematic
thinker. Historically, we find it emphasised, to mention only
two or three well-known names, in Spinoza, in Hegel, less
explicitly in Kant, though it is implied throughout the Critical
Philosophy, and it is especially prominent in many modern
writers, otherwise divergent—e.g. Mr Bradley, the late Professor
Avenarius and many others. Among the latest exponents of
the doctrine is Mr Joachim, who has devoted his book, The
Nature of Truth, to discussing it at great length. Mr Joachim,
however, after an exhaustive treatment of the subject and an
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insistence on Truth in the strict sense of the word as being
impossible outside the assumed totality of all possible relations,
for therein alone lies complete coherency, arrives at the con-
clusion that this complete coherency is unattainable.

As anideal principle, notwithstanding, it represents the nearest
approach to an adequate definition of Truth at which we can
arrive, all other definitions of Truth being only tenable in so
far as they are implied in it. It is worth remarking here that
this “‘ coherency ’ theory of Truth, as it is termed by Mr
Joachim, taken as it must be taken in its strict sense, as imply-
ing a complete and all-embracing, and hence static synthesis,
an Absolute like Spinoza’s wmica substantia or Hegel's idee,
falls under the criticism of Pallogism given in the following
pages. It belongs, in fact, obviously to the order of philo-
sophic conception which I have termed Pallogism. This is
not to say, however, that it is destitute of all justification.
In so far as it postulates the Absolute as a once for all complete
and self-subsistent Whole and the universe as the complete
expression of this Whole, the *“ coherency ’ theory of truth is,
of course, obnoxious to the same reasoning which tells against
Pallogism generally. But on the other hand, the recognition
that truth in philosophy, no less than in science, means the
expression in reflective thought of some (more or less extended)
systematised Whole, even though only a provisional Whole—
i.e. a system leaving open its supplementation through in-
corporation in a larger Whole—nevertheless furnishes us with
the most adequate theory of truth obtainable by us.

This I take to be substantially the conclusion at which
Mr Joachim himself arrives. The more comprehensive the
synthesis of relations satisfactorily explained in any given
theory, the nearer is that theory to absolute truth. The
approach may be always asymptotic, if you will, but approach
to Truth there is nevertheless in the more comprehensive as
against the less comprehensive expression in reflection of
Reality as given.

The fourth point I would emphasise as a bed-rock principle
is that an analysis of Consciousness discloses every concrete
experience or reality as consisting of at least two elements,
corresponding generally to the Aristotelian distinctions of
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matter-and-form, potentiality-and-actuality—in the union of
these two elements objectivity or reality alone consisting.

Apart from their synthesis these two elements do not exist
at all—they are not Real, but obtain merely as abstract notions
distinguished and isolated in reflective thought. These elements
I identify in the following pages with the Alogical and Logical.
To me this last antithesis seems the most ultimate within the
range of Experience. In the sense used by me it embraces
the Aristotelian antitheses. These are included under those of
the Logical and Alogical. This latter point is so exhaustively
dealt with in the body of the present work that it is unnecessary
to enlarge upon it further in this introduction.

If T am right in what I have said as regards the practical
irrefutability of the foregoing ‘“ bed-rock *’ principles as I have
termed them, if the positions in question have really been *“ won
from the void and formless infinite ”” of doubtful metaphysical
speculation, they may well serve as an answer to those who
maintain that the movement of philosophic thought is destitute
of results. It must be admitted, I think, by all competent
to judge, that these positions, if sustainable, represent very
important results.

The third principle discussed, that of “ coherency” in an
organised system constituting the essence of truth in a
philosophic or scientific sense, as will be seen, is intimately
connected with the second position—viz. that of the self-
consistency of Consciousness, or, as Spencer had it, the ““ unthink-
ability of the opposite’’ as being the test of Truth. Only the
embracing of the whole of Experience, of the whole body of
Knowledge in one synthesis can give us complete Conceivability.
Otherwise there is a residuum left over more or less in conflict
with the self-consistency of Consciousness. Now the theory
of Intellectualism or Pallogism, as it is called in the present
work, regards this whole as a literal fact rather than as an
expression of mere ideal approximation. On this theory,
therefore, in the last resort Conceivability is absolute, the
Logical is finally triumphant. But, as will be sought to be
shown in the following pages, the analysis of the conditions of
Consciousness gives no indication of such being the case, but,
on the contrary, points to the Alogical as the invariable con-
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stituent of every real synthesis, the permanent co-efficient of
the Logical in all Reality. Now this Alogical element can only
be expressed in the abstract thought of Reflection symbolically.
But this symbol of thought is never adequate. The Alogical
element in Reality is never really absorbed by reflective thought.

Hence complete Conceivability, perfect Truth, is a chimera
as such, though it serves rightly enough as an indication of
direction. The result of the foregoing consideration is that
thought as such, the thought of reflection, never attains or
can attain to complete self-consistency, which, if you will, is of
course only another way of saying what we have just pointed
out—viz. that absolute or perfect Truth in philosophy is an
impossibility.

The principle of approximate coherency as the essence of
Truth finds an apt illustration in the theory of Causation.
The theory of Causation, whether in its cruder form as one-
sided or mechanical Causation or in its higher form as re-
ciprocal determination, ultimately rests on the doctrine that
all things hang together and that the more things in heaven
and earth that can be brought under the law of Causation the
more complete and true is the theory of Cause.

But it will be seen from the sections in Chapter III. dealing
with Cause and Chance, that, extend the category of Cause as
we may, we nevertheless not only fail to get rid of the chance
element in real happenings, but we do not even diminish it.
Every Causal system in so far as it obtains in the real sequence
of events is inextricably involved with its ineluctable shadow,
Chance. It is only in reflective thought that by disregarding
the chance side of things we can get the illusory appearance
of a system or systems of pure Causation. In the real world
of happenings in time Chance is always there as an element
in the happening. Even in reflection when we take the whole
synthesis of Reality into account we find that while it is true
that the sphere of Causation seems infinitely expansible, ever
new facts and new groups of facts being brought within its
system, yet that nevertheless, as already said, the realm of
Chance does not become less in consequence but expands
with it.

It remains before concluding this Introduction to say a few
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words on the dialectical method of which Hegel is the typical
protagonist. The dialectical method, or the method of trich-
otomy, as it is sometimes called, assumes that the experienced
universe viewed in its ultimate Coherence presents itself as
an articulated system in which the following momenta con-
tinuously recur—iz.e. (1) a positive affirmation of being ;
(2) its negation or contradiction, and (3) the negation of this
negation which presents the return of the first position but as
defined and determined—in other words, as realised. The
first positive phase of the real synthesis presents unconditioned,
undifferentiated—in a word, unreal—Being or position; the
second phase gives us the mere bare negation of this Being ;
in the third, which is nothing else than the unity of the first and
second, we have conditioned, differentiated Being—i.e. Reality.
Such is, in brief, the principle of the dialectical method. But
with its great expositor Hegel, the whole dialectical movement
was one solely of pure thought from first to last. The whole
process of Conscious Experience is for him nothing but a logical
process ; it is throughout a movement of thought.

Hegel did not recognise an alogical element at the root of all
Consciousness and reappearing in every Conscious synthesis,
an element which is reproduced, though symbolically only, in a
conceptual guise, in the abstract thought of reflection. For
Hegel the whole process of Reality was purely and simply a
logical process alike in the real world as given, and as reproduced
as the truth of reflective thought. This position is traversed
in the course of the following pages as what I term the Pallogist
fallacy. But it would be a mistake to suppose that the dialectical
method necessarily stands or falls with this, as I deem it,
one-sided and hence fallacious view of Reality.

On the contrary, it is equally consistent with the position
expressed in the present work.

The dialectical method has fallen into disrepute of late,
indeed, for wellnigh two generations past, owing, as I take
it, to two causes—firstly, owing to the one-sided metaphysical
position of Hegel, which forces him on occasion to obvious tricks
and devices of language to carry the method through; and
secondly, to the crude and superficial applications of it made
by some of the epigoni of Hegel for a generation or so after his
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death. As I shall indicate later on the mode in which, as I
conceive it, the dialectical method is given in the fundamental
elements of Consciousness, it will be unnecessary to go into
this matter in the present Introduction. I may point out,
however, as bearing upon what has just been said, that the
method in question involves many possible pitfalls for the
unwary. In the more complex departments of knowledge
the temptation is sometimes only too great to make shift with
artificial constructions—to mistake superficial aspects of a
real process for true trichotomic momenta. For this reason
it would be premature at the present time to treat the dialectical
method in any form in which it has hitherto been presented
as in the nature of a bed-rock principle in philosophy. In the
existing state of our knowledge more superficial methods are
in most cases the utmost to which we can aspire. An up-to-date
formulation and application on a large scale of the dialectical
method is a task for the future. But as I hold, the case for
the method is sufficiently made out to warrant us in accepting
it as per se valid, however much we may consider ourselves
justified in criticising any given application of it.

We ought, I think, never completely to lose sight of the
crucial truth that all evolution, all existence, the world and all
that is therein, is a complex living and moving synthesis, and
that this synthesis contains within it, as of its very essence, a
trichometric system which it may be the task of ages adequately
to unravel and present in detail as a relatively coherent formula-
tion, in terms of reflective thought, but which, judiciously used,
may serve as the guiding principle in our investigations, even
while we are awaiting a more satisfactory and thorough treat-
ment of it than we have at the present time.






CHAPTER 1
THE PROBLEM OF CONSCIOUSNESS

All knowledge whatever consists in the bringing of a content
of possible knowledge under a new unity, of the particular
under a new universal term. Every unification of this kind
constitutes what is called an apperception, or an apperceptive
synthesis, and every act of knowing implies such a synthesis.
In this way Science may be regarded simply as a continuation
of the same process as common-sense experience on a higher
plane, the bringing of particular contents under new unities
or universal forms. The more comprchensive is the unifying
thought-form, the higher is the point of view as science. This
process of the reduction of the content of consciousness to
a higher thought unity is also termed Categorisation, every
apperception necessarily meaning the reduction of given fact
with its infinity of particulars under some thought-form or
category. The sensible impressions given me immediately at
the present moment of a certain hardness or resistance, a
limitation in space of this resistance, conjoined with a visible
extension and colour also having a corresponding limitation
in space (shape or figure) are for common experience practical
ends reduced by me under the category or apperception of
writing-desk.

I further identify this synthesis of sensible qualities under
the category of wooden object. I may still further reduce the
wooden writing-desk under a still wider category, that of
organic matter. Yet again, I may bring it under the category
of matter-in-general. In physical science this process of the
reduction of the manifold content of experience to unity reaches
its highest point in the generalisation of all objects in space as
matter-in-motion.

It is now indeed thought to simplify still further the con-
tent of space by recourse to the conception of force, ether

c 33
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or (now) electricity as representing the root category in
physics.

The hypothetical unit of matter, the atom, up till recently
conceived by physicists as an ether-stress, as a focus of vibra-
tions, or in a vague way as a force-centre, is now assumed to
be based on the electron. These ultimate physical hypotheses
only concern us here as indicating the direction towards which
the highest generalisation of science tends. But no con-
ceivable category of physical science is all-embracing. Science
assumes space and a content of space as its last word. But
space and its content are not ultimate.

The content of space presupposes something other and wider
than itself, in which it is included and by which it is con-
ditioned. This highest and most comprehensive point of view,
which science no less than common-sense implicitly presupposes
while ignoring it in its judgments, is conscious experience as
such. Inthelast resort all the objects of science as of common-
sense, together with the judgments they imply, are determina-
tions of Consciousness, possible or actual. But what does
Consciousness itself involve ? Clearly, an apperceiving subject
or ego at one end and a somewhat apperceived at the other.
When closely viewed, however, this somewhat discloses itself
as in its turn a modification of the apperceiving Subject itself.

Now, the totality of the processes of apperceiving and
apperceived, conceived as referable to a primordial subject,
is included under the term Consciousness. Consciousness may
be actual or may be potential merely. In common language
the word is generally used in the former sense as opposed
to the Unconscious. But philosophically the Unconscious
belongs to Consciousness. It is a part of the universe, so to
say, of Consciousness. It is the potentially Conscious.

(For the distinction between the wum-Conscious and the
extra-Conscious, see pp. 75-76.) Actual Consciousness arises
out of the Unconscious or the potentially Conscious. Actual
Consciousness always implies a background of potential Con-
sciousness. Consciousness as concrete—that is, as Reality or
Experience—consists of a synthesis of possible or potential?l

! Amplifying what has just been said in the text, I may observe here that
though all things may be reduced to determinations of Consciousness,
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and actual elements, as we have said. But of this, more later.
Our aim here is to emphasise the fact that the supreme
generalisation under which all things can be brought is
expressed in the term Consciousness regarded per se.

The recognition of this fact does not imply any slur on the
terms in which science reduces all things to unity from s
point of view.

The criticism of philosophy as the branch of human knowledge
dealing with the world in terms of Consciousness, as defined,
is not that the formulation of science is wrong as far as it
goes. The terms under which science interprets Reality may
be unimpeachable within its own purview no less than from
the standpoint of ordinary experience. What philosophy
insists on is the recognition of the fact that they are not
ultimate. Philosophy claims that its view-point includes
that of physical science, and while not abrogating the results of
physical science, in a manner modifies them. But there is no
greater error than to suppose that philosophy is science “ gone
wrong.” Its method, aim and outlook are essentially different
from those of science.

In physical science this process of the reduction of the
sense-manifold to concept-unity reaches its highest point in
the bringing of the world of particular objects, the content of
space and time, under the universal concept matter-in-motion.
Recently it is noticeable that it is sought to reduce, as before
stated, the dual generalisation matter-in-motion to the con-
ception of force or to the notion of ether as the root-category
in physics. The hypothetical spacial unit of matter, the
atom, is conceived by modern physicists either as force-centre
or as focus of vibrations, or as based on the ‘ electron.”

innumerable things are not determinations or objects of any aciual Con-
sciousness. Let us take a striking instance from the material world as trans-
formed in science. The ‘‘ether”’ or the ‘“atom ’’ of science, assuming the
conception of such as valid, does not certainly enter into any actual perceptive
Consciousness at the present time, nor could it do so, given our present faculties.
They are objects of possible or potential Consciousness only. Science in
postulating the existence of ‘‘ ether "’ and ‘‘ atoms '’ assumes them as possible
objects of Consciousness. It assumes that were our present senses magnified
or intensified to the #th power, “atoms’’ and “ ether’’ would be perceived
as science now only conceives them.
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These ultimate physical hypotheses only concern us here as
illustrating the direction towards which the highest generalisa-
tion of science inevitably tends. But the highest possible
or conceivable unification arrived at by physical science is.
not all-embracing.  The latter is exclusively concerned with
the Object. By its very nature physical science, in all its
generalisations, from the lowest to the highest, tacitly assumes
something which, whilst it is presupposed by these generalisa-
tions, is not included in them. Hence out of physical science
can never come the most exhaustive category of all. Science
cannot give us that most comprehensive view of the world
which the widest category in its system of articulations should
open up to us. This highest and most comprehensive point
of view, which science no less than empirical consciousness
(common-sense) presupposes, while ignoring it in its judgments,
is consciousmess as such. In the last resort, all the objects of
science, no less than of ““ common-sense,” together with the
judgments to which they give rise, are determinations of
consciousness, possible or actual. In other words, they pre-
suppose an apperceiving ego or subject at one end, and a some-
what or object apperceived at the other. When closely viewed

this somewhat discloses itself in the last resort as nothing but
a modification of the aforesaid apperceiving subject itself
according to the old Berkleyan “ saw *’ Essc est percipi.

Now, the totality of the processes of apperceiving and
apperceived, subject and object, is included under the term
consciousness or experience. Consciousness may be actual
or may be potential merely. In common language it is gener-
ally used in the former sense as opposed to the ““ unconscious.”
As a matter of fact, consciousness, as concrete—that is, as
reality or experience—is a synthesis of potential and actual
elements, as we have said.! It is sufficient here to recognise
the truth that the highest, the supreme generalisation under
which all things can be brought, is expressed in the term
consciousness, regarded per se. The recognition of this fact
does not imply any slur on the terms in which science ultimately
unifies all things from 4s point of view. The claim of phil-

1In this sense, the unconscious itself belongs to the unity or universe of
consciousness—it is the potentially conscious.



THE PROBLEM OF CONSCIOUSNESS 37

osophy, the branch of human knowledge dealing with the world
from the point of view of, and in terms of, consciousness as
above defined, is not that the formulation of science is wrong
as far as it goes, but merely that the terms under which it
formulates reality are not wl/fimate, unimpeachable as they may
be within the purview of physical science itself, as well as from
the standpoint of ordinary experience. I must once more
repeat that philosophy must not be regarded as science gone
wrong. Its method, aim, and subject-matter are radically
other than those of science. There is a story told of a contested
election in the old bribery days. Two rival candidates on the
eve of the poll were entertaining the electors with the best of
their cellars. Port and sherry, we should mention, were then
the only wines known to the average Englishman. One of the
candidates, finding that his port was becoming exhausted,
furnished the constituents with a very fine old Chiteau Lafitte,
but this cost him the clection, the voters declaring that they
would have nothing more to do with a man who fobbed them off
with sour port. Men of science, like Hickel, are only too fond
of denouncing the methods and results of philosophy as though
it were a kind of sour science, and not, asit really is, an altogether
different department of knowledge as regards which the con-
ventional criticisms of the man of science are as irrelevant and
as pointless as the free and independent electors’ criticism of
the excellent Chiteau Lafitte offered them by their would-be
representative.

Philosophy maintains that its own outlook, from which the
world is viewed as a system of articulations of consciousness-in-
general, although it includes that of science, nevertheless differs
from it inasmuch as it transcends it, since it is the most com-
prehensive aspect from which the world can be regarded.
“The world is my presentment ’ (“ Die Welt ist meine Vor-
stellung '), says Schopenhauer, at the opening of his Welt
als Wille. This is another way of expressing in a few words
that the idealist position, in the wider sense of the term, is
the one to which the thinker is forced who is not content to
rest satisfied with half thoughts, but who presses forward to
a coherent and self-consistent grasp of what we call reality.

In addition to what has been above said, it may be desirable
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in the interests of the recader unversed in these matters to ex-
plain once more the sense in which the term Consciousness is
employed in philosophic writing. As commonly understood,
Consciousness is regarded as the attribute of the individual.
Each individual is supposed to have his own consciousness over
against other individuals, and the world without. But Con-
sciousness, in a philosophical sense, does not mean consciousness
conceived as appertaining to this or that individual, which
at best constitutes the subject-matter of empirical psychology,
but consciousness considered in its essential nature. This is
what is meant by consciousness-in-general, or consciousness as
such. To say that the whole system of things stands or falls
with your, or with my, individual consciousness or psyche (the
position of Solipsism) is a palpable absurdity. The ““ world ”’
is plainly not ‘“ my presentment *’ in this sense, nor is it yours.
But notwithstanding this, on analysing this ““ world,” we fail
to find that it consists of anything else than a system of facts
or, in other words, of possible or actual experiences ; and experi-
ence is only another name for consciousness, as above defined.
Hence, although it is absurd to regard reality as exhausted
within the limits of any personal consciousness or individual
mental experience, nevertheless, since it is a system of experi-
enced facts and of inferences or judgments from those facts,
in short, a system of sensations or feltnesses knit together by
thoughts, it is nothing else than, as we have said, a system of
affections of consciousness.

The non-philosophical reader will say: “But is not con-
sciousness always particular, always individual?” In one
sense, yes; in another sense, no. Unreflective experience,
common-sense as it is termed, itself automatically draws the
distinction between those thoughts and feelings that are
special to oneself, the content and products of one’s own mind,
and those that constitute reality, independent of the indi-
vidual’s own mind, or, as it is the current fashion to say, those
that have an ‘‘ objective reference”’ attaching to them. But
common-sense so called, as philosophy shows, falsely ascribes
the elements of reality, implicitly or explicitly, to something
independent of consciousness altogether. The crux of the
philosophical problem, therefore, may be stated as being the
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existence within consciousness of a universal and necessary
element not limited to the individual psyche, and the further
existence within consciousness of an element apparently foreign
to itself, an object as opposed to itself as subject, which element
again discloses itself, on analysis, as the subject’s own negative
determination.r The relation of consciousness-in-particular,
which concerns the individual mind, to consciousness-in-general,
which concerns the system of things, or reality, is the sempiternal
mystery, to find an adequate formula for which has been the
constantly recurring preoccupation of philosophy in its wider
issues from Plato downwards. The most elaborate of these
attempts is undoubtedly the philosophy of Hegel, the cul-
mination of the great German philosophical movement taking
its rise in Kant.

From the foregoing it will be evident how mistaken is the
notion of some scientific thinkers that there is any necessary
opposition between the conclusions of science and those of
metaphysic, using the latter word in its true Aristotelian sense.
The standpoint of science is inevitably materialistic, and as
scientific or “cosmic” philosophy—that is, an attempted solu-
tion of the world-problem on the basis of physical science
will be successful and convincing precisely in proportion
to the thoroughness with which the materialistic position is
adhered to.

The philosopher pur sang—i.e. the metaphysician—can
accept all the conclusions of scientific Materialism in so far as it
is not attempted to formulate them dogmatically as absolute
and exclusive. Yet none the less, the standpoint of philosophy
is necessarily idealistic in the sense above explained. And
inasmuch as philosophy’s highest generalisations are pre-
supposed in the conclusions of science, no less than in those
of our ordinary common-sense experience, philosophy claims to
have the last word in the solution of the world-problem, or,
to put it otherwise, claims that its problem is the ultima ratio
of the world-problem altogether.

Metaphysic—i.e. philosophy proper—it is almost needless to

1 Cf. Spinoza's ‘‘ omnis determinatio est wnegatio.” 1 (viz. my actual con-
sciousness) am determined by the system of my perceptions (z.e. of the
synthesis of my sensations and thoughts) to realise an objective world.
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say, is not what it is popularly supposed to be—that is, is not
mere speculation on things in general. It is an inquiry into
the truest, the most comprehensive significance of reality. It
reduces the world of our common-sense experience, no less than
the same world as metamorphosed by scientific thought, to
what is at once its most immediate and most ultimate expies-
sion—to wit, to a system of determinations of consciousness-in-
general. In this way, the radicalness of the opposition between
thought and thing is abolished.

Were thought and thing utterly distinct from each other,
as is commonly supposed, the world of philosophic thought
would, of course, be impossible, but so would be also the world
of common-sense reality. A reality containing no thought
element would be unapprehensible, since every apperception
or general term is nothing but a form of thought. This is true
from the lowest to the highest. To know a thing, whether in
ordinary experience or in science, is the same as to define it
under thought-forms or general concepts.

All reality is object of either possible or actual knowledge,
or it could not be spoken of. An umknown reality, a reality
not an actual object of knowledge, may be spoken of, but cer-
tainly not an wmknowable reality, a something that is not a
possible object of knowledge. I do not mean to say that all
knowledge is primarily logical, for, as I shall endeavour to
show later on, undoubtedly the alogical is not only an element,
but a primary element, in all experience. An element, however,
qua element, is not a reality, but an abstraction. Reality, as
already pointed out, necessarily implies a synthesis of at least
two elements, and nothing short of reality can be content or
object of consciousness, the two terms being, in fact, synony-
mous. In ordinary consciousness—external perception—the
ultimate elements of a reality or thing are an alogical feeling
or sensation, and a logical form or category. What, for
example, is meant by the terms we use to express the objects
of ordinary consciousness— table,” ‘‘house,” “‘tree,” etc?
We affirm a thing to be a ““table” by virtue of connecting
in thought certain sensations under certain universal forms
or categories. Its reality as ‘‘table” involves at once its
distinction from other realities that are not ‘‘ table,” and its



THE PROBLEM OF CONSCIOUSNESS 41

relational identification with certain other realities under certain
universal concepts common to all objects.?

The empiricists of the Associational school, like the scholastic
nominalists, are fond of dilating on the fact that the repeated
experience of a particular object builds up in the individual mind
the universal notion of the object in question. This may be
quite true if it be meant that the individual mind becomes
aware of the fact that an object is what it is through reflection
on experience, and that it is thus enabled to abstract in re-
flective thought the universal concept from the object. But
this does not prevent this universal concept from {forming part
of the object in the original perception of it. The thought-
element or concept-relation which the mind abstracts, is
originally there to be abstracted. All that Empiricism, there-
fore, has to teach us in this connection resolves itself into the
truism that the abstract concept of reflection, or, to apply
the scholastic phrase, consciousness in its *“ second intention,”
cannot be identified precisely with the same concept as element
of the concrete world, or as entering into consciousness in its
“ first-intention ’—to wit, as in the original perception. The

1 Two elements are to be detected here—viz. in perception : (1) the sensa-
tion or feltness which is immediate and pure particularity. By this T mcan
that in the perception constituting an object, while I recognise the total
synthesis as ‘“ common to all ”’ (as Kant had it) I cannot Anow that the element
of sensation is the same to me and other conscious beings. I can never tell
that what I call red is identical with what my neighbour calls red in the
concrete necktie we both perceive ; (2) we infer {from the feltness or sense-
datum a common object producing the same sense-impression in both of us,
but the sameness is an inference merely, though it may be a necessary one.

Objection may, however, possibly be taken to my using the term  feltness *’
as an equivalent for ‘“sensation "—i.e. for the affections of all the five senses.
It may be said that ‘“seeing’’ or ‘“hearing’’ are not ‘‘feeling’’ or even
‘“ feltness,”” This, of course, refers to the popular identification of the verb
‘““to feel”” exclusively with tactile sensation. This narrowing of the verb
‘“to feel” and its derivatives to the tactile sense, though it may have its
practical convenience for popular phraseology, I cannot but regard as
otherwise untenable. All sensation belongs to the sphere of feeling. Seeing
and hearing are sense impressions, and as such are in their own way even
tactile. I prefer the word ‘‘feltness’ as representing the sense-element
in the object apperceived, since the word * feeling’ seems to have too
subjective a savour in the psychological sense. Moreover, there is a tendency
nowadays to confine it to those personal feelings involving a pleasure-pain
reference.
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universal and necessary element which all reality, all objectivity,
involves, is clearly thought into the object. Yet although
thought into the object, it is as clearly not thought into it by
the individual mind, since the latter finds it already there in
the object as perccived. If we take it away from the object,
the object ceases to be object and becomes a mere cluster of
sensations. In ordinary perception, the individual mind finds
the category embedded in the object presented to it.

Now, as to the second element. In an ordinary perception
of our common-sense consciousness, if per impossibile we abstract
from the thing, the table, tree, or house, all the special categories
under which it is apperceived, up to those that are involved
in the nature of every object, such as substantiality, causal
connection with the universe of objects, etc., we shall find that
all that remains over is divers modes of feltness—to wit, the
sense-impressions we term the primary and secondary qualities
of matter. Once the universal and necessary element in the
synthesis, the element of thought-forms, of categories, is gone,
the reality, the object, has vanished, leaving the caput mortuum
blind sensation or feltness in its place. The formal, the logical
element, in the synthesis under which the alogical feltness
was apperceived, is thus seen to be as essential an element
in the concrete object as the feltness itself. The element of
feltness in the object represents the passive and particular
side in the primary conscious synthesis; the concept-form
represents the active and universal side. The first appears
as the contingent, the second as the necessary, element.
Further, the feltness is primary, immediate, and through and
through particular in consciousness, while the apperceiving
thought is secondary, mediate, and through and through
universal.

Thought presupposes the sense-element as its substratum,
its Aristotelian “ first matter.”” The relations that thought
strikes out are struck out of feltness. Thought reduces the
inchoate feltness to definiteness by bringing it under an
apperceptive unity. But the form of apperception, the concept-
form, is always universal, from its highest to its lowest deter-
minations. For example, the very specialised concept
““Northampton shoemaker” is no less universal than the
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supremely general concept “ pure being,” familiar to us in
Porphyry’s ‘“tree.” From “being” per se—that is, ‘‘ pure
being ’—to “being’ as differentiated in the concept
‘““ Northampton shoemaker ’ is a far cry, but in its lowest
specialised shape, no less than in its most highly generalised,
the concept-form remains equally universal. It is never
particular. It has no thismess accruing to it. Another
peculiarity of the concept-form is that it is outside number.
It de-notes a possible infinity of particulars, which is tanta-
mount to saying that it has no de-notation. Its significance
is purely con-notative.!

Hence it is that the concept-form never touches the fhisness
of the object. The latter is always distinguished from it as
immediate feltness, as its raw material. Thus the logical, or
thought per se, is exclusively universal, and never touches the
particular at any point. For this reason, language, the empirical
sign of thought, can never express anything except through
logical universals. The very this of language, like its kere and
its mow, is necessarily universalised. It has passed through
the mill of thought, and has therefore become, as Hegel long
ago pointed out in the opening of the Phdnomenologie (pp. 73-80),
any this, any here, and any #now. In other words, it has
been universalised by the action of reflective thought, and
thereby been turned into a psychological notion. The true
thismess or particularity, having thus been mediatised by
reflective thought, has ceased to be its original self. The true
this cannot be expressed in thought or language. It is essentially
immediacy, and when mediatised disappears, leaving behind
it a mere simulacrum of its former self. This is at basis{the
gulf that always separates thinking from being, or thought from
feltness. I am here speaking of the abstract thought of the
reflecting mind. The mere remembered object has, of course,
its own existence as a mental image, even though it has no
existence in syace in the sense in which the original object had

1 This distinguishes the true concept-form, the true logical universal, from
what may be called a false general concept, denoting a definite congeries of
particulars—for instance, the name of a committee standing for an assignable
number of definite persons. This false general concept has no connotation,
but merely a denotation.
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existence. The element of feltness which enters into every
determinate consciousness is always antithetical to the thought-
form. The one is the foundation of the particular, the other
of the universal. The one is through and through alogical,
the other through and through logical. Yet these two elements,
the material, the sense-particular, and the formal, the thought-
universal, antithetical though they be, have a common root
and presupposition—to wit, the potentiality ot all consciousness
expressed in the term “I” (“ego”), the fathomless “ that
which,” whence all conscious experience, possible and actual,
arises, and into which it returns. This ultimate subject of all
knowledge and knowability, though always becoming object
through its primary negation, feltness, and its reaction there-
upon, thought, yet is never exhausted in the object (i.e. in the
synthesis of its sensation and thought), but always maintains
itself as the centre in a process out of which these elements
well up, and into which they return.

Here we come to an important point. In the primary
synthesis of consciousness as such, in the ultimate apperceptive
unity of knowing per se, we can distinguish, as already pointed
out, three elements—(1) a “‘that which,” an “1,” feeling or
sensating ; (2) a somewhat felt ; (3) a reacting of the former on
the latter, termed thought. This last, the logical process of
defining—that is, of at once distinguishing and connecting—
completes the primary synthesis, implied in the countless
subordinate syntheses constituting the woof of experience.
Now, in orthodox Hegelianism, represented in England by the
late Professor T. H. Green, Lord Haldane, and others, what
is called the objective reference—that is, the determination
of feltness as independent object—accrues solely to the third,
the formal, element, that of thought, or logical determination.
That the definiteness of the reference is logical is, of course,
clear; but is it not primarily contained in the mere blind
alogical feltness—what Fichte termed the ‘‘ Anstoss”? In
that negative element within the subject of consciousness
itself, do we not find the very condition of the determinate
objective reference of thought, the original opposition within
the subject itself ? Is it not the opposition between the feeling
self and the feltness that confronts it as its negation or limita-
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tion? The answer to this question given by the school referred
to—namely, that out of thought alone is reality constructed—
is connected with a widespread tendency, hitherto dominant
in speculation more or less from Plato downwards, to hold
that the concept-form, or at least thought as relating activity
(of which the concept-form is regarded as the product), is
absolute.

In Plato we have the classical expression of the hypostatisa-
tion of the concept-form per se, in Aristotle and Hegel that of
the activity generating it. This way of regarding the primary
synthesis of consciousness, and hence the complex of reality
which is its content, I term Pallogism. It reappears in various
thinkers who have concerned themselves with constructive
metaphysic, or Theory of Knowledge. We find it in the more
constructive schoolmen as well as in Spinoza, and considerable
traces of it in Kant. In the wvovs mowyrwos of Aristotle,
Hegel saw with justice an adumbration of his own theory of
the *“ Idee,” which is also nothing else than the hypostatisation
of the relating activity of thought.!

The subject, as the presupposition of this activity, Hegel
rejected as a relic of the thing-in-itself, treating it as a mere
product of thought-activity. With him the ego was a function
of thought, and not thought a function of the ego. May we
not surely regard the formalism of which the Hegelian system
bears the impress, and which led to its collapse, as the Nemesis
brought upon him by this very hypostasis of thought ? That
the apperceptive activity of thought is a necessary element
in all conscious experience is plain, but it is quite the reverse
of plain that this thought-activity is itself the root-principle of
the conscious synthesis. But this assumption, that thought
itself constitutes the totality of all things, had become so deeply
ingrained in modern speculation that until quite recently to
attack it was like desecrating the holy of holies of metaphysic.
Yet it amounts to nothing less than the assertion that in the
last resort the world of reality is nought but a mere system of
thought-forms subsisting, so to say, @» vacuo. All that is not

1 By hypostatisation is, of course, meant the treatment of a metaphysical
element of a concrete as though it were itself an independent concrete—i.e.
a reality per se.
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form, all that is not logical, is ignored or assumed to be absorbed
in the final synthesis of thought.

Viewing the question from another standpoint, the moment
of conscious immediacy, the actual, is similarly regarded by this
school of thinkers as the only valid element in the synthesis.
Yet why this mere moment of immediate apprehension, the
mere surface of consciousness, should be of such transcendent
significance over the infinity of implications it connotes—in a
word, over the potential element in which it is embedded—is
never demonstrated, although it is assumed. Why is that
vanishing moment, the actual, regarded as absorbing the
potential, and as the ultimate factor of all reality ? In every
concrete consciousness the vanishing moment is surely the least
important factor. The mere look, the actual awareness of any
object of external perception, is simply the sign or indication
of an indefinite number of potentialities behind the mere
present appearance, that is, of elements that are outside actual
consciousness.

When we consider the conditions of knowledge rather than
its object, a corresponding result of the analysis discloses itself.
The subject which knows or is conscious—which constitutes its
own determinations into a world of objects—knows itself
under the form of individuation—that is, as a memory-synthesis
within which it continuously becomes realised. This is the
self-object, the individual mind or soul of psychology, some-
times termed the “ empirical ego.” But it may be said that
the subject of knowledge is merely a name for the universal
element in experience, just as the sense-factor, the feltness
therein, refers to the particular element. It may be said that
they arc correlative, and that ncither is more fundamental
than the other. My reply to this is that the catcgorised felt-
nesses constituting the world of perception—that is, the world
of common-sense reality—presuppose a subject of consciousness,
of which they are the determinations. Although a bare ego,
undetermined even as mere feltness, a subject without object,
may be unimaginable, it is not therefore self-contradictory and
absurd, as is the notion of a bare object cut off from a subject—
in a word, a system of conscious determinations out of relation
to any that of which they are the determinations. The object
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is always reducible to an affection of the subject. On the
other hand, a conscious subject does not presuppose its own
object in the same sense, although it may be quite true that
it is unimaginable without object.! It is clear, then, that the
potentiality of consciousness-in-general, which we term Subject
or “pure ego,” is not on precisely the same level with its
own actualised expression, the object-world. It has a pre-
suppositional value, a ‘““genetic” priolity, over the latter.
This relation is reproduced within the object-world itself as
the infinity of implications contained within this world, in
contradistinction toits actuality as perceived, its mere superficial
appearance as isolated phenomenon. It is this potential
element in the object, its ““ permanent possibilities of sensation,”
to adapt Mill’s well-known phrase to a somewhat extended
meaning, by virtue of which we intuitively postulate it as a
somewhal existing independently of our individual conscious-
ness with its particular acts of perception. Modern Idealism
shows us, indeed, that it docs not exist apart from ourselves
in the sense of apart from that ultimate element in ourselves,
the Subject which all knowing presupposes, but that it does
nevertheless obtain independently of ourselves as concrete
individual minds—that is, apart from the particular memory-
synthesis that knits together our experience as a particular
whole in time, as ‘“ mine "’ as opposed to “ thine ”’ or ““ his.”
But if the world resolve itself on analysis into a system of
presentments or determinations of a Subject-in-general, the
“TI7” of self-reference, as it is termed, it follows that this latter
assumes the place of a materia prima of consciousness, of which
the world of reality is the form. All that exists is referable
to this one root, whilst the Subject is not referable to aught
beyond itself. This ultimate postulate, this ground of all
feeling, willing, and thinking, is yet never exhausted in fecling,
willing, and thinking, but always maintains itself as the radiat-
ing centre from which these elements of sensation, self-activity,
and thought, come, and to which they return. The primary
sense-element is related to the subject of consciousness in a
double manner. Firstly, it is related as the mere negation of

1We are of course in no way concerned here with the materialistic con-
clusions of science, legitimate in their own sphere.
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the subject, the “ Amstoss’ of Fichte; secondly, this self-
negation is at once distinguished from, and related to, the
Subject under certain thought-forms and the sense-forms of
time and space, as a connected system of possible and actual
feltness—that is, as object-world. In these three terms or
momenta—(1) the abstract ‘“ I’ of self-reference, or subject-
in-general ; (2) the bare object as such, the mere antithesis
within itself of the subject ; (3) the at once distinguishing and
unifying action of thought-activity integrating the inchoate
feltness, the bare object, as a system or world—in these three
terms we have the framework of the trichotomy or dialectic
that Hegel attempted to formulate in his own way.

It is not our intention in the present work to discuss the
question of the special categories that help to make reality
what it is. This is a topic upon which much has been, and
may be, written on various lines. It is sufficient for our purpose
here to point out once more that, of the salient categories of
objectivity—viz. substance, cause and reciprocal action—the
last-named is pre-eminently the working category at once of
the higher sciences and of philosophic thought. The one-
sided determination expressed by the thought-form  cause-
and-effect ’ inevitably yields when a given department of
reality is viewed from a more comprehensive standpoint, to
the thought-form ‘‘ mutual-determination” (Wechselwirkung).

The principle of individuation or particularity, and therewith
of number, first arises within the object-world integrated
by thought as a connected universe. The ““world " displays
itself as numerical infinity. As opposed to this, consciousness-
in-general acquires in the individual mind, in the “ object of
the internal sense,” as Kant terms it, a numerical unity anti-
thetical to this numerical infinity. But it is a pseudo-unity
only, in the sense that it is not an absolute unity like the
primary Subject, which is conscious of s, just as it is conscious
of other objects. There is, moreover, another difference. The
world of external objects as content of experience is given
immediately as a plurality. My personality or individual mind,
on the contrary, is only indirectly given, as a unit. The
immediate apperception of myself as this and no other memory-
synthesis, gives colour to the notion that my individual mind
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is absolute, and hence, to the time-honoured fallacy of the
subjective idealist—Solipsism. But thought revolts against
such an assumption as inconsistent with its apperception of
the world-system as a whole. It thereby reduces the memory-
synthesis or personality, the myself, from the rank of an absolute
unity to that of a relative unit, in fact, in one sense to the level
of external objects in space, as being a sensible, particular
representative of a logical universal, a class or kind—namely,
““minds ” or “‘ personalities.” Myself as personality or memory-
synthesis is an object—i.e. a particular determination of
consciousness-in-general, just as much as any external object
in space. But this psychological object, Kant’s ‘‘ object of the
internal sense,” in that it is identified in its immediacy with
the subject of consciousness-in-general, is unique in its char-
acter. The phrase ““I am self-conscious’ simply indicates
the immediate identification of the Subject of consciousness-
in-general with this my particular memory-synthesis, here and
now, as object.

In the consciousness of external objects no such identification
is made. In the external perception of common-sense experi-
ence, we have a more or less definite unity of possible or actual
feltnesses as terms knit together by thought-forms. Such is
what we term the external universe. . The relations of this
same external universe are reproduced in the memory-synthesis
of the individual mind as abstract psychological concepts.
This fact that objective thought-relations, when reproduced
as abstract mental concepts within an individual memory-
synthesis, are no longer the same as they were in their other
capacity as entering into the synthesis of the real world—in
other words, as immediate determinations of the Subject of
consciousness-in-general—has led to the confusion of which
Empiricism is guilty, of regarding thought and thing, knowing
mind and known world, as radically disparate entities or (if
one will) ““ series of phenomena.” Modern Idealism dissipates
this confusion in showing that mental and material facts are
‘““ cut out of one block,” that zhings are but sense-modifications
of consciousness brought into unity in a system of apperceptive
syntheses, and that 7deas in the mind are but these same apper-
ceptive syntheses reproduced at second hand, in abstracto, by

D
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reflection. But both alike are modifications of conscious
experience. That the abstract notion is not the same as the
corresponding thought-form as entering into the original appre-
hension of reality, that the one cannot take the place of the other,
is obvious, but on their essentzal identity rests the possibility
of our primary concrete consciousness itself no less than of the
‘““ideas ”’ which the reflective consciousness of the individual
abstracts therefrom, and which are so scornfully opposed to
‘““ things,” alike by the common-sense Philistine and the
empirical philosopher. From this it will be clear that phil-
osophy does not impose mental figments on reality, or mistake
them for reality. It simply analyses concrete consciousness,
or reality as given, and presents the results of this analysis, the
elements of which reality is composed, in the form of abstract
notions.

It is at the point of self-consciousness that the Subject, as
the eternal possibility of knowing, and the Object, as the
eternal possibility of the known, coalesce, and thus proclaim
their essential unity. The difficulty of the ordinary man in
understanding that reality is nothing else than a system of
related impressions of consciousness-in-general, of which his
memory-synthesis is simply the temporary determination—the
notion he has that his mind truly apprehends a reality subsisting
per se—rests upon his inability to grasp the cardinal distinction
just indicated. He fails to distinguish between the mental
world on the one hand—that is, the sum of thoughts and feelings
knit together by memory and called mind—and, on the other
hand, the subject or “ 1"’ to which this mind-object is referred
(together with all other objects though in a manner su: generis).
Alike the ‘‘ mental world,” of reflection and memory and the
‘““ material world ”’ of direct perception are parts of the experi-
ence of this latter—i.e. the “ 1" of Kant’s “ original unity of
apperception,” termied here the Subject of consciousness-in-
general. The assumption of a world outside myself, in the
last resort, means nothing but the ascription. of a certain
section of my sensations to a universal element in my con-
sciousness valid for all alike—that is, an element not peculiar
to myself as individual, as is the play of my personal thoughts
and feelings, which are given in the synthesis, and which
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I recognise as belonging exclusively to me and to no one
else.

We will now sum up the foregoing argument. The central
truth that metaphysic has established is that reality is nothing
but a system of modifications of consciousness possible and
actual. When we talk of the 1eal world, what we mean is the
related and articulated system of these modifications. To
speak of an existence that does not belong to the system of
consciousness is a self-contradiction—a meaningless absurdity.
On analysis then, as already stated, the primary form of the
unity of consciousness presupposed in all its modifications implies
three elements—(1) an “I’’ as subject which feels; (2) an
opposing feltness, the negation of this “I” as such; and
(3) the reciprocal fixation of the feltness by the subject which
feels and conversely. The first two of these elements con-
stitute respectively the possibility of apprehending and the
possibility of apprehendedness. We may term them the
matter of consciousness. The third element, that of reciprocal
relation, which we call thought, reason, or the logical, as
Jorm of consciousness completes the primary synthesis—i.e.
consciousness-in-general—the universal synthesis which all
more concrete modifications presuppose. Such, and nothing else,
is the ultimate nature of reality. The above synthesis is the
eternal framework of reality, and when we postulate reality in
any sense whatever, this it is that we wittingly or unwittingly
postulate. On close inspection this primordial synthesis
resolves itself, strictly speaking, into its primary element, as
Fichte showed, for Feltness is nothing but a modification of
“I” as feeling, and Thought is again nothing but the reaction
of the that which feels upon the what of its feltness. Thatness
means ultimately bare subject ; whatness bare object. The
function of philosophy as metaphysic is to analyse the con-
ditions of experience, and in doing so it finds a synthetic
process eternally passing through the same elements, which
elements, though clearly distinguishable in thought, never
appear separate in fact. This primary synthesis, implied in all
consciousness whatever, and discernible in the immediacy of
every conscious moment, furnishes the mould or schema for
all reality in its dynamic aspect—that is, for every real process
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of experience. Throughout the whole system of the universe
we have the selfsame elements recurring in a transformed
guise. Hence the ultimate aim of philosophy is the tracing of
these elements in every plane of reality, and their exposition
in the forms of reflective thought. The attempt to do this was
made by Hegel, but the result was vitiated, in part at least, by
the assumption that the formal element, thought or the con-
cept, was ultimate, and that the alogical elements in the real
were finally resolvable into thought-forms. This led necessarily
to a hypostatisation of thought or the logical per se.

Even time itself has no meaning except within the primordial
synthesis of experience above spoken of, the triple momenta
of which are eternally translating and re-translating themselves
as time-content. Here we have the true inwardness of causa-
tion and evolution. From this it follows that the highest point
to which any science can be brought is where its subject-matter
can be presented as a dialectical process—that is, where the
elements of the original conscious synthesis referred to are dis-
cerned as transformed and translated in the various aspects
of the real world, and are accurately expressed in the forms of
abstract thought. This, though the highest ideal of scientific
analysis, has not yet been fully realised in any department.



CHAPTER 1I
MODERN IDEALISM

The great achievement of the German classical philosophy
from Kant to Hegel is the definite overthrow of the old material-
ist, spiritualist, and dualist, standpoints respectively, by its
having made clear once for all, the futility of attempting to
explain consciousness by any system of its own modifications,
by anything that lies within consciousness, an attempt re-
sembling that of Baron Miinchausen to pull himself out of
the water by his own wig. This should be obvious, since these
modifications necessarily themselves presuppose consciousness.
All the thiee standpoints referred to involve the absurdity of
subordinating consciousness as a whole to something less com-
prehensive than itself, to something that is itself a content
of consciousness, such as physical substance, or mind, in the
psychological sense, as particularised in the personality. The
gist of the standpoint arrived at by Modern Idealism initiated
in the Kant-Hegel movement, as we have seen in the last
chapter, consists on the recognition of the fact that existence
or reality must mean knowableness and knownness—in other
words, that it obtains only in and for conscious experience—
a conscious experience not limited by any particular memory-
synthesis or individual mind, but constituting the eternal
possibility of the infinite number of memory-syntheses that
co-exist with and succeed each other in the time-order.

The distinction between what is conventionally termed
Realism and Idealism in Philosophy may be briefly explained
as follows :—

The world of objects, and the sensations we regard as refer-
able to it, presents itself as something fofo genere distinct and
apart from our personal or empirical ego. Of this we have no
doubt whatever—it presents itself as a somewhat common
to all. You and I and the rest of us, provided, of course, our

53
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organs of sense are in fairly normal condition, perceive the same
objects, see the same colour, hear the same sound, smell the
same smell, if it is really *‘there,” as the expression is. But
whence comes this identity of this consciousness of our personal
and particular egos in the sensated and perceived object which
we assume justifies us in expecting our fellow-humans and may
be our fellow-animals to be conscious of the same perceptions
and sensations as ourselves if the latter are really ‘‘ there”
and not due to some abnormal condition of our personal organs
of sense—in other words, are not ‘‘ hallucinations ”’ ?

Now the philosophic realist, so far as this point goes, pos-
tulates his perceptions and sensations, in so far as they are not
personal hallucination, to be referable to a world of external
objects as their ground. The idealist, on the other hand, does
not admit the validity of the assumption of a world of objects
obtaining per sc—i.e. independently of consciousness altogether
—but would refer the sameness, the identity, behind the given
perception of yours or of mine by virtue of which the conscious-
ness of our respective personal egos unites in the object-world
as identically the same object-world, though perceived by
numerically distinct sense organs and minds, to a common
basis of consciousness behind the actual consciousness accruing
to the indefinite series of individual percipients. Respecting
this common basis or potentiality of all consciousness we know
nothing and can assert nothing save that it is of the nature of
a subject or ground of consciousness in some sense radically
identical with but yet infinitely more than any or all of its
particular focalised manifestations. It is true that some
philosophical Idealists have, starting from this postulate of the
ultimateness of the principle of Subjectivity, sought to erect
thereupon a quasi-philosophical superstructure and to convert
a metaphysical postulate into a psuedo-personality to which
they can give the appellation—God. They do not see, however,
that in the process of doing this they deprive the postulate in
question of its meaning as the ultimate ground of all conscious
reality. As pointed out later on, the moment you convert
this principle of Subjectivity into a personality, the moment
you endow it with the attributes of our mind and will, you
have merely got one more personal focus of consciousness
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over against others, which in its turn would equally presuppose
the postulate in question, and so on to infinity. This ultimate
principle of Subjectivity—the Pure Ego of Philosophy—can
never exhaust itself in any single or any finite number of
empirical egos. Its full realisation in this direction presupposes
Infinity—an Infinity of such empirical or object egos. Hence
it is that the moment you personalise it you destroy it as a
postulate and so deprive it of all meaning.

Now this general position, when conceded, opens up more
than one controversial issue, apart from what is known as
philosophical Theism, above indicated, but which we will now
consider more closely. The hypothesis of philosophic, as
distinguished from popular, Theism, is that consciousness-in-
general not merely obtains as a bare potentiality realisable
in the infinity of individual minds, of whose consciousness it
forms the basis, but is realised apart therefrom in a mind that
overshadows all such individual minds, a mind having at least
a quasi-individual existence as personality in a manner inde-
pendent of them. Itis maintained that only by participation in
the consciousness of this individuo-universal mind is reality ap-
prehended. On this theory two or three sufficiently pertinent
criticisms may be made. If this divine mind be conceived
pallogistically as hypostasis of thought-forms, and nevertheless
in some undecfined sense as a personality, as by the old Hegelian
“right,” it may be objected that all personality as such involves
alogical as well as logical elements. (Cf. Chapter III. on “ The
Alogical and the Logical.”) A personal intelligence composed
of pure concepts would be a pure abstraction, and no intelligence
at all. But, apart from this, the assumption in any form or
shape of the absolute element at the basis of our consciousness
obtaining under conditions fundamentally different from those
known to us, remains an assumption merely, an assumption
which could only be justified if it could be shown to be a
necessary postulate involved in the self-consistency of experi-
ence as a whole. This, however, is surely not the case. All
that the analysis of the conditions of our experience discloses
to us is that consciousness is realised primarily in a so-called
‘“ external ”” world or material complex as reflected in a mind
or mental complex, The things composing this external world
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are commonly called ““real,” a word which in popular discourse
is used in contradistinction to the word ‘‘ ideal,” which is used
for the feelings and thoughts exclusively pertaining to the mind.
Now we submit that no analysis of the conditions of experience
can discover this ““ divine mind "’ to us, if by a ““ divine mind "’
we are to understand in this connection, an eternally concrete
and actual self-consciousness. But apait from the pallogistic
difficulty referred to above as regards such a self-consciousness,
it is, we must again insist, impossible to show, not only that
it is a mecessary assumption, but that it is an assumption
subserving any purpose of explanation whatsoever. It does not
do so for the simple reason that an eternally complete and yet
personal consciousness must be just as much independent of
our consciousness as any one individual mind is independent
of another. Where you have concrete personality in whatever
shape, you have the element of particularity introduced, that
very element of individuation that sepaiates one human mind
from all others. The conception of one more personality
distinct from mine, no matter how much wider and more
magnificent the range of its personal consciousness might be,
cannot possibly add anything to, or substract anything from,
the explanation of my personal consciousness here and now,
or serve in any way to elucidate the processes of my conscious-
ness. Consciousness-in-general is, gua the actual self-
consciousness of the individual, merely potential, and in any
other connection it cannot concern us as philosophers (however
it may otherwise). The foregoing objection is, of itself, fatal
to the claims of philosophical Theism even as a useful hypothesis
in philosophic analysis, let alone as a necessary postulate of
speculation. Such being the case, our only attitude with
regard to the question must at best be the agnostic one.

We have already repeatedly insisted on the fact that all
the apperceptive unifications or thought-forms of Consciousness
presuppose two alogical factors—a subject feeling and a
sensation felt—or, as I have termed it in this book, a ‘‘ feltness.”
This is the most generalised expression of their matter or
content. Now it has been the habit of many thinkers and
exponents of the main issues of the metaphysical problem to
treat the alogical element in experience merely as an imperfection,
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a clumsy vehicle of the logical. According to this view
the alogical is merely a negation or a passing phase of the
logical principle itself. The potentiality of the subject and of
the blind feltness or sensation which is at once the affirmation
and limitation of the subject is regarded as absorbed and
abolished in the logical categories that are necessary to its
actualisation as reality (Hegel). The Platonic wumniversalia
ante rem is perhaps the earliest and crudest expression of this
doctrine of Pallogism, which would constitute the thought-form
as Reality.

It is also traceable, though in a less crude form, in Plato’s
nominal critic, Aristotle, and through him in the ‘‘ Realistic ”’
Schoolmen. Coming to modern times, we find most of the
great synthetic thinkers as representing it. Specially notable
amnong these is Spinoza, with whom, in spite of the initial
assumptions of his system, the attribute of Thought undoubtedly
occupies a position of exclusive predominance. The thinker
with whom the doctrine of Pallogism is more intimately
connected than any other is Hegel. Hegel is emphatically
the philosophical hierophant of Pallogism for modern times.
His system represents the most complete working-out of the
principle of Pallogism in philosophy which the world has seen.
The extreme Pallogism of the Hegelian position was met,
even during Hegel’s lifetime, by a counterblast from one who,
like himself, belonged to the main stem of the Modern Idealism
that dates from Kant—namely, Schopenhauer. The protagonist
of modern Pessimism, whatever else he did, postulated an
alogical principle—impulse or will—as the prius of conscious-
ness, and therewith of the reality that is its product. For
Schopenhauer, and metaphysicians influenced by him, the
alogical is the presupposition of all things, and the logical
merely the post-supposition. Herbart also from another point
of view undoubtedly represents a reaction against the pallogistic
formalism of the Hegelian system. It is to Hegel therefore,
and to those followers of Hegel who, like the late Thomas Hill
Green, are inclined to accentuate rather than otherwise this
side of his system, that criticism is more especially directed
in discussing Pallogism. With Hegel, taking him in his most
uniform and comsistent attitude, reality is simply thought-
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process, the timeless evolution of the concept. Hence it is for
him merely an eternally evolving system of logic or synthesis
of thought-relations. The antithesis of form and matter is
unessential. Inthe last resort, matter is absorbed and abolished
in form. The primal elements of consciousness, the subject
constituting the possibility of knowing and that self-negation
or feltness which is the root-principle of the object as such, are
alike for Hegel mere momenta or incomplete terms in the one
process of the ‘‘thinking of thought.” They are treated as
Ansichseyn, Firsichseyn, and Anundfiirsichseyn (In-itselfness,
For-itselfness, and In-and-for-itselfness), which are, with Hegel,
the triple momenta at the basis of all reality.!

The logical in its highest form as ‘‘ Idee,” the eternally
complete system of thought-determinations, is, in the Hegelian
philosophy, the Alpha and Omega of all things. There is no
subject of thought proper, but the mere thought-activity with
Hegel hypostatised as ‘‘ Idee’’ creates what we call the Subject.
Subject is its self-determination, just as Object is its self-
determination, no more and no less. Hence the Hegelian
concept or ““ Idee”’ has been compared to a bridge without ends.
It is a system of relations i»n vacuo without a that or a what,
which is related. We observe throughout in Hegel a dread of
the thing-in-itself—the thing-in-itself being the absurd guise
in which the alogical elements in the general synthesis of
consciousness had appeared in earlier philosophies, especially
in Kant. Hegel evidently suffered from noumenophobia.
Hence his Pallogism is more uncompromising and thorough-
going than that of other thinkers. Now, the notion of the
thing-in-itself, if by this be meant a reality or object existing
onteide all possible consciousness, is a manifest contradiction
in terms. But though there may be no thing-in-itself, there is

14 Ansichseyn’’ represents in Hegel’s system the immediacy of the ““I”
asfeeling ; ‘ Fursichseyn *’ represents the self-negation of the ““ I’ as feltness ;
““ Anundfirsichseyn’’ represents the completed experience or reality as
mediatised by thought, the reciprocal relation of the alogical antitheses. This
terminology is of use even for those who do not accept the Hegelian Pallogism.
The middle term, the ‘‘ Fiirsichseyn,” is the moment of separation and an-
tithesis, or of isolation. This isolation is abolished in the third term and the
unity re-affirmed, no longer embryonic as in the first term, but fully-fledged
and developed—a unity in difference.
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undoubtedly an in-itselfness in the thing—that is, in reality—
and not merely as a passing phase, but an ineradicable n-
itselfness that 1is never abolished by for-itselfness. This
stubborn truth at times gives Hegel trouble, and forces him to
strange devices of language in order to save the situation for
his pallogistic thesis. But in spite of the colossal ingenuity
displayed in the attempt to evolve reality out of thought-
forms alone, the suspicion that, after all, we are wandering
through what Hegel himself calls a ‘“world of shadows,”
pursues us as we follow his exposition. The philosophic need,
on the other hand, demands an adequate formulation in re-
flective thought, of reality as such, and not merely of its
relational forms. On this rock of Pallogism his system there-
fore made shipwreck. The conviction that out of thought alone
thing can never be deduced, that all thought-determinations
are determinations of a somewhat, which somewhat, though
not distinct from consciousness, is nevertheless distin-
guishable from the thought-element in consciousness, and that
not merely in degree but in kind—this is a conviction against
which Pallogism dashes itself in vain, and which in the long
run it hopelessly endeavours to circumvent by the devices of
exposition. If words have any meaning, conceptivity does not
constitute in itself the whole synthesis of experience.

The gist of the standpoint of Modern Idealism dating from
Kant is undoubtedly the explicit recognition of the truth that
all existence must mean knowableness or knownness, or that
the universe exists only as experience. And if, as I have
heard certain Hegelian friends contend, this is all that is meant
by Hegel’s ““ Begriff” or ‘‘ Idee,” the criticism resolves itself
into one of terminology ; but the consequences of the pallogistic
abstractness of the Hegelian main position are abundantly
evidenced in the working out of the system. Any formulation
that makes Thought the Alpha and Omega of all things issues
in a stasis. In its final result it inevitably takes the form of
a complete and perfect divine mind composed of pure concepts,
from which is eliminated all the material element in reality,
all that is alogical, all feeling, all particularity, all contingency,
all impulse or will as such—in a word, the whole of the dynami-
cal factor in experience. Now, it ought to be at once evident
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to the practised thinker that this reduction of all things to
pure logical determination, to a consciousness that is nothing
but one vast self-sufficient system of thought-forms, to a
consciousness, to put the matter in another way, that is pure
actuality, in which consciousness the shadow of the potential
is not, means bidding farewell to the real altogether. For all
concreteness, all reality, as such, discloses itself on analysis
as presupposing the alogical elements above referred to, and
presupposing them not as mere vanishing phases of the logical,
but as permanent and mecessary elements of every real syn-
thesis, without which elements the reality vanishes, leaving
behind an abstraction as its caput mortuum.

It is impossible even to conceive of any real synthesis from
which elements that are through and through alogical are
excluded. An absolute thought, if it mean anything at all,
must mean a disembodied relation without a that¢ which is
related, and no system of such disembodied relations can even
represent reality for reflection, let alone give us reality. What
gives us reality is certain primary alogical elements, of which
the logical category, under which they are apperceived, is the
mere relational form, and which are hence presupposed by this
form as its condition. The postulate of all thought is the
feltness of an ‘“ego’” or subject, which becomes realised as
experience through this very feltness, which is its own negation
(the *“ Anstoss”” of Fichte). This subject of knowledge, which
is the primary postulate of all consciousness, may be conceived,
as with Fichte, as the eternal possibility of knowing, or, with
Schopenhauer and to some extent with Schelling, as the
infinite nisus or impulse towards an end, into the attainment
of which conscious experience enters. Hegel thought that he
was making an advance on Fichte and Schelling (of Schopen-
hauer he was probably unaware) in eliminating the material
element in the system of experience in favour of the hypostatisa-
tion of the formal element. In doing this, he claimed to be
getting rid of the last relic of the old Kantian thing-in-itself.
What he really did get rid of was, as already said, the material
side of experience, thereby taking leave of reality altogether
and entrenching himself in a castle of abstractions. Get rid
of the alogical elements entirely he could not, and therefore
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he had to fit them into his system and serve them up for re-
flective thought under the guise of categories, while ignoring
their real nature in doing so. Now this may be a juggle, but
it is a juggle that is very plausible, as we shall see later on,
and it has undoubtedly imposed upon many thinkers of eminence
and acuteness. In the modern English Hegelian school, for
example, this point is particularly noticeable.

The way in which the juggle accomplishes itself is, we submit,
as follows :—Philosophy as metaphysic is the formulation in the
terms of reflective consciousness of the conditions involved
in the constitution of our primary apperceptive conscious-
ness (consciousness-in-general). Now, reflective consciousness
always operates through abstract thought-forms—that is,
through thought-forms not as constituting an element of a real
apperceptive synthesis, but as reproduced in the mind, crystal-
lised as abstract mental notions. Even within the realm of the
Logical itself—¢.g. in thinking of any objective relation or law—
it necessarily takes on the form and colour of such an abstract
mental notion. It is not the same thing as it was as constituting
part of the object-world, but is translated by reflection into its
own psychological terms.

It is clear, therefore, that the material element, the alogical,
the element of blind feltness or sensation, by the very fact that
it is the antithesis of thought, cannot appear in the reflective
consciousness (which is nothing if not logical) save as repre-
sented by a mental concept as its sign. Hence it seems un-
impeachable to treat the alogical groundwork of experience
as an attenuated concept. (“ Being,” itself, in this way,
becomes merely the poorest and most barren of categories.)
And this is done by the Hegelians in the case of all such alogical
elements as *“ being,” sense-quality, etc.

‘“ Being "’ means simply the possibility of knowing and known-
ness as opposed to their actuality, in the last resort the subject
as opposed to the object. In this sense it is identical with the
bare subject of knowledge and with its ultimate opposition
within itself, Fichte’s ‘“ Anstoss,”’ or, as we have termed it here,
primary feltness, which represents the elementary form of the
object as opposed to the subject. (See discussion in Chapter
ITI.) Now these elements, presupposed in every apperceptive
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synthesis, are certainly alogical. They may be distinguished
by reflective thought as components, nay, the very groundwork
of reality, but they cannot be expressed by the former save,
as above said, in the unsatisfactory guise of a mental notion
with a very poor content. The same applies to the attempt to
translate the alogical element of sense-quality into the forms
of reflective thought. Here logicians and psychologists have
recognised an anomaly, and endeavoured to explain it away.
The outcome of the apparent reduction of alogical elements
to the logical notion may be termed pseudo-concepts as opposed
to true logical forms. One of the tests of the alogical, it may
be here remarked, is that it always involves infinity as opposed
to the logical, which is always definite. (Cf. Chapter III. on
‘““ The Alogical and the Logical.”)

It may be here not out of place to discuss briefly the attempts
that have been made to eliminate the notion of the primary
Subject or pure ‘“ ego”’ from philosophy. If there is anything
in the present day that acts as a red rag to the metaphysical
critic, it is to talk about the “ ego.”” He bristles up at the bare
mention of the word. The metaphysical or epistemological
‘“ego’’ is a windmill against which he tilts at once. He will
tell you how the idea of an ultimate ““ ego,” or ground of know-
ing, is merely based on the grammatical necessity for every
predicate to have a subject. Perceptions, therefore, are taken
to involve a perceiver, consciousness to involve a something
that is conscious, and so on ; in other words, it is assumed that
this metaphysical postulate is based upon a mere necessity of
grammar. In talking thus it never enters into the critic’s
calculation that he may be putting the cart before the horse,
and that this admittedly deep-lying grammatical principle may
be itself derivative from a still deeper lying metaphysical
principle—that the grammatical requirement that every
predicate shall have a subject does not hang i vacuo, but may
itself be the reflection of a fundamental postulate presupposed
in all consciousness, and a fortiors in all thought, alike whether
expressing itself in grammar, in the terms of ordinary logic,
or otherwise.

Then again, confusing between the metaphysical and the
psychological use of the word ‘“ ego,” the critic will assure you
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that the notion of an ““ego” altogether is traceable to the
ensemble of organic sensation, a fact which probably does play
a part in the notion of the empirical self. (Cf. Chapter IV.
on ‘“The Individual Consciousness.””) There are indeed a
dozen different ways in which the smart critic will prove to you
that the notion of a pure “ego ” is illegitimate, and show you
how the fallacy involved therein arises. But if you examine
his arguments you will find that they take for granted through-
out the very assumption it is their business to controvert. The
pure ‘“ ego ”’ has been sometimes described (e.g. Professor Ward,
Ency. Brit.,, ninth edition, article ‘ Psychology ) as ‘“an
imaginary subject ” behind the psychological ““ ego.” This,
I take it, is also inaccurate. The ‘ pure subject ” is not an
imaginary subject in any ordinary sense of the word
‘“imaginary.” It is the ultimate postulate of all thought and
action whatever. In a word, it is the supreme postulate
involved in the ultimate coherence or self-consistency of
consciousness itself. You may disprove its legitimacy in
showing its want of justification by a formal process of ratiocina-
tion, but rid yourself of implying it you cannot. We may call
this ultimate postulate by whatever term we please. We may
speak of it as a ‘ somewhat,” an ‘“it,” if we will, as that which
feels and thinks in us. But there is no gain in this. Whatever
we may say, what we mean is always an ‘‘ I,”” which is the basis
of feeling and thinking. Schopenhauer, in terming the pure
Subject ““ will ” or ““ will to live,” was in a sense justified, and
what is substantially his position we find recently adopted by
various writers as the latest word on the philosophic problem.
(Cf. F. C. S. Schiller, William James, passim ; also Hugo Mun-
sterberg in “ Psychology and Life,” etc.) When we hear the
determinations of consciousness (which we term in their assumed
totality the object-world) described as aw fond * practical
postulates,” when we read of the will as being the real subject,
and of object as being act of will, we see plainly that we are
following on the lines of the Welt als Wille, and even on those
of the Fichtean philosophy in its later form. As above said,
whether we use the term ““ will ” for the pure subject as such,
or reserve this term for its primary function, what we mean
is the same. It is the primordial apperceiving principle that is
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meant, as opposed to the thought-forms in which its funda-
mental opposition within itself, the object, becomes realised.
It is emphatically the alogical and the potential, which the
logical and the actual presuppose, in the composition of the
real world.

Those who endeavour to lay before the uninitiated the
general principle of philosophic Idealism, that consciousness
embraces all things, are usually confronted with some such
popular observations as the following :—** Consciousness is an
attribute of living beings, and is only an incident in the reality
of things. A blow on the head will make me unconscious, but
the world goes on just the same.” If the interlocutor is a
modern up-to-date physiologist, he will, of course, point out the
obvious truism that consciousness, as the attribute of living
beings, is indissolubly bound up with the brain and nervous
system, and herc, confounding the physiological and psycho-
logical standpoints, will probably describe consciousness as a
function of the brain. He will duly expound how the lobes of
the brain ‘‘ think ’—he means, of course, ‘‘ cerebrate ’—and
give us the benefit of sundry other established commonplaces
of modern science, which, in themselves, no one worth con-
sidering calls in question in the present day, whatever exception
may sometimes be taken to the phraseology in which they are
stated, or to the metaphysical inferences fastened upon them.
The non-philosophical man, whether common-sensible or
scientific, cannot understand that philosophic Idealism does
not in the least impugn the premises of scientific Materialism,
so long as the latter keeps within the four corners of its own
problem and does not make poaching excursions into the
domains of metaphysic, theory of knowledge, or psychology,
attempting to translate its own abstract point of view, its own
solution of its own problem, into a solution of the wider problem
with which philosophy deals. The representative of the
philosophic point of view, after hearing his scientific or common-
sense friend’s exposition with due respect, might put to him
the following :—*“ What, then, are brain lobes, nervous systems,
animal organisms themselves, other than modifications of
physical substance, and what is physical substance but resistant
extension, and what does resistant extension mean save a



MODERN IDEALISM 65

modification of perception—in other words, the content of
consciousness, possible or actual ? ” The friend may be posed
for a moment, but he will probably remain unconvinced that
there is anything fundamentally wrong in his initial attitude,
which consists in a confusion between consciousness-in-general,
the wltima ratio of philosophy, and consciousness viewed as a
particular fact—that is, abstracted and isolated as a concomitant
of certain physiological conditions and functions of living
beings.

Even the psychological view is, properly speaking, abstract.
Our own mind is regarded from the standpoint of psychology
as object among other objects of a certain class or kind, not as
Subject in the true sense of the word. Abstraction is made
even in psychology from the conditions of consciousness-in-
general, and the mind is treated as an independent somewhat
or thing. It is torn up from its roots, as a particular deter-
mination or content of the potentiality of all consciousness per se,
and is held in solution as a more or less isolated fact.

We have already dealt in the course of the present chapter
with the priority of elements constituting this ‘ permanent
possibility of consciousness”’ (to adapt Mill’s phrase). This
question is the chief point with those thinkers who take their
stand on the only tenable philosophical position, according to
which the object-world is nothing other than the content of
a possible consciousness, of which position the development
of philosophy in Germany, from Kant to Hegel, is typical.
Kant attempted to place these elements side by side. With
Fichte it was from the outset uncertain whether the ‘“ ego,”
which was his fundamental postulate, was conceived as the
pure form of thought or as will, that is, as alogical impulse,
though in the later period of his system the latter view seems to
predominate. With Schelling this position becomes further
accentuated, and by Schopenhauer it is definitely made the
corner-stone of his philosophical construction. Hegel, on the con-
trary, is the consistent apostle of the thought-form or the logical.
Reality is for him nothing but the system of all possible
thought-forms, of all logical relations. These various posi-
tions we find cropping up at the present day, both in Great
Britain and on the Continent. But we may note the fact that,

E
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whatever view be adopted on this point, most prominent thinkers
who handle the ultimate metaphysical problem at all, are practic-
ally at one in occupying the standing-ground that, let the nearer
definition be what it may, the Absolute is at least identical
with consciousness as such rather than with any given content
of Consciousness.



CHAPTER 1III
THE ALOGICAL AND THE LOGICAL AS ULTIMATE ELEMENTS

We have seen in the preceding chapters that the most compre-
hensive view from which the world can be regarded is that of
a system of modifications of consciousness possible and actual.
This point of view will be familiar to everyone in the least
acquainted with the literature of modern philosophic Idealism.
Here we have the philosophical standpoint par excellence.
It is different, as we have pointed out, alike from the common-
scnse apprehension, and from the scientific comprehension,
of the world, and cannot be reduced to any terms wider than
itself. The position occupied by philosophic thought in its
strict sense is therefore ultimate, since, while all reality can be
formulated in its terms, these terms cannot in the last resort
be brought under any higher principle of explanation than
themselves. The task of philosophy in its technical application
(Theory of Knowledge and Metaphysic) is the analysis of the
conditions at the foundation of the conscious synthesis, for
the latter is the framework of the system of our experience—
namely, of those modifications of consciousness that all others
presuppose, and hence that form the warp and woof of the
world of our knowledge and a fortiori of its translation into the
abstract terms of reflective thought. Now, we have found that
conscious experience implies in the last resort (1) a potentiality
of knowing, which we call subject ; (2) a potentiality of known-
ness, which we call object; and (3) a determinate relation
involving at once the distinction of the one from the other,
and the identification of the one i the other. Here we have
the elementary synthesis discernible in all immediate appre-
hension or thismess. The object, we can see, is ultimately no
more than the subject’s own modification, while, similarly, the
subject is no more than an abstraction apart from its modifica-
tion in the object. In this relation of reciprocal distinction

67
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and identification we have the primary germ of the logical,
or of the form of experience in contradistinction to the two
previous terms implied therein (its matter), which are therefore
non-logical (alogical). The subject as alogical is practically
identifiable with what in Theory of Knowledge and Psychology
appears as feeling and will.?

Hence in analysing the above ultimate elements or aspects of
consciousness, which, as we have already remarked (pp. 51-52),
reappear in a disguised form: on every plane of experience,
however complex its conditions may be, we have come upon
a salient distinction that interpenetrates the whole of reality.
This distinction, which has already been forestalled in the
previous chapter, I have expressed by the words the “ alogical ”’
and the ““logical ’ elements in experience. The antithesis in
question coincides in the main, although not entirely, with the
Aristotelian antitheses of matter and form, and of potentiality
and actuality. Alike in the elements of consciousness and in
the content of consciousness, be that however far removed in
point of complexity from those elements, we can trace this
salient antithesis or its derivatives. The history of philosophy
in its more vital bearings, as we have seen, mainly hinges upon
this antithesis and upon the relative importance assigned to
its terms respectively. From Plato downwards the tendency
has been to hypostatise the logical at the expense of the alogical.
We have criticised this doctrine chiefly with reference to its
most thorough-going and consistent expression—namely, in the
Hegelian philosophy, that “ ballet of bloodless categories,” as
Mr Bradley has called it.

It may be well here, before entering upon any more detailed
discussion of the subject, to enumerate the principal modes in
which the aforesaid antithesis manifests itself. Quoad the
elements of consciousness, we find will and sensation or feeling,
as the alogical in antithesis to the thought-fori as the logical.
Quoad the content of common-sense consciousness we have
the same opposition in the shape of the becoming of that which

11 am far from regarding the opposition of sensation or feeling to will as
ultimate, any more than that of its correlate object to subject. It seems
to me that feeling might admissibly be defined as static will, and will as
dynamic feeling.



THE ALOGICAL AND THE LOGICAL 69

is not, and of a completed reality as given. The primary
antithesis of sensation to thought becomes the starting-point
of certain leading antitheses in the concrete world that we may
term modes of the primary antithesis of the ALOGICAL AND
LogicaL. The chief of these may be cnumerated as the an-
titheses of particular and universal, being and appearance (pheno-
menon), infinite and finite. and chance and law. In addition to
these leading antitheses there are any number of subordinatc
ones, which are also in the last resort resolvable into the funda-
mental antithesis of alogical and logical. To take twoinstances
only, and those from psychology, there is the antithesis of
instinct and reason, or again of action from blind passion, and
from an intelligent recognition of means and end.

The antithesis of particular and universal lies .at the root of
all experience whatsoever, of all definite apperception of reality.
From Plato to Kant the blind “ sense-manifold” has been
rcpeatedly opposed to the intelligible principle; in Plato to
the idea, in Kant to the constitutive category. Recently
(¢f. Professor Ward, article * Psychology,” Ency. Brit., ninth
edition, and elsewhere) exception has been taken to regarding
the matter of sense as a discrete manifold at all-—in other words,
to introducing the notion of number, in favour of regarding it
as an indefinite continuum. This latter view, however, will
not alter the fact that the first modification of this sense-
continuum, by its reduction under temporal and spacial relations,
is in the direction of changing the indefinite unity of the con-
tinuum into a numerical infinity. It is, indeed, as such that
it is immediately distinguishable, in the synthesis of conscious-
ness, from the system of categories under which it is apperceived,
and hence which give it its reality. Every apperceptive unity,
every thought-form or logical universal, presupposes an infinite
number of particulars as potentially coming under it. Hence
although in the last resort the matter of sense may perhaps
be properly postulated as a continuum, yet for the purpose
of a working theory of knowledge it seems to me that we
cannot avoid treating it from the old point of view as a sense-
manifold. It is this sense-manifold in space and time that
gives us the particular and individual as opposed to the universal
—the first being the matter, the second the form, of reality.
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This sense-manifold supplies the particular element in experi-
ence, and the particular itself, as thus given, has two modes,
an extenstve and an infensive, or, as they might otherwise be
expressed, a quantitative and a qualitative. As extensive,
particularity is given as numerical infinity ; as snfensive, as a
finite unity—as immediacy or thisness.

In speaking, or even thinking, of particularity and its modes,
as in all other cases of the alogical, we are of course compelled
to regard it under the form of the concept. As thought of in
reflection, it necessarily takes on the form of thought. But
this must not blind us to the fact that in its * first intention,”
to use the scholastic phrase, as a basal element of reality itself,
it is essentially antithetic to the thought-form.

Infinite numerical repetition in space and time, and a
correlative finite unity in immediate apprehension or thisness,
are, then, the hall-marks of the alogical particular, as opposed
to the logical universal. The universal, on the other hand,
as distinguished therefrom, is always a unity without a Zhisness.
It is never immediate, but always mediate—in other words, a
formal unity, as such, independent of time (‘““ time apart ™).

The logical universal has three forms, the class-name, the
abstract quality, and the relation pure and simple. Let us
take them in order. The universal in its first form may
descend from the most rarefied regions of abstraction in a
succession of gradations towards the concrete. But however
low it descends, it always remains universal-—that is, a thought-
unity without a sense-thisness, and hence per se can never touch
the concrete. This we have already pointed out in passing, in
the last chapter. It remains eternally an abstraction. The
universal terms ‘“dog’” and ‘ ciicket-ball” are, strictly
speaking, no nearer to the concrete thing with its particularity
—to wit, its potentially infinite numerical repetition and its
actual thisness—than is *“ pure being ”’ or ““ object ” (in general),
as universal terms. Both alike are abstract notions. With the
other form of the universal, abstract quality, the antithesis
to the particular is of itself sufficiently obvious. A quality
(attribute, property, adjective, etc.) apart from an object into
which it enters can plainly never be anything else than a pure
abstraction. That the class-name universals ““ dog,” *‘ horse,”
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“tree,” in so far as they have no thismess, are no less abstrac-
tions, is, as just said, equally true, though not quite so obvious
at first sight. Finally, the relation-universal is the basis of
the concept-forms, which are pre-eminently termed categories
—namely, those concept-forms that enter into the construction
of experience itself, the Kantian categories of the “ Trans-
cendental Analytic” or the leading categories of the Hegelian
Logic, etc. Of these the principal are, substance (unity of
qualities), cause, reciprocal action. It is, however, unnecessary
to say anything more here concerning this leading department
of the logical, except to point out that we call this the relational
form pure and simple, inasmuch as it has no content save that
of the relation itself, whereas the class-name and the (adjectival)
quality respectively, have a content other than mere relation—
namely, the indefinite sense-reference.

It was Kant who pointed out that primarily time and
secondarily space were the connecting links between the
thought-universal and the sense-particular. In the loose
language of popular philosophy, space and time are often
referred to as, according to Kant, ““forms of thought.” This
only illustratcs the confusion of the popular mind on philo-
sophical questions. If there is one thing Kant made clear,
it is that space and time are not forms of thought, but forms of
sense. Hence, formal as they are, they are thiough and through
alogical, and thus have no direct affinity with the categories or
true forms of thought, which are through and through logical.
On the basis of the principle of space and time being forms of
sense-perception, Kant showed that number or infinite repeti-
tion, temporal or spacial, as the quantitative mode of the par-
ticular, is that which mediates between the concept-form and
the particular instance in its immediate or qualitative mood
as thisness.! The category realises itself in a possible infinitude
of particulars in time and space. Particularity and individua-
tion has always been regarded by thinkers, from Plato and
Aristotle through the schoolmen down to Kant, as pre-
eminently the potential factor or matter, which the concept
informs. For Plato it was the non-existent element of sense ;

1Plato seems to have had an adumbration of this when he speaks of
‘ number '’ as coming between the world of sense and the world of ideas.
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it was the blurring or confusion of the Logical (the Platonic
Idea). What we find, however, on analysis of the conditions
of experience is, that this alogical element of particularity is as
essential a principle in the completed synthesis as the universal
itself in all its forms. (This is a point which the modern
Platonists, the orthodox Hegelians, overlook.) But, on the
other hand, it is no less true that the particular, the element
over and above the universalising thought-form, has just as
little meaning apart from this thought-form as the thought-
form has apart from it. (This is what the Associational school
overlook.) The contention of the Associational Empiricist,
therefore, that the many alone can be said to exist, and that the
unifying one¢ that is discoverable therein is no more than a
psychological abstraction, is just as invalid as the Platonic
universalia ante rem, according to which the universal or con-
ceptual element has an independent existence apart from the
manifold of particular instances in which it is realised. The
elements of sense-manyness and conceptual one-ness respectively
are equally unreal apart from their synthetic union. Neither
is per se more or less unreal than the other.

The two modes of particularity are correlative. The qualita-
tive thisness (or simple immediacy) is unstable, and this in-
stability is corrected by the possibility of repetition ad infinitum
in time. The two modes may also be viewed respectively as
potential and actual. The infinite repetition of the sense-world
is, of course, purely potential ; the thisness, on the contrary,
may be defined as pure actuality. Now and here themselves
indeed are in the last resort simple abstract forms of thzsness.
Kant obviously meant as much when he spoke of them as forms
of sensibility as opposed to the pure intelligibility of the concept-
form. Thisness, as such, the immediate conscious moment,
always appears in reflection as the centre of infinite time. We
speak of the *“ flow of time,” but how is that flow to be regarded,
as from past to future, or from future to past? Ought we
to conceive of time as carrying us ahead along with it, or as
meeting us and going by us? The time-content, as sub-
ordinated to the category of cause and effect, must undoubtedly
be considered as moving from the past to the future, from that
which has happened to that which shall happen; but, from
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another point of view, we are also compelled to regard the future
as approaching us. Language itself indicates this. We speak
of a time that is coming, and of a time past and gone. There
would, therefore, seem to be a double flow of time and its
content. Viewed under the category of causation, time and its
content undoubtedly flow from past to future; but, looked at
in another way, we are as undoubtedly meeting time and its
content. The actual moment of consciousness, whence its
content derives the thisness, is the contact between these two
flows ; it may be called literally a metaphysical point. Every
given moment presupposes a past moment. Past time and
future time, alike non-existent—mnon-actual—in themselves,
are the essential elements of the actual moment. Past time
and future time are alike, in a sense, potential. The now,
the actual moment of consciousness, which is nothing but at
once the point of contact and of separation between them, and
which hence appears always as at the middle of time, alone
represents the actual. The content of past time we describe
as real, notwithstanding that it is not realised, or even realis-
able, in any empirical consciousness. We say that Casar’s
crossing of the Rubicon is a 7eal fact of history ; yet this event,
by the conditions of time, can never become actualised—can
never acquire a thisness—for any intelligence. Similarly the
events that happened to us yesterday we say are real by the
same conditions of time, although they also cannot as events
enter into any actual moment of consciousness. But there is an
important distinction between the two cases. The events of
yesterday, though no more actualisable than Casar’s crossing
of the Rubicon, are nevertheless contained within the limits of
a present individual memory-synthesis, whereas Caesar’s exploits
are not. Now the question arises: Is the attribute real
which involves, in the former case, inclusion within the limits
of a memory-synthesis, having its point d’appus in the present
moment of immediacy or thisness, also applied in the latter case
and for the same reason? If so, it may possibly have some
corroborative bearing upon the speculation we shall have
occasion to discuss later on. (See Chapter IV.)

So much for the past as time-mode, but what of the future
as time-mode? The reaching forward towards the future
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is as much an element in the actuality of the present moment
in its thismess as the reaching backward towards the past.
(r) There is no actual, there is no cognisable, now of conscious-
ness, the content of which is not ultimately analysable into
a series. An indivisible metaphysical point of filled time is,
strictly speaking, inconceivable. (2) But, paradox as it may
seem, one clement in this composite now is already future.
The element of mere outlooking, of pure actuality or thisness, is
future, guoad the content that it grips in its outlook. In this
sense we may say that the past is only known by the future,
the synthesis of the two constituting the present moment, the
mimimum cognisabile or metaphysical point of concrete con-
sciousness. The future, therefore, though not itself real, is
nevertheless as much a constitutive moment of actual con-
sciousness as the past. Further, viewing the potential content
of the future under the category of causation, it is seen to be
really implicit in the content of the past. The actual moment
above referred to of the union in synthesis of the two elements,
the immediate past and the immediate future, may be com-
pared to an eddy produced by two tides at their confluence.!
The antithesis of being and appearance is an extremely
important one, especially for speculative thought. I must
premise that now and always I use the word “ being,” not as
synonymous with reality, but exclusively as referring to the that
in the object in contradistinction to the what. The that, or,
as I term it, the being, is purely alogical; while the what,
which coincides with the appearance, always involves a rclation,
even if only in so far as it implies the relation of distinction, as
in the case of bare quality. Reality, again, is constituted
exclusively by the synthesis of these two elements—(1) the
being, the that, of the object, and (2) the what, its essence,
manifestation, or appearance. These two elements can be dis-
tinguished in reflection, but neither of them per seis concrete—
that is, can become object ; in their synthesis alone is reality
! There is a somewhat logomachous sense, it may be observed, in which
time, as the source of flowing, cannot be described as itself fluent; just as
motion cannot be spoken of as itself moving. But in each case this is, I need
scarcely say, a mere verbal quibble. Time means the form of change or flow

in the principle of fhisness, just as motion means the form of change of an
extended body in space.
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given. In the same way I distinguish between “ being "’ and
‘“existence.” Existence is synonymous with reality, with
Being plus Appearance, with “that” plus “ what.” Appear-
ance without Being is not real or existent, but neither is Being
without Appearance real or existent.

Now, what do we mean when we use the verb-substantive ?
What do we mean when we say that something 7s? We mean
more, I take it, than that it exists as mere object, even as
object for all consciousness. When we say that a thing s,
when we affirm besng of it, I think we impute to it implicitly
the primary and fundamental element of all conscious experience
—namely, subjectivity, or that which we can only otherwise
define in words as the potentiality of feeling, willing, and
thinking. This principle of subjectivity (ego) we postulate
immediately as the that which is manifested in the pheno-
menon that “ appears” as a modification of our perceptive
consciousness. It is this alogical element that we postulate as
the groundwork of the appearance with its logical categories
and implications. In this way the subject is translated over
into the object, and serves as the basis of the latter’s reality.
The object is, in an undefined way, assumed to involve the
principle of subjectivity within itself, in addition to its objective
sense-qualities and logical categories.

This has its bearing on the latest formulation of the Material-
ism of modern science, which in definite terms attributes ““ a
subjective side "’ to all physical substance from the hypothetical
atom to the living animal organism. It is common to speak
of inorganic physical substance as ‘“ blind unconscious matter.”
This is, no doubt, all right so far as it goes, but it is apt to be
forgotten that the unconscious is not the extra-conscious ;
unconsciousness is not outside the realm of subjectivity or of
possible consciousness. For example, we speak with perfect
correctness of a stone as unconscious; yet, in so far as we
postulate ‘“ being ”’ of a stone, we are postulating, as I contend,
a possibility of consciousness in the stone—in a word, the stone
is for us um-conscious, but not extra-conscious. An abstraction
alone is extra-conscious in this sense—to wit, that while it of
course enters, as an element, into the object or content of con-
sciousness—otherwise it would be nothing at all—yet it contains
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no principle of subjectivity within itself. Being, or sub-
jectivity, cannot be postulated of it. We should not say of an
isosceles triangle, of the colour green, or of the virtue magna-
nimity, that it was unconscious, as we should of the stone, for
the simple reason that we recognise these abstract notions
immediately as in themselves, not, like the stone, unconscious,
but extra-conscious, in the sense that they cannot possibly
contain within themselves the principle of subjectivity or of
potential consciousness. They are simply abstractions (at
most, elements of objectivity) within an actual consciousness,
deriving their sole validity therefrom. No special reality, no
physical object, on the other hand, can be thought of as extra-
conscious—namely, as outside the realm of subjectivity or
possible consciousness, though it may very well be conceived
of as unconscious—that is, as not actually conscious.

In the thought and language of common-sense, no less than
in that of philosophical speculation, the being of a thing will
be found on examination to mean the alogical side imputed to
it, the potential element in its constitution, in contradistinction
10 the logical determinations accruing to it as actualised pheno-
menon. For example, a delirious patient in the waid of a
hospital sees a skeleton looking over the shoulder of the doctor
who is at the foot of the bed. Now, both the doctor and the
chair on which he is sitting are said to be 7eal in the sense that
“being "’ is imputed to them, while the skeleton is called an
illusion, since ‘ being ”’ is denied of it. The distinction here
does not lie in the actualised appearance, the phenomenon, for
qua phenomena the doctor, his chair, the bed-post, and the
skeleton may be equally good. It lies in the alogical, the
potential, element, which is assumed as at the basis of the one,
while it is absent in the other. This element it is which,
involving, as it does, an infinity of implications, is meant when
the object thought is said to be real. When we speak of the

1Tt is curious to notice, in connection with the above, that the limited and
naive language of primitive man scarcely contains the verb ““to be,” some
verb signifying ‘‘ to live *’ taking its place. Thus instead of saying, ‘‘ The axe
is in the hut,” the savage would say, ‘ Axe live in hut.” The so-called verb-
substantive is the outcome of a series of distinctions drawn by an instinctive
metaphysic. The whole theory of animism common to primitive man is
also in accordance with this view,
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“ being ”’ of a thing, we mean precisely that element in it which
is mot appearance. The appearance (phenomenon) is regarded
merely as the sign of the “ being ”; it is the former side to
which the infinite implications of all real objects in the world-
order are relegated as their ultimate source. Similarly, in the
word ““ reality,” used as in common parlance, in opposition to
‘““illusion,” we have the stress laid upon the being-element
in the synthesis which the word properly speaking connotes.
The reality of the object means that behind any and all its
actual appearances there is an inexhaustible continuum con-
stituting a reservoir of possible manifestations indicated by the
word ‘“being,” as postulated with regard to it. The anti-
thesis of noumenon and phenomenon as applied to the object
is based on the above distinction.

It is often said that the crucial difference between a reality
and an illusion consists in the fact that the former can be
assigned a definite place in the articulated system of things we
call the universe—that it fits into the causal and reciprocal
connection involved in consciousness-in-general—whereas to
the latter no such place can be assigned, since it does not fit
into the system of consciousness-in-general, but is the exclusive
product of the individual consciousness considered as particular.
There is, no doubt, a great deal of justice in this view ; but
while conceding all its due claims, I still cannot admit that the
assumption of an alogical basis, a being (in the sense in which
the word is here used), is any the less necessary to constitute
an appearance real as opposed to llusory. For a given per-
ception to be real as opposed to hallucinatory we postulate,
I should say, that it is not exhausted in the appearance, but
that there is an alogical remainder behind, and the fact of our
conceding to it this alogical remainder, or being, forces us to
separate it from our individual consciousness, and to regard
it as defined by the categories that determine the world for
all possible experience—that is, for consciousness-in-general.
Hence arises the independence of the object.

The antithesis of nfinite and finite is an important mode of
the cardinal antithesis with which this chapter deals—namely,
that between the Alogical and the Logical. Infinity, properly
speaking, accrues invariably to the alogical. I am aware that
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a distinction has been drawn between the true and the false
infinite, the latter term being applied to the infinite of the
‘““ sense-manifold.” On the other hand, from Plato down-
wards, the concept-form, the eternal idea, is supposed to stand
for the true infinite. The logical universal, however, is in its
very essence de-fining, considered as such. The infinity that
can be predicated of it falls, strictly speaking, to the limitless
repetition of instances that it covers—in other words, it falls
to its antithesis, the particular. The concept-form as such is
nothing if not a principle of limitation. On the other hand,
the subject as such—sensibility, will—has no such principle
of limitation. Hence the impossibility of finding an adequate
formula in the terms of reflective thought, whose medium is
the logical concept, for anything involving infinity. Thought-
activity, being in its very nature de-finitive, glances off the
element of sn-finity in every judgment it makes. No judgment,
that is to say, can express an infinite content. The element of
infinity in the content inevitably eludes it, just as does the ele-
ment of particularity, or the element of ““ being,” since they are
all of them modes of the alogical, and hence antithetical to the
judgment, which is nothing if not through and through logical.

But the objection may be taken here that the alogical in
general, no less than in its special modes, is a notion, that it
has a conceptual character, and that otherwise it could not be
spoken of. This point has been already dealt with, but it
may be well to recur to it here, in view of its apparent plausi-
bility. In order to enter into abstract thought at all, these
alogical elements must be indicable under the universal form of
thinking. This indicability under the concept-form, as notion,
does not mean that the alogical, in any of its modes, enters
per se into abstract thought. Herein lies the kernel of the
distinction between tiuth and reality; in its highest form,
between philosophy and life. Truth, at least in its scientific
or philosophic sense, is always abstract ; all its determinations
are, strictly speaking, concept-forms merely. When, however,
abstract thought attempts to indicate the alogical, per se, in
contradistinction to expressing relations between distinguishable
alogical elements, the result is a pseudo-concept or #otion, which
reveals its inadequacy as soon as we press it or seek to draw
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conclusions from it as though it were a true concept. We then
become involved in all sorts of antinomies, contradictions, and
unthinkabilities. We shall have an illustration of this directly,
when we come to discuss the antithesis of chance and law.
But it may further be objected : If the antithesis be so thorough-
going as is implied, how can the alogical element be even
indicated in the abstract thought of reflection? How can they
meet together at all, even to this extent ? The answer is that,
thorough-going as is the antithesis as such, both its sides find
their unity, their common ground, in consciousness as a syn-
thesis, and in the Subject, which is the root-principle of con-
sciousness. The Subject, primarily alogical though it be,
creates nevertheless in its self-differentiation as subject-object
that element of relativity necessary to all experience of which
the abstract thought of reflection is the highest expression.

We come now to perhaps the most popular mode of the
cardinal antithesis of alogical and logical—that in which it
most effectively strikes the ““ man in the street ’—i.e. the an-
tithesis between chance and law. It is a favourite saw of popular
Pallogism—one of the few occasions on which the philosophical
theory of Pallogism appears in popular thought—that there
is no such thing as chance in the world. Every happening in
time, it is alleged, is capable of reduction to law and to some
cause, so that an intelligence able to seize, in one eternal glance,
the entire universe at this moment could construct therefrom
the whole past and the whole future. Chance, it is said, is
only the name that we give to our imperfect knowledge. Now,
let us sec how far this is true and where it breaks down. It will
be observed that we have here to deal with the infinite par-
ticular and its modes. We are concerned with infinite time,
with infinite space, and with infinite collocations of matter-in-
motion—that is, with infinite collocations of the content of time
and space. As we have just seen, infinity is a mode of the
alogical. Infinity implies matter, not form; potentiality,
not actuality. Now, to start with the popular metaphor of an
‘““ eternal glance.” An eternal glance may mean one of two
things ; it may mean the apprehension of the content of an
infinite time and of an infinite space—namely, of the par-
ticular as infinite repetition—or it may mean an “ intelligible
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apperception ”’ that has nothing to do with time or its content.
Since, however, we are dealing with particular happenings in a
time-process, it is quite clear that it cannot be used in the latter
sense. It must mean, therefore, in connection with chance and
law, the immediate apprehension. as thismess, of an infinite
time-content. But an immediate and actual apprehension of
an infinite time-series is clearly self-contradictory. A limitless
time-content plainly requires limitless timc for its apprehension.
Even if recourse be had to the second sense in which the phrase
‘“eternal glance” may be used, not alone would this be, as
above shown, inapplicable to the problem under discussion,
but it would be no less inadmissible as hypothesis than the
one above referred to. Neither of them represents the possi-
bility of a real synthesis. In the former sense it is attempted
to ascribe reality to the alogical per se, while excluding the
logical. In the latter sense, the still greater absurdity, if
possible, is committed of attempting to ascribe reality to the
logical per se. In either case, we are hypostatising an abstrac-
tion, forgetting that the Real necessarily implies the synthesis
of both these cardinal elements of consciousness. The Real is
invariably and necessarily a synthesis of at least these two
elements within consciousness; it cannot be reduced to a
simpler expression.

As in the case of the alogical modes that we have already
considered, so here in that of chance, the alogical side of the
antithesis under consideration—as opposed to law, or the
logical side—the element of infinity indirectly enters. Quanti-
tative particularity implies unlimited repetition. ‘ Being”
implies infinity, in so far as it involves an infinite possibility
of relations. For instance, in the example given of reality and
illusion, of the too-too solid flesh and broadcloth of the doctor
(or the solid wood or brass of the bed-post), on the one hand,
and the airy nothingness of the alleged skeleton on the other,
we have said that of the one besng was predicated, as underlying
the appearance, and of the other being was denied.!” It was

1 The illusory character of the skeleton, we may remind the reader, would
in no wise be affected by its being seen by more than one person. For twenty
patients in the same ward to see the skeleton would not make it one whit
more real than if only a single patient saw it.
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this fact that the one set of appearances was assumed to have
its basis in ‘‘ being,”” while the other was assumed to have no
such basis, that justified us in characterising the one as real,
the other as illusory. But we shall see on closer examination
that this means, further, that the reality of the one set of
appearances, by virtue of the element of being (self-subsistence,
subjectivity) ascribed to it, yet again implies an infinity of
possible relations with the whole universe of appearances,
conceived similarly as grounded in ““ being.” In other words,
reality is taken to involve a connected system of relations
possible and actual (to wit, a universe), which are expressed in
reflection by certain determining categories. Here again we
have an expression of the opposition of the alogical and the
logical. In the present antithesis, that of chance and law, we
are chiefly concerned with the category expressing the con-
nection governing temporal and spacial change—that of cause-
and-effect. This represents the logical side of the antithesis,
or law, as we term it ; the other, the alogical side, or chance.
Chance may be defined as that elementin the reality of change—
that is, in the flowing synthesis of events—which is irreducible
to law or the causal category. Now, popular Pallogism adopts
the line that in the last resort there is in the real world no
alogical remainder left over, but that theinfinitude of particulars
must be assumed to be reducible to the logical category, the
law of cause. Here, as elsewhere, the fallacy of regarding the
logical as capable of emtirely absorbing the alogical, is best
brought home to the mind by pointing out that the element of
infinity in the alogicalwould alone preclude its comprehension,
as such, under the limitations of the concept-form. In every
real process, at whatever stage wc choose to take as our starting-
point, although there is much in it which is perfectly reducible
to law, yet there is always a remainder left over that cannot be
reduced to law, or the relation of cause and effect (in contra-
distinction to the subordinate one of mere antecedent and
consequent). Every matter of fact, every event or happening
in time, is conditioned as consequent, not alone by one infinite
series, but by an infinite number of such series of events, each
evént of which might have happened otherwise. Thus in
tracing back any event, we are confronted at every step with

F
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an infinite vista of converging rays of circumstances, without
the occurrence of any of which the particular event in question
would not have happened—or at least not in the precise way
in which it did happen. But each of these events is yet, in
its turn, similarly conditioned by infinite vistas of events
without which #¢ would not have happened, and so on.

It is difficult to render one’s meaning adequately clear by
illustration, since in the nature of the case one can always spin
out such an illustration indefinitely without exhausting it.
However, as an effort in this direction, let us suppose a certain
student, Julius Schmidt, performing on the fifteenth day of
July 1919, at 11 A.M., inthelaboratory of the Ziirich Polytechnic,
the familiar chemical experiment of combining oxygen and
hydrogen so as to produce water. The causal element is
apparent. The combination of the two gases—which have
been mixed in due proportion of volume (2 of hydrogento 1 of
oxygen) according to the chemical formula—that is, according
to law—determined by the electric spark, is the causc of the
water being produced. This is not, however, the whole event,
but an abstract element in the event. The event, as concrete,
as happening in the real world, embraces a great deal more
than this. When water is chemically produced in this world,
there is an agent, at a particular moment of time, and in a
given place, effecting the combination. Now, that this should
happen on the fifteenth day of July 1919, at 11 A.M., on the
particular spot of the earth’s surface named, cannot, I contend,
be treated as a pure case of causality. There is no chance in
the production of the water, once the conditions are given ;
but that the conditions should be so given is a matter utterly
irreducible to causation, attempt it which way we will, for
every condition was empirically contingent on another condition,
and so on to infinity. It is a case of (particular) antecedent
and consequent, but not of (universal) cause and effect. Each
condition might have been absent, or might have beenassociated
with totally different circumstances. That Julius Schmidt
was in the laboratory at the hour named was consequent on
the failure of a friend to keep an appointment with him on
the previous evening. This was contingent on the said friend
having met another friend whom he had not seen for a long time,
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and this again on something else, and so on to infinity. Had
the friend kept his appointment, Schmidt would have had such
an attack of *“ Kater”’ that he would not have been in the
laboratory at all. The fact that Julius Schmidt is in the
laboratory under any circumstances rests upon the fact of his
studying practical chemistry, which is again contingent upon
the circumstances that his father’s failure in business necessi-
tates his applying himself to something that holds out to him
an early prospect of remuneration, and to the further circum-
stance that, owing to his father’s personal influence with a firm
of colour-manufacturers, the desired field was afforded by
applied chemistry. The existence of the laboratory in Ziirich
was contingent upon the existence of the polytechnic school
and of a university, and that again upon other combinations
of historical circumstances. Once more, the existence of Julius
Schmidt himself is contingent upon the meeting of his father
and mother at an evening party many years before the date of
the experiment related, and upon their subsequent marriage.
It is unnecessary to go further. Although in each of these
events, taken absolutely and viewed as isolated, it is possible
to trace the category of cause, yet, when considered as concrete,
as a focusing of an infinite series of events proceeding from
‘“all quarters,” there is an element of contingency, of chance,
of alogicality in short—utterly irreducible to causality, but
which forms, nevertheless, a part of the very substance of the
event as real.

The point here insisted upon may easily be illustrated in a
morestriking manner if a case be supposed where a serious event,
an event of national or international importance, hinges directly
upon a trivial matter. For instance, imagine a journalist A.
in the act of walking down Fleet Street. Heis for two moments
obstructed by colliding with a shoe-black, and just fails, in
consequence, to catch a certain train at Ludgate Hill. In the
train next following, which he takes, he meets an editor B., who
asks him to write an article upon a question of foreign policy.
This particular article, from a casual paragraph in it, leads
to controversy on a certain Government measure, questions
are asked in the House of Commons, an agitation is started
in the country, leading finally to a change of Ministry. Now,
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directly owing to the change of Ministry, a European war,
which might otherwise have been avoided for an indefinite
time, is precipitated, and the affairs of the whole world are
affected thereby. How? Really by the shoe-black. The
breaking out of the war was contingent upon a particular
change of Government. This change hinged upon a certain
agitation arising out of a certain controversy ina certain journal,
and this controversy would not have been started but for the
meeting of A. and B. Finally, A. and B. would not have met,
we assume, but for the fact that a certain shoe-black obstructed
A. at a certain point of space at a certain moment of time.
Here we have indeed the category. The war, the change of
Ministry, the influence of A.’s article, all these are reducible to
general principles or laws, psychological, social, or historical,
but the actual happening, when, where, and how it did, is like
the production of the water in the Ziirich laboratory, on the
15th of July 1919, by Julius Schmidt, an element irreducible
to any general principle or law—in other words, is pure chance.

The alogical, in its media of space and time, is indeed being
continually used up and absorbed by the logical in its pro-
gressive categorisation; but the process not only can never
reach completion, but never makes any true approximation
towards doing so, any more than a dog, trying to catch up its
shadow, gets any nearer the mark he aims at. At every stage
of the process infinity remains confronting us. The logic of
causation can not only never overtake the infinity of chance,
but, in spite of the illusion of reflection, can never make any
real step towards doing so.

Viewed abstractly in reflection, time apart, we have only the
category before us; but, as an event immediately given in
time and space, we always have an element over and above
the mere category. The function of the logical is at once to
combine and to distinguish—in other words, to define the
alogical content of consciousness. Every concept is a defining,
every law a determining, of something previously undefined
and undetermined, or imperfectly defined and imperfectly
determined. The cclebrated tree of Porphyry is but a pro-
gressive reduction of the vague infinity of the content of
consciousness under progressively determinate concepts, or



THE ALOGICAL AND THE LOGICAL 85

** finitudes,” as we may term them. Similarly, every law of
nature and of mind is a reduction of the infinite potentiality
or mere agency (dvvamss), under certain determining forms.
It limits the infinite possibility of the agency per se in that it
says: ‘‘Thus shall the happening be, and not otherwise.”
The determining, law-giving, logical, is waging incessant war
upon the indeterminate, lawless alogical. It is this eternal
process that constitutes the ceaseless movement of existence
in space and time—"‘ das Schaffen am sausenden Webstuhl der
Zeit.” Hence this antithesis of chance and law is a very good
test-case of the capacity of Pallogism to establish its position.
On the face of things, in every event we can trace an element
reducible to law and an element not so reducible. But, on
the theory of Pallogism, which, as we have said, has in this
instance passed over into popular thought, the above is an
illusion : law is in truth all in all, and chance is swallowed up
inlaw. When we come to analyse any concrete event, however,
we invariably find it to contain an irresolvable chance-element,
which thought in vain endeavours to force into the mould
of the causal category. This irresolvable chance-element is
the infinite particularity of the happening, the infinite possi-
bility of its ¢hismess in space and time. Most assuredly no
concrete event is wholly made up of the chance-element any
more than it is of the law-element. There are certain events
that apparently show a preponderance of the latter and others
of the former, but every event is, in the last resort, an in-
dissoluble unity of both.

If we would consider the absurdity involved in the attempt
to force the infinite details of chance into the Spanish boots
of law, we have only to analyse the mathematical theory or
alleged law of probabilities. Put in its simple form, this theory
has two sides. It affirms (1) that in the tossing of coins, in
the throwing of unloaded ‘dice, or the turning of an accurate
roulette wheel, etc., the appearance of the opposed chances is,
over a long series, evenly balanced ; but also (2) that in every
separate case the probabilities of the appearance of each of the
respective chances is equal. Thus, at Monte Carlo, let- us say,
after a run of ten reds, it is maintained that the chance of an
appearance of an eleventh red exactly equals the chance of the
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appearance of a black. Now, I think that it is not difficult to
see that the two sides of this ““ law,”’ as thus stated, contradict
each other. If, on a long series, the chances must—as the
‘““law ”’ ‘states—equalise each other, it is quite clear that at the
end of a long series of one colour we must necessarily be nearer
to the reappearance of the opposite colour than at the beginning
of such series. In other words, if the first half of the ““ law ”’
be correct, the eleventh spin of a red series must necessarily
offer us a greater probability of the occurrence of black than of
red. Gambling theorists are fond of emphasising that there is
no reason assignable why the one should turn up rather than
the other after any number of repetitions of the same ’* even
chance.” For, say they, after ten reds the red compartments
remain as numerous and as capable of receiving the ivory ball
as at the beginning of the series. How, therefore, it is asked,
can the mere fact of the long repetition by any possibility
adversely affect the chances of red again repecating itself ?
Now, it is clear, we again point out, that one of two alternatives
must obtain. If thereis any circumstance that, in a long series
of wheel-turns, somewhere compels equality in the results of
the turns, then the chances cannot be equal at each turn. On
the other hand, if they are equal at each turn, then there is no
assignable reason why one colour should not turn up to all
eternity, for if it has turned up once, there is no assignable
cause why it should not turn up again, and so on to infinity.
Furthermore, this so-called law of probabilities defines
nothing. A true law always defines something—that is, it
proclaims one event as necessary, and another as impossible.
Thus, while affirming that certain events must happen, we like-
wise affirm that certain other events cannot happen, basing
our assertion on the fact that they are contrary to the law of
gravity, or to the laws of chemistry, physics, physiology, etc.
But no event can, strictly speaking, be affirmed to be irrecon-
cilable with the ““law "’ of probabilities, as theoretically stated.
The turning up of red a hundred times in succession at Monte
Carlo, or of any other even chance in any game of chance, may
be thought to be in defiance of this law; but should this
improbability take place, the apologist for the ‘“law " is quite
equal to the occasion, for he will tell you that there is no chance,
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however improbable, that #may not turn up. Thus this *“ law ”’
decides nothing and determines nothing, since every conceivable
event can, ‘‘ with a little shuffling,”” be made to accord with its
theory. It is no true law, because it seeks to reduce the per
se alogical element in experience under the logical category.
To bring the former under the domain of causation, it would
have to show it as the product of some determinate agency
operating in a uniform manner. This is always traceable in
the real up to a certain point, but also always in conjunction
with elements that are not so traceable. Our inability to
formulate, without involving self-contradiction, any theory
of chance, is revealed by the antinomies we find ourselves in-
volved in, the moment we attempt to do so—the moment we
try to formulate the alogical in the relational terms of abstract
thought.

But there is another argument sometimes urged in favour of
the non-existence of chance as such. It is similar in character
to that of the ‘“ eternal glance,” of which it is indeed another
version. It is often said that what we call chance simply
implies imperfect knowledge. Were we to know all things,
we are told, we should see them conforming to a rational plan.
There would be no chance, no remainder left over unaccounted
for by law; all things would be seen to happen as through
and through determined by the conditions of a rational causa-
tion. This may be described as a ‘‘ pious opinion,” but no
ground for it is discoverable by an analysis of the conditions
of reality. We have already pointed out that every event is
conditioned in its actual happening by an infinite regress of
other events, each of which events is in its turn equally con-
ditioned by an infinite regress of yet other events, and so on
to infinity. This is a philosophical commonplace if you will,
but it is a commonplace to the bearings of which much less than
due weight is given in philosophical literature, for it involves
nothing less than the recognition of chance as a positive prin-
ciple in the series of events—in the time-movement of the real
world. Each of these events, taken separately, our judgment
tells us, might not have happened, or might have happened
otherwise. A law or general principle of causation is, on the
contrary, valid apart from all the particulars making up the



88 THE REAL, THE RATIONAL AND THE ALOGICAL

sensible content of time and space. It is through and through
logical. We are justified undoubtedly—the pedantry of
empirical psychologists of the Associational school notwith-
standing—in asserting that a causal principle must always
make good, that, for example, oxygen and hydrogen chemically
combined according to the recognised formula must necessarily
produce water. This is the law, the causal element, in the
paiticular events constituting the exploits of Julius Schmidt
on the date and at the time mentioned, in the particular labora-
tory referred to. But to allege that the matter of fact of the
water being produced thus by the person at the place, on the
day, and at the time of day indicated, is equally necessary,
that you can reduce these things also under a law or universal
causal formula, suggests, I submit, a state of intoxicated Pallo-
gism that ignores the most salient distinctions, and indeed all
factors in the analysis that do not suit its preconceptions.
It is alleged that, could the whole circumstances be known, we
should see the whole occurrence to be necessary, and not partly
fortuitous. But herein, be it observed, lies an illusion and a
false assumption. It is assumed that the whole circumstances
could be known, and it is assumed that the circumstances them-
selves are finite, and therefore could be spoken of as a whole.
Could we speak of the entire circumstances, we might possibly
conceive this whole as known, but when with every step we
take we are confronted with ever-fresh vistas of conditioning
particulars, each one of which particulars is a ferminus ad
guein of a similar vista, it is clear that the mass of details with
which we are met is infinite (the ‘‘ bad infinite ”’ of Hegel, if
you will), and hence that we cannot speak of it as a whole at
all. But a complete knowledge or comprehension of an infinity,
we again insist, is absurd. We can only comprehend the
determinate or the determinable. All thinking, being an act
of determination, is necessarily a negation of infinity. ‘The
understanding or grasping, in the form of complete knowledge,
of infinity, or of any content of consciousness involving infinity,
is plainly, therefore, a contradiction in terms.

Most persons who rail at the idea of chance have at the back
of their minds the notion of an absolute prius in the order of
time, a complex of events, either uncaused or having the will
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of a Supreme Being for its cause, whence all subsequent events
are derivable. It is, at basis, the notion of a machine being
set going. But if we confine ourselves to the analysis of
experience as we find it, and refrain from reading into it
gratuitous and even unthinkable hypotheses, we come to see
that we can assign no beginning to the flux of events in time,
the flux being co-extensive with time itself, and hence with
reality (c/. Kant on the ‘“ antinomies”’). Once having grasped
this, we see the notion of an absolute prius to be absurd and
meaningless. Starting from actual consciousness, we have
to deal with an infinity a parte ante and a parte post.

The domain of the alogical particular is ever invaded by the
logical universal. Ever wider generalisations are being made ;
continually fresh masses of fact are being reduced to order and
Jaw or general cause-—in order words, to the logical. But this
process, in spite of its ceaseless advance, makes no impression
on the infinite remainder of chance—on the domain of the
alogical. The logical, although by its very nature continually
devouring the alogical, never gets a step nearer towards exhaus!-
img it. The above is conspicuously noticeable in the mode of
the great antithesis we are just now considering—namely, that
of chanceandlaw. Thechance element, which involves infinity,
defies our efforts to reduce it under any logical formula whatever.
The same applies, mutatis mutandis, throughout the whole
domain of mathematics. The sphere of mathematical science
is, as Kant pointed out, the sphere of time and space. In other
words, mathematics deals with the realm of the particular—
of the alogical. Hence in all the formulations of mathematics
an antinomy is found to lurk ; every branch of mathematics
leads to mutual impossibilities of thought. This is particularly
noticeable in the higher mathematics. In the lower branches
it is more or less concealed by the utility of the results obtained
in their character of ‘‘ practical postulates.”

We have now completed our consideration of the leading
modes in which the cardinal antithesis of alogical and logical
manifests itself in reality, and translates itself into reflective
thought. In the next chapter, which will deal with psycho-
logical issues, we shall have occasion to point out other minor
modes of this cardinal antithesis. Meanwhile, before conclud-
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ing the present chapter, it may be worth while for me to forestall
certain objections that may be taken to my employing the
terms alogical and logical for the two complementary elements
discoverable in every synthesis.

It may be objected that the word used for one term of the
antitheses is purely negative. The answer to this is, that only
by a negative can one adequately express for reflective thought,
as notion, the element signified, taken as a whole and in all its
bearings. The antithesis in question may coincide in many
respects with that between matter and form, or again between
potentiality and actuality. But neither the one nor the other
expression, it seems to me, so completely covers the ground as
that chosen. The antithesis, matter and form, is a sliding
relation, as we niay term it ; what is maferial in one relation
may be formalin another. Henceinthe terms matter and form
as commonly used, matter may involve the logical element.
It is only gua the special form of the logical that is for the
moment under consideration, that matter is spoken of as
alogical. The wpwry UAy (primary and formless matter) of
Aristotle, as against the eldos, certainly, however, approaches
the notion very closely, at least on one of its sides. Then,
again, the potential and the actual, although in general coin-
ciding with the great antithesis termed by us the logical and
the alogical, is also unsatisfactory if attempted to be used as
interchangeable with the latter. For example, particularity
considered as immediacy or thisness, while undoubtedly falling
on the side of the alogical, cannot certainly be regarded or
accurately spoken of as a potentiality. It is, on the contrary,
actuality itself, actuality ““ of the first water.” On the whole
therefore, while not unmindful of a certain clumsiness, if one
will, about them, I can find no better terms to designate the
distinction meant than those of alogical and logical. This
antithesis interpenetrates, down to its innermost marrow,
all reality, the elements constituting which, clearly distinguish-
able though they be, cannot present themselves in complete
isolation from each other, even in thought, much less in fact.

Let us sum up the results arrived at in the present chapter.
We have seen how philosophic Idealism proves that all reality
means experience, and that this again implies synthesis.
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Within the primary synthesis of conscious experience, analysis
discloses three fundamental terms as the ultimate terms to
which this synthesis is reducible—an ultimate subject-element,
an ultimate object-element within this subject as its otherness
or self-negation, and the reciprocal relation between these
primary terms. The primary clements themselves we have,
for want of a better word, termed the alogical, and the relation
between them we have indicated as the ultimate, the most
generalised, form of the logical, or of thought in its strict sense.
We have seen that in the antithesis here given of the alogical
and logical, as primary terms or elements of all possible con-
sciousness, we have the ultimate aspect of certain important
antitheses interpenetrating reality, which I have termed the
modes of the fundamental antithesis. The most salient of these
we find to be particular and universal, being and appearance,
infinite and finite, and chance and law. We have found that
life, reality, as such, always bases itself on the alogical, but that
thought, with its logical forms, while necessary to the completed
synthesis of reality, can never finally comprehend or explain
the ultimate terms of which it is the relation. We have traced
this in the salient modes of the antithesis; we have seen that
the universal of thought can never completely grasp or absorb
the particular of sense. We have seen that the appearance
or phenomenon can never exhaust the being, the infinite possi-
bility, of the object. We have seen that the limiting thought-
form, the principle of finitude, can never cover the #n-finitude
that constitutes its material. Further, in the case of chance
and law, we have seen that reality, as process in time, always
involves an irreducible chance-element which the category of
cause in vain endeavours to bring into subjection. We have
also seen that the attempts of the logical to absorb or over-
come the alogical inevitably land us in alternate impossibilities
of thought or antinomies. We have last of all considered the
question in what sense reflective thought, as logical, can even
indicate the alogical at all under the form of the concept.
That it does so, however imperfectly, is clear, since otherwise
we could not speak or think of the alogical in any of its modes.
We have discovered, however, that these concepts are merely
symbols, and that the possibility of their standing for that
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which is per se antithetic to themselves rests on their common
ground as factors in the one ultimate synthesis that we call
experience or consciousness-in-general,

NoTE oN THE INFINITE

Attempts have recently been made to justify the assumption
of an actual infinite under the name of *‘ self-representative
system.” A distinction is drawn between the arithmetical
infinite, the infinite regress, and the infinite of immanent self-
containedness, as we may term it. Hegel, of course, adum-
brated a similar point of view in his distinction between the
infinite proper and the false infinite (das schlechte Unendliche).
It is contended that the essential nature of the infinite is self-
containedness. An infinite system in the true sense, it is said,
must contain within itself its own principle and its own end
and completion. Its perfection is not external to itself, but
immanent within itself. It is further contended that the
numerical infinite, the infinite regress, as it is termed, is un-
essential to infinity as such. This point has been elaborated
at great length by Professor Royce in his The World and the
Individual (of which it forms one of the salient positions),
following upon the mathematician Dedekind and others. The
true infinite, on this view, implies at once ‘“ a single system and
also an endless Kette.”” This is termed by Mr Royce a ‘‘ self-
representative ”’ or “‘self-imaged ” system. It is illustrated
by the idea of a self-reflecting mirror or of an ideally “ perfect
map of England within England.” In either case, the self-
representation must be postulated as running into infinity and
yet as never transcending itself. Mr Royce bases his thesis
also upon the mathematical theory of prime numbers. In
this theory, unlike certain of his colleagues, he is prepared
to admit the infinite as infinite series or indefinite regress,
which, however, he regards not only as not fatal to his notion
of positive and actual infinity, but as an integral part of it.
Professor A. E. Taylor, in his Elements of Melaphysics (pp. 150-
155), seems to dispose of Mr Royce’s version of the theory. He
points out that the fundamental defect in the Royce reasoning
lies “* in the tacit transition from the notion of an infinite series
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to that of an infinite completed sum.” For the criticism itself
the reader is referred to Professor Taylor’s work.

But, apart from the special turn given to the theory by
Professor Royce and the mathematicians on whom he bases
his doctrine, and reverting to the wider issues, it may fairly
be doubted whether by the usage of language or even in itself
there is justification for employing the term “ infinite *’ to any
self-contained system of immanent determinations such as
that supposed. We shall come back to this more fully in a
subsequent part of the present work. Meanwhile we must
content ourselves here with a few further observations.

Firstly, as regards language, it can hardly be denied that,
except in certain treatises expository of philosophic Idealism,
the term “‘ infinite ’ always refers, directly or indirectly, to the
endless possibility of repetition in time and space. In other
words, the indefinite regress always lies at the foundation of
the popular notion of the infinite and, up to a certain point,
of the philosophical notion of it. Thus the Supreme Being of
ordinary theology is said to be-infinite, by which is certainly
meant, not that he is regarded, in the sense of modern philo-
sophic Idealism, as an all-embracing consciousness, self-
determined from within, but simply that he is a being whose
knowledge and power are not limited by time or space—not
that heis ‘“ irrespective of time and space,” but that he appre-
hends and acts through endless time and space. This notion
may be, of course, absolutely self-contradictory, and hence
inconceivable, when brought to book, but it is undoubtedly
the notion floating before the minds of all theists who are not
metaphysicians in the technical sense. Infinity, as an attribute
of the self-complete Absolute of Professor Royce, Professor
Taylor, and other modern idealists, including even Mr Bradley,
certainly has not warranty in usage, either in popular thought,
in science, or, except partially, even in philosophy. Again,
looking at the word purely from its philological side, this
“ being infinite or without limits”’ clearly has a time-space
reference, as implying the possibility of continuation beyond
any given number or any given point. The concept or category,
which may be viewed as in itself without reference to time and
space—as, so to say, outside time and space—is in its intrinsic
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essence nothing if not de-finite. It can only be spoken of as
in-finite in the sense of covering an endless possibility of sense-
particulars. In other words, infinity can only be predicated
of the concept with reference to its complementary factor in
the synthesis of real experience, and not in itself. It is only
as the relation of alogical terms in time and space, and even
then only by a violence done to language, that the logical
concept can be spoken of as infinite.

On the above grounds, I have no hesitation in employing
the word “‘ infinite ”’ in the sense sanctioned by most frequent
usage. The term ‘ infinite " is in the present work exclusively
taken as an attribute of the alogical aspect of experience, of
the sensible and volitional terms constituting its material,
of which time and space are the media. In the fact that time
and space are, as such, forms of the alogical, and hence cannot
find adequate expression in the terms of reflective thought,
we have, I believe, the key to the puzzles constantly recurring
in all departments of mathematical science. Problems of
space and time as such, and of the sensible content of space and
time, inevitably give rise to antinomies whenever it is attempted
to express them in the logical formule of the reflective con-
sciousness. It is in vain that we try to solve these problems
under the relational form of thought. The ravelled edges of
the alogical project awkwardly, and refuse to be fitted into
the scheme of our formulations.



CHAPTER 1V
THE INDIVIDUAL CONSCIOUSNESS

We must always bear in mind, as regards investigations into
pure philosophy, that although we may, for the sake of con-
venience, divide our subject up into sections, yet there is,
strictly speaking, no break in the conscious process. It is
always one, indivisible, and continuous. From its ultimate
metaphysical elements to the concrete personal consciousness,
here and now, the process is unbroken—there is no Ahiatus.
The same elements, constituting the lowest terms to which
we can reduce the process by reflective thought—namely, pure
subject-object and inter-relating activity—reappear in a trans-
formed guise at every more concrete stage of the process. At
every stage of reality we find alogical terms synthesised by a
relational activity that we term Jogical. There is no tendency
at any stage, however, as Pallogism assumes, for the synthesis-
ing relation, in any of its forms, to absorb the terms related ;
or, at least, even if we assume such tendency to exist, as ten-
dency, it certainly never realises itself. The alogical, notwith-
standing the efforts of the logical to absorb it, always remains
stubbornly outside. With Marcellus we may say it is,
‘““as the air, invulnerable,” and the logical’s ‘“ vain blows "’ are
‘““malicious mockery.” The above does not apply merely to the
activity of thought as the synthetising force of the concrete
world in general. Were the alogical, as Hegel contends, a mere
sich-selbstaufhebendes Moment of the logical, it must ultimately
be absorbed completely, without remainder left over, in the
logical. But this, most assuredly, is not the case.

As we have just said, there is no break in the process of
concrete consciousness (the ‘‘ transcendental process,” as the
classical philosophy of Germany termed it). We may divide
our point of view into metaphysic, theory of knowledge
(epistemology), and psychology ; but what we have before us

95
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is really one subject of investigation. It is, in fact, impossible
to keep these several points of view, in the long run, distinct.
It is impossible to discuss the ultimate elements presupposed
in all conscious experience, or the modes in which these elements
appear in the more concrete stages of the process, without
using psychological terminology, since there is no sharp line
of demarcation between psychology and epistemology, or
between either and metaphysic, as the word is understood by
Modern Idealism. Let us take, for instance, the ordinary
common-sense perception of a so-called external world in space.
The construction of this world, as it appears complete and fully
matured to common-sense consciousness, const1tut1ng, as it
does, the reality par excellence of the ordinary ‘‘ man-in-the-
street,” is an epistemological problem. Common-sense con-
sciousness finds it already there, to all appearance complete.
All the changed aspects it assumes above the level of the bare
common-sense consciousness are regarded as accruing to the
individual mind that apprehends it, and as not, like the world
as presented to this common-sense consciousness, pertaining
to the external object itself. Hence the said aspects are
relegated to the domain of psychology. But this distinction,
though valid enough from the common-sense standpoint, has
no meaning from that of philosophy. Both alike represent
articulations or phases in the at once continuous and timeless
process of consciousness.

Let us illustrate this by the case of entering a town for the
first time. We perceiveits houses, streets, and relative localisa-
tions from the point of view of bare, hard common-sense
consciousness—of ordinary objective experience, we should say.
We live in that town it may be for a year, it may be for twenty
years, passing through the more or less extended series of
personal experiences that time brings with it. Meanwhile
the hard objectivity, of which our common-sense perception
of the town consists, has absorbed into itself all the moods
and psychological experiences of our life in it. Now, if we
examine and compare our perception of it, the way the town
looks to us after a year (let us say), as compared with the
way it looked tous on first entering it, we shall find a difference.
What that difference is it is difficult to define in words. There
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is nothing in our perception of it after the lapse of time which
precisely or definably contradicts or is definably incompatible
with our original perception of it—the solid substratum of
common-sense Consciousness is there, but it has undergone a
change, anindefinable transformation. Thegrowing familiarity,
accompanied by a continuous series of inward psychological
states, hasreacted on the objective perceptionitself and modified
it. But the modification is purely alogical. I cannot define
it or describe it in words, since language in this connection
has as its standing-ground precisely that very common-sense
Consciousness, the objective expericnce common to all, which
will not help me in the presentinstance. The lie of the streets,
the aspect of the topography generally has undergone a change,
but it is a change which is immediately felt and cannot be
directly communicated to others. It is conceivable that it
might be possible to indicate by art, were the requisite genius
present, in the atmosphere of a picture, or in a poem, or a
musical composition, but in any case, in the language of common
life or of scientific definition this is impossible.

The above is one illustration of how the timeless process
of combination and distinction, of the enrichment of content,
characterising the dialectical movement of the elements of
consciousness, does not cease with the plane of our ordinary
common-sense perception but continues on into the region of
the individual consciousness asconditioned by time,and even, as
in this case, into the perceptive consciousness of the individual.

The distinction between what is conventionally termed
Realism and Idealism in Philosophy may be briefly explained
as follows :—

The world of objects, and the sensations we regard as refcrable
to it, presents itself as something Zofo gencre distinct and apart
from our personal or empirical ego. Of this we have no doubt
whatever. It presents itself as a somewhat common to all.
You and I and therest of us, provided, of course, our organs of
sense are in fairly normal condition, perceive the same objects,
see the same colour, hear the same sound, smell the same smell
if it is really ‘‘ there,”” as the expression is. Now, whence
comes this identity—this conviction of our personal and
practical egos that the sensated and perceived object justifies

G
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us in expecting our fcllow-humans and maybe our fellow-
animals to be conscious of the same perceptions and sensations
as ourselves, providing the latter are really ““ there ”” and not
due to some abnormal condition of our particular and personal
organs of sense—in other words, are not ‘‘ hallucinations ” ?

The philosophic Realist, so far as this point goes, postulates
his perceptions and sensations, in so far as they are not personal
hallucination, to be referable to a world of external objects as
their ground.

The Idealist, on the other hand, does not admit the validity
of the assumption of a world of objects obtaining per se-—1i.e.
independently of consciousness altogether—but would refer the
sameness, the identity, behind the given or actual perception of
yours or of mine by virtue of which the consciousness of our
respective personal egos unites in the object-world, as identic-
ally the same object-world, though perceived by numerically
distinct sense-organs and minds, to a common basis of con-
sciousness behind the actual consciousness accruing to the
indefinite series of particular percipients. Respecting this
common basis or potentiality of all consciousness we know
nothing, and can assert nothing, save that it is of the nature of
a subject or ground of consciousness in some sense radically
identical with, but yet infinitely more than, any or all of its
particular manifestations.

It is true that some philosopbical idealists have, starting
from this postulate of the ultimateness of the principle of
subjectivity, ventured to erect thereupon a quasi-philosophical
superstructure and to convert a metaphysical postulate into a
pseudo-personality to which they can give the appellation—
“ God.” They donot sce, however, that in the process of doing
this they deprive the postulate in question of its meaning as
the ultimate ground or element of all conscious reality. As I
have elsewhere shown, the moment you convert this mere
principle of subjectivity into a personality, the moment you
endow it with the attributes of personality, you have merely
got one more personal consciousness over against others
which in its turn would presuppose the same postulate, and
so on to infinity.

The main position of the ‘*“ New Realism,” as it is called, is
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that the object is independent of the conscious act. But what
is the object ? Either it is the content of consciousness itself
or else it is the old Kantian ‘‘ thing-in-itself ” behind this
content. But the object that interests us is simply and solely
the content of our consciousness. To assert baldly, as proof
of the object’s independence of consciousness, that ‘“it pro-
claims itself as such,” as is done by some Realists, is to beg the
question and at the same time to perpetrate an ignoratio
elenchi. Tor no one denies the fact of objectivity as distinct
from its opposite. What Idealism refuses to admit is that the
object obtains apart from consciousness, or, for that matter,
that anything whatever is outside the universe of consciousness.
To maintain that the object, the constituent elements of which
arc sense impressions knit together by thought-categories,
subsists independently of all consciousness is palpably absurd.
The object as apprchended is clearly but a determination of
actual and potential consciousness, and naught elsc. The
only refuge of this naive Realism remains, as above pointed
out, the old “ thing-in-itself ” which it was generally thought
had been sufficiently disposed of by the criticism of the post-
Kantian movement.

For the rest the so-called New Realism, where not transparent
contradictio in adjecto, is nothing but the old * common-sense ”’
philosophy of the cighteenth-century Thomas Reid. In
recently comparing the writings of Reid with those of the New
Realists I have been struck with the similarity, and in some
cases identity, of Reid’s argumentation with that of his modern
disciples and adapters. It is philosophical crambe repetita—
the old crambe being garnished with a new dressing of modern
philosophical terminology. Yet the men who dish up this au
fond stale cabbage, being university professors for the most part,
are ‘“ buttered up ”’ even by those who avowedly disagree with
them, as though they had discovered some point of vantage
which necessitated a thorough overhauling of our intellectual
outfit.

There is a side of psychology, of course, that is definitely
separated from either metaphysic or epistemology-—namely,
that which is concerned with the problems raised by psycho-
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physical parallelism—the tracing of the connection of mental
states as the correlative of physiological changes. This de-
partment of psychology is, strictly speaking, outside philosophy
altcgether. Its method is that of the physical sciences. But,
apart from this, there are many psychological problems that
undoubtedly overlap the ground assigned to ‘‘ theory of know-
ledge.” It is often very difficult to say where one ends and
the other begins. There is, perhaps, scarcely a philosophical
problem that cannot, if we will, be stated, and its solution
formulated in the terms of psychology.

Where can the individual consciousness be said to begin ?
What is its specific mark ? The individual consciousness (self-
consciousness) implies, I take it, the recognition of a definite
thread of memory knitting together the reflective side of an
indefinite series of moments of consciousness into one whole or
‘““mental object.” With this “ mental object ” is associated
the immediate consciousness of a particular animal (human)
body as its instrument. This synthesis of memory is reduced
by reflective thought to being itself simply one of the objects
of experience, one particular personality as against a world
of other particular personalities. It occupies, nevertheless, a
unique position as being, so to say, the gate by which every
other object of consciousness must enter. The word ““1I,”
as used in common language, ‘“ myself,” “ me,”” are expressions
denoting a particular memory-synthesis immediately given in
consciousness, as involved with a particular, quasi-external
object, my own body. This animal body is postulated by me
as external—that is, as existing in space—but it is not given
in consciousness as completely external, like other objects in
space. Its thisness, that is to say, is not exhausted for me in
the fact of its being extended in space ; it is thus only quasi-
external. My body is hence a middle term between myself as
memory-synthesis of feelings, thoughts, and volitions, and the
world as given, extended in space. Thus the individual con-
sciousness, or self-consciousness properly so called, may be
defined as the determination of the Subject, presupposed in
all conscious experience whatever, as f4is memory-synthesis
correlated with this human body. Our conviction that the
world does not arise or perish with ourselves means that we
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recognise, over and above this memory-synthesis, correlated
with this human body, the root-principle of knowing, or becom-
ing aware, as being presupposed in self-consciousness. We
instinctively feel that the ¢hatf in us which distinguishes between
the object self (i.c. the thoughts, feelings, and volitions
cmbraced in the memory-synthesis) and the object not-self
(1.e. the outer world or content of space) is, as subject of
consciousness-in-general, intrinsically prior to the distinction
of self and not-self, since these latter are 7fs determinations.
This, which to the ordinary man is an instinctive feeling that
he interprets falsely as implying an existence for the outer world
independent of consciousness altogether, receives its adequate
formulation in philosophy.

Notwithstanding the criticism of Mr Bradley (A4ppcarance
and Rcalily, p. 83 sqq.), I contend that the unbroken con-
tinuity of memory (lapses of sleep, swoons, etc., being extruded
by the waking consciousness) is all that the personal identity,
or self, implied in the individual consciousness, really means.
““ Memory,” says Mr Bradley, ““ depends on reproduction from
a basis that is present—a basis that may be said to consist of
self-fecling.”  So far as this expression means anything to me,
it must either refer to the ultimate subject involved in all
consciousness—in other words, have a metaphysical reference—
or it must refer to the dull background of organic sensation
and have a psycho-physiological significance. On the former
assumption, memory, of course, would depend on this basis,
but that Mr Bradley does not refer to the metaphysical pre-
supposition of all experience is shown by the fact that he talks
about his ““ self-feeling ”’ as remaining the same and changing.
As such, T can only assume, since even the dull massiveness
of organic sensation could not well be spoken of as changing
in this sense, that he must mean the continuity, as series of a
given experience, of the fhismess or immediacy of every con-
scious moment. But what is it, I ask, but memory that fixes
this experience as one and indivisible in time ? In spite of his
best endeavours, Mr Bradley has not shown that personal
identity (or self-sameness as involved in individual conscious-
ness) consists in anything else than the fixation of consciousness-
in-general, as a particular content of time, correlated with a
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particular human body as its instrument—in a word, by what
we call memory. That a definite thread of continuity is
requisite for personal identity is admitted by Mr Bradley, who
(in so far as he does so) gives up his case for destructive criticism.
If I might say so without offence, Mr Bradley seems, in Chapters
IX. and X. of Appearance and Reality, first to raise a dust-cloud
and then to complain that he cannot see. Here, as elsewhere
throughout his book, Mr Bradley is on the look-out for con-
tradictions. Now, there is nothing easier than to discover
contradictions in every logical formulation. Mr Bradley himself
rejects, nominally at least, the pallogistic theory of thought-
relations in vacuo—that is, without terms to be related. Not-
withstanding this, he seems to be surprised that he cannot
compress the real into the Spanish boots of the logical. Yet
the real, as we have often enough pointed out in the course
of these pages, is in the last resort a synthesis of alogical and
logical ; and the logical as such can never explain, or furnish
an adequate formula for, the alogical as such. Whenever you
attempt this, the result is that you are landed in self-
contradictions or antinomies. But Mr Bradley’s whole pro-
cedure consists in the endeavour to find an adequate logical
formula for the alogical, to make the logical absorb the alogical
without leaving a remainder over. His Absolute, in the last
resort, means an ultimate reality that yet lacks the conditions
of reality. In spite of his protestations to the contrary, it is,
I contend, no more satisfactory in this respect than the old
Hegelian ““ Idec.”” Personal identity, then, I submit, means
nothing more than the knitting together of a particular or
personal experience into a memory-synthesis.

The continuance of the extended object—our body—is the
objective clue in space to the continuance of our personal
identity in time. (In some cases of dual personality this clue
may prove misleading.) Thethread oncesnapped, the synthesis
once dissolved, we must regard as gone for ever. The samc
synthesis can hardly be renewed, since its identity consists
simply and solely in the continuity of its thismess. The in-
divisible moment of actual consciousness, its thssmess, is, to
use a geometrical analogy, the point that produces itself as
line in the memory-synthesis of personal identity. The fore-
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going may sound paradoxical to those accustomed to think
of the human ““ soul "’ as a thing, an existing substance, capable,
it may be, of motion in space, of ascending up to heaven, of
descending to the other place, of transmigration into other
bodies—in a word, of having an unexplained objectively real
existence apart from the thismess of the memory-synthesis.
According to the notion of those who conceive the matter thus,
no absurdity would be involved in supposing a person now
living to be the same (that is, to possess the same ‘‘ soul ")
as Julius Ceaesar, Apollenius of Tyana, or Napoleon Bonaparte.
If we examine the matter more closely, we shall find that the
notion of personal identity is here wholly illusory, and based
upon a very crude and primitive analogy. The ‘““soul” or
personality is regarded, to wit, as an object in space possessing
mental qualities and properties. Just as a skin may hold wine
or oil, so the soul is invariably looked upon by the adherents of
this order of speculation as in some sense extended in space
and conlaining the personal consciousness. This way of
conceiving it, a direct legacy from primitive Animism, is
expressed by Shakespeare’s Claudio in Measure for Measure
(Act iii., scene 1) :

Ay, but to die, and go we know not where ;
To lie in cold obstruction, and to rot:

This sensible warm motion to become

A kneaded clod ; and the delighted spirit

To bathe in fiery floods, or to reside

In thrilling regions of thick-ribbed ice ;

To be imprisoned in the viewless winds,

And blown with restless violence round about
The pendent world.

Compare also the Ancient Mariner in his description of the
passing of his colleagues :

The souls did from their bodies fly,
They fled to bliss or woe ;

And every soul it passed me by
Like the whizz of my cross-bow,

We find the theory, in its latest and most finished literary
form, in the late Mr Myers’ book, Human Personality and s
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Survival of Bodily Death, where the author seems to postulate
the ‘“ soul ’ asa kind of highly refined ether. This is, of course,
au fond the quasi-material ““ double” of primitive Animism
and of modern Spiritism. It is against so crude a survival of
early ideas as this that the Materialism of modern science
(compare its recent and most complete working-out in the
Welt-Rathsel of Hickel) rightly protests in proclaiming that,
viewed from the physical standpoint—that is, as objectively
real—mentation is nothing but cerebration, that is, matter of
some kind in motion. Even if we assume Mr Myers’ theory of
Animism (as brought up to date and clothed in modern scientific
language) to be admissible as a hypothesis, nay even as a
probable truth, it would not in the least affect the ultimate
problem of reality. The latter is, in the true sense of the word,
a metaphysical problem, whereas all such hypotheses as that
of Mr Myers do not transcend the realm of space, matter, and
motion. Hickel postulated the ordinary “ ether”’ of modern
science as the ultimate source of brain and nerve changes, as of
other physical phenomena. Mr Myers postulates a still more
refined special ether of his own as the physical explanation
of certain psychical phenomena, real or alleged. Hence Mr
Myers is, au fond, as much a materialist as the late Professor
Hickel, though not, perhaps, so scientifica one. (Cf. Haldane’s
Pathway of Reality, vol. ii., pp. 258-269.)

That the individual consciousness is not immortal necessarily
follows, I think, from the fact of its having arisen in time, and
of its hence partaking of the nature of a chance-praduct. All
that arises in time (i.e. the particular) must perish in time,
since the fact of its having arisen when before it was not, shows
its existence to have no inherent necessity attaching to it.
It must, therefore, be contingent upon the infinity of particulars
in time, and in the ceaseless change proper to this time-content
it is uninterruptedly exposed to the possibility of a collocation
of these particulars causally incompatible with its continued
existence. Whether the dissolution of the animal body by
death constitutesin itself such a collocation is simply a question
for science. The tendency of science, up to date, it must be
admitted, has been towards answering this question in the
affirmative.
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Consciousness assumes the form of the particular, in con-
tradistinction to the universal, in the memory-synthesis, or
individual mind. Consciousness here becomes self-object—
what Kant termed the ‘‘ object of the internal sense.” As
such it becomes a particular among a possible infinity of other
particulars of the same universal class or kind. It becomes
a numerical one over against a many. But it is only in-
directly, or through reflection, that the individual consciousness,
with its continuum of thisness—self-identity—is presented as
numerical. That there are other ‘‘ myselves” or memory-
syntheses besides this one (mine) may be a primary inference
of reflective thought, but it is, in the last resort, only an in-
ference, and not, like the manifold of particular objects in space,
immediately given. It is, if you will, a * practical postulate ”
—to use Mr Schiller’s favourite expression—but in any case
it is based on an inference arising through reflection. The
above is curiously indicated in the earlier stages of empirical
reflection—to wit, with primitive man. In this case the in-
stinctive inference, this necessary ‘‘ practical postulate,” has a
tendency to overreach itself, and is applied indifferently, in
primitive Animism or Fetichism, to all external objects whatso-
ever. Primitive man, that is, not merely postulated in all
external objects, whether animate or inanimate, the *“ principle
of subjectivity ”’ referred to above (pp. 76-77) as the basis of
our attribution of being or self-subsistence to them, but in
addition he postulated a self-conscious personality as attaching
to them, similar in kind to the self-conscious personality he
postulated in his fellow-men as attaching to the form of the
human body. It is only at a later stage that the inference
becomes narrowed to the human, or at least animal, form. The
human body presents itself as one of a possible infinity of
instances of its own type in space and time. We are partially
conscious of our own body as a phenomenon in space like other
phenomena in space. We know that our own body involves
a conscious myself as firs memory-synthesis. From this
conviction the inference is directly made to a plurality of
persons, minds, or memory-syntheses like ourself as attaching to
objects in space—first, to all objects pretty much indifferently
(Animism) and later only to objects possessing human or animal
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form. Yet though we conceive of the conscious personalities
inferred in other living human bodies as separate from ourself,
the separation is in one sense not so complete as that obtaining
between other objects in space. Particular objects in space are
absolutely and mutually exclusive; the particularity or in-
dividuation of these objects cannot be transcended or reduced
to unity except in the logical concept, where their thisness, and
their whole alogical presentative aspect, is lost. But the vague
conviction that the individuation of intelligences is not so
ultimate as that of bodiesin space, is borne in upon us in various
ways—by the function of language, by the phenomena of
sympathy, by the associative principle at the foundation of
human society with its ‘ super-organic”’ forms. (See below,
Pp. 110-14.)

The individual consciousness, or, in other words, the conscious
personality, as deduced by philosophy, we must never forget,
is, like everything else in reflective thought, of which philosophy
is the highest outcome, no more than a universal and abstract
formula. For though the individual consciousness represents
the fullest or most concrete generalisation of philosophy, yet,
none the less, it is not fully concrete, not real. It lacks the
thisness, the alogical immediacy, that can alone give it flesh
and blood—in a word, life. The individual consciousness,
the object, properly speaking, of psychology, is in itself no
more than a general type involving the universal conditions,
as presented in reflection, of any and all individual intelligences.
Hence we, as individual minds, may be viewed from a double
standpoint. I myself, now writing, no less than Smith, Brown,
or Jones,am outside the scope of philosophy, as, for that matter,
of psychology. In this respect I, no less than my friends, am
an extra-philosophic, evanescent particular ; but we, each and
all, on the other hand, presuppose those universal conditions
of the individual consciousness, which is the farthest point
philosophy with its abstract formula can reach. This * uni-
versal individual,” which philosophy deduces as its last
word, is the abiding factor in each particular individual mind,
but, as already said, it lacks the #hisness of a memory-synthesis,
which alone can make it real. It is a mere rereading, in
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