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proceed •• from our knowledge of spirit to the explanation of matter and 
physical force" (p. 3rd from end). I am afraid there is something like a 
petitio principii here ; for surely it cannot be said that we do "know our­
selves" in the full sense that would be requisite to support such deduction. 
If we had Divine knowledge, such as must appertain to the Supreme, no 
doubt this knowledge would be absolute, enabling us to comprehend both 
spirit and matter. But surely it is far different. We have not the slightest 
conception of the mode in which our determinations or will in our inmost 
spiritual being affect the material organization of our bodies ; nor do we 
know in what manner the perturbations which arise from the bodily 
structure affect the well-being of our very selves, i.e. our most intimate 
spiritual "Ego" ; for a knowledge, e.g. of the properties of matter, 
albeit superficial, and by no means merely derived from inner conscious­
ness, will often enable the physician to restore serenity even to the mind. 
I therefore fail to perceive that we have any power to proceed from our 
present knowledge of spirit (which knowledge is only most imperfect, 
and not absolute) to the knowledge of matter and physical force, which 
we only accept as fact. We do not always proceed in the author's sense ab 
cognito ad incognitwn. At the last page but one I cannot follow the Professor's 
argument, nor understand how "matter manifests itself to man by a power 
of resistance, which shows it to be not absolutely inert." I never myself 
had any experience of such a power of active resistance in matter. The 
ink (to take an instance suggested) flows from my pen without any but 
accidental resistance. Indeed, it appears to me to be just such "an inert 
substanti-ve entity" as seems to our author ( same page) to involve in the con­
ception of it a logical contradiction,-(! only wish the printers could put 
types together with as simple a submission to one's will!) I cannot 
understand how a professor of such large acquirements could indite 
such a sentence as the following :-" Atoms, whatever els11 they may 
be, have (as I believe) an ideal or spiritual aspect, which is their funda­
mental and controlling one, and all force is reducible to will-power. This 
involves the imputation to atoms of a germ of consciousness" ( same page), 
Such a statement is utterly subversive of all chemical knowledge-know­
ledge which, up to a certain point, as I have observed, is unquestionable. 
We know certainly how atoms will act, what powers of attraction and 
repulsion they will exert under certain circumstances, and that with 
unerring certainty, and without the shadow of possibility of any choice 
on their part. There never is, nor can be, anything abnormal in the play of 
chemical affinities; but as soon as we get to life we have immediately 
and everywhere abnormal developments, explain them as we may. 
:Moreover, wherever there is a being who can will, there is also possibility 
of error, and the choice of that which is not for the best. This is essential 
to free agency; and if it is not free, there is no willing at all, but fate. 
To will (whether it be attributed to "atoms" or men, or even higher 
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beings), can only be depended upon to choose always the right, when in 
some way identified with the nature of the only One who is Good, 
that is God Himself.-With these criticisms, I leave to others the more 
grateful task of appreciating and acknowledging all that is excellent in 
the very able paper now read. 

Rev. W. H. HECKLER,-May I be allowed to bear my humble testi­
mony to one statement made in this paper 1-" Hence the lament 
amongst the more soberminded Germans at Hartmann's popularity, as at a 
sign of widespread degenera<'y in the logical thought of Germany." In 
1874 the 6th edition of Hartmann's book appeared. The stir caused by 
it in Germany was extraordinary. In conversing at that time with many 
professors of German universities, I found some considered that it was 
really a wonderful work, whilst others were of opinion that it was dis­
graceful ; and I cannot help mentioning a remark made by a young 
friend of mine at Heidelberg. We were talking about the difficulty 
experienced by young German students in carrying on their studies. 
He said, " If I wanted to make money, I should write a book on the 
greatest absurdities I could think of, and it would be bought by every 
German." Now, I cannot help thinking that Hartmann has succeeded to 
a certain extent in carrying out my young friend's idea. It has been said 
to-night that the English mind ought to be better educated in reference to 
these philosophical questions. How is it that the Germans, as a rule, are 
all more or less well acquainted with these subjects1 Whenever they meet 
with a book or paper on matters of this kind, they take it up, read it, and 
thoroughly digest it in their own minds. That is because their minds are 
early led to take a delight in the study of philosophical questions. I only 
wish that this paper, and others on sim'ilar questions, could be translated 
and sent over to Germany and circulated in large numbers, because 
the Germans, as a rule, would read them. I have often heard it said 
why the English people do not care to think, and that that is the reason 
that they do not take up these subjects; but this can scarcely be said 
of the better-informed, who, when they take them up, do so in a 
thoroughly practical manner. I congratulate the Society on Professor 
Morris's paper. 

Rev. W. M. SINCLAIR.-When any one comes to a conclusion which is 
1·epugnant to our reason, we usually take the first opportunity of finding 
out the logical fallacy inherent in his argument. The logical fallacy com­
mitted by Hartmann lies in the use he makes of the word "monad." What 
he and his school pretend to say is, that the idea was originally in the 
atom; but what they mean to say is something quite.diffP,rent-that it was 
not there at all-that originally the whole was blind, and that it gathers its 
intelligence as it goes along-as it develops itself-one particle acting 
upon another, and thus creating harmony, unity, and completeness. 
Thus, by combining these two separate logical ideas, they deceive us into 
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the supposition that they are singularly logical. They look from their 
own standpoint, with all their experience at their disposal, and then 
they tell us that all this has had a blind beginning. It is as if a person 
looking at St. Paul's should fancy that it began to be constructed at the 
top, and was gradually built downwards to the foundation. 

The meeting was then adjourned. 

PROFESSOR MORRIS'S REPLY. 

THERE is scarcely occasion for me to add anything to the foregoing discus­
sion, except to express my grateful appreciation of the courteous reception 
accorded to my paper. I will simply offer a few remarks on one or two 
points raised in the course of the discussion. 

The phraseology of metaphysical discussion is of necessity in a measure 
technical. It would be as unfair to demand that its terms should all be 
familiar to every one, as to require that (for example) Prof. Huxley, as a 
zoologist, should in a scientific discussion avoid the use of technical terms 
unfamiliar to those who have no knowledge of zoology, or that the chemist 
should abandon his exact terminology, and employ instead inexact circumlocu­
tions or periphrases, whic)i should involve only words included in the vocabu­
lary of the romancer or journalist. I think it would not be difficult to show 
that one reason why England has not become a greater power in philosophy 
lies in the attempt of many of her best thinkers, from Locke's time till to­
day, to gain in popular intelligibleness at the expense of scientific accuracy, 
Philosophical investigation, properly carried on, is serious work, and not for 
mere display or for popular entertainment, and those who would engage in 
it must not shirk the labour of mastering the ideas which it involves, and the 
technical words which exactly express those ideas. Thus much, not in my 
own defence, but for the correction of the impatient prejudice which all of 
us, perhaps, at times feel against metaphysical discussions carried on in the 
language of metaphysics. On the other hand, it must be admitted as extremely 
desirable that fundamental truth in philosophy should be presented in as simple 
a garb as possible, on account of the all-important bearing of such truth 
not only upon opinipn, but also upon life and conduct. He who, having the 
truth at heart, errs through needless obscurity in the presentation of it, will 
be thankful for any admonition or suggestion that may tend to the correction 
of his error, and will seek to profit thereby. 

I am criticised by one of the speakers for inaccuracy in my representation 
of the views of Descartes. As far, however, as I can judge from the few 
remarks offered in support of the criticism, my fault must consist rather in the 
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incompleteness, than in the incorrectness of my account. It would consist in 
my omission to state that Descartes "seemed to leave no foundation at all, 
not even in the Divine will, for an external world," and that his " sceptical 
idealism " "reduced the outer world, practically, to a kind of phantasmagoria." 
Certainly, if my critic corrects me, it is in the phrases just quoted that he 
does it, for they contain all that he says on the subject. But in them he 
is manifestly expressing his own opinion as to the logical consequence of 
Descartes' view, and not the view of Descartes himself. Moreover, this 
opinion, it appears to me, might be based on my own account of the doctrine 
of Descartes. Since writing the paper under discussion, I have had occasion 
carefully to study the works of Descartes, and to prepare an exposition of 
his exact teaching. On comparing my statement in this paper with the 
independent results of the study referred to, I do not find any positive 
incorrectness in the former. I regret all the mpre that my critic, after inti­
mating that my statement "as to the theory of Descartes" was at least not 
in agreement with what he "understood to be Descartes' view," did not 
state explicitly the point in which he supposed me to be in error. 

I have not stated that, in following the methed which proceeds from the 
known to the unknown, we proceed from a complete comprehension of spirit 
to a similar comprehension of matter. I maintained, and still maintain, that 
what knowledge we possess of spirit is more original and absolute than any 
fancied knowledge which we may seem to have of matter, however incomplete 
the former may be; and, further, that our ideas concerning matter are hypo­
thetical (as every philosophical scientist admits), and must be framed, in as 
far as we attribute to matter any substantive existence at all, after the analogy 
(near or remote) of that which we directly know of ourselves as spiritual 
entities. In this I differ from Descartes, and avoid what I conceive, and 
have in my paper indicated to be, a dangerous error of his. I agree, on the 
other hand, in so far with Leibnitz and the greater number of philosophical 
idealists known to history, whether pagan or Christian. My critic seems to 
agree with Descartes in virtually admitting "as fact" (apparently inexplic­
able), the existence of really inert matter and blind force. Absolutely inert 
matter would be a substance which does nothing, which has no power; hence 
no power of resistance (such as is universally ascribed to matter-and it 
makes no difference whether you call this resistance "active" or p:issive),, 
and which therefore manifests itself to us by no impression made by it upon 
ourselves. Such a conception I call logically absurd, because ( among other 
reasons) it is in contradiction with the universal conditions of knowledge. From 
the point of view of positive science it is also false, since science knows 
nothing of matter apart from force. To prove, on the other hand, the irration­
ality of the conception of blind force ( which conception my critic seems to 
admit), I can advance no arguments which are not virtually contained in the 
two papers which I have had the honour to present to the Victoria Institute. 
How the force called "chemical" is related to conscious will, I cannot 
exactly state. I maintain only that an exhaustive and exact analysis must 
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em! by tracing it back to the intelligent will and power of a personal 
God. If the Divine agency, "invariable and without shadow of turn­
ing," is not incompatible with the so-called rigorous necessity of natural 
laws, I cannot see that my hypothesis is " subversive of chemical 
laws." If experience proves, as my critic admits, that unconscious 
ideality (au impersonal ideal nature) is possible, and that it acts with 
the wise and unerring certainty of fixed and divinely-given law, then there 
is nothing absurd in the attribution to atoms ( chemically or otherwise con­
sidered) of an "ideal or spiritual aspect," as their fundamental and charac­
teristic one. But I would not, from this impersonal though ideal quality of 
" force " and "matter," argue, like Hartmann, that God is impersonal. On 
the contrary, I cannot account for the less but by reference to the greater. 
The "unconscious " implies the conscious, from which it derives its own in­
ferior nature, and receives the law of its action and being. Nor would I, as 
my critic virtually does, argue on the same ground, that force and matter are 
utterly unideal, and have nothing to do with spirit. For this would be at 
best but a guess, and seems to me opposed to all true principles of reasoning. 
Had my accomplished and indulgent critic paid attention to the distinction 
enforced by me in a previous paper* ( on Final Cause) between real knowledge 
( of being) and phenomenal knowledge ( scientific know ledge of co-existences 
and sequences), perhaps he would have judged my views less adversely, seeing 
that no argument from the latter (phenomenal knowledge) can overthrow the 
former. Our "chemical knowledge," it is quite true, is "np to a certain 
point,'' "unquestionable." But it is so only within the limits which circum­
scribe all phenomenal knowledge. It is "unquestionable" in all that it affirms 
concerning the appearances of things and the laws of their action, in as far as 
these laws are open to sensible observation. But it quits its proper sphere, and 
is absolutely valueless, when it is made the principal or only basis of inferences 
concerning the intrinsic nature of things. I consider my position the only 
tenable one for those who would not be landed in, what I deem, the inherent 
absurdities of a doctrine of universal mechanism. lt is also the only Qne 
which, in my judgment, rests on a basis of anythiug like solid reasoning, 
whether deductive or inductive. The doctrine of the primacy of spirit over 
"matter," in the order and in the substance of human knowledge; and the 
other doctrine, that all created things bear the impress of the spiritual nature 
of the Creator, and in some degree, no matter how faint, by their own intrinsic 
essence, bear witness to that nature; these doctrines I hold to be fundamen­
tally true, and of the highest consequence in any philosophy of theism. I 
must therefore stoutly protest against any tendency to make concessions to 
the dilettante, mechanistic philosophers of our day, by admitting that the know­
ledge of which positive Science boasts, is or can be primary, and that its 
mechanical conceptions and methods are to be accept~d as fundamen1.al and 
axiomatic in all philosophical inquiri(S. It is not t ha• ncchanism is false, or 

* Yol. ix. page 176. 
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that, rightly understood, it is not the law of the whole created universe; but 
rather that its principles are derivative and subordinate to a higher law of in­
telligence, by which latter mechanism is to be explained, and not intelligence 
by mechanism. In my reply to the discuRsion upon a previous paper (Journal 
of Transaction,, vol. ix. p. 203) I expressed myself as follows :-" The error 
of scientific men too generally is, that they identify the results of their inves­
tigations in the region of the phenomenal with knowledge of the real. All 
positive science which is duly confirmed by observation, comparison, and ex­
periment, is to be accepted as true. But this true science of the phenomenal 
is not to be confounded with science of the truly real, or of the true cause, the 
underlying truth of the real," I repeat these words as conveying a lesson 
suggested by the present discussion. I would only add a reTerence to Aris­
totle, Metaplt!Jsics, xi. 6, 12, where a wholesome warning is exi)ressed against 
seeking in the reports of our sensible experience a criticism of ontological 
truth. Stripped of the local colouring which they receive from the idola of 
Aristotle's pagan mind, the words of this master contain a truth at once old 
and new, and worthy never to be forgotten. 

I would, finally, more expressly call attention to two points indirectly im­
plied in my foregoing remarks. First, that I do not say that all force is 
directly identical with conscious will. When I say that it is "reducible" to 
conscious will, I mean that it is derivable from it, aud that in some way (how­
ever unintelligible to us) both it and "matter," in which it is said to reside, 
partake in some one or more of the attributes of ideal or spiritual existence. 
I do not identify the world with God. With the utmost strength of rational 
conviction, I acknowledge the unique divinity of the personal God of Chris­
tianity. But I would make the world in some sense His child, rather than a 
dead product of His creative power, utterly unrelated to the Creator. The 
other point is, that the alternative is by no means between variable "will " 
and "fate." A good will is invariable, and such surely is the will of God, 
which can show no change in that part of its government where unchangeable­
ness is better-namely, in the government of the inorganic universe. For the 
ascription to atoms of an" ideal or spiritual aspect" does not imply that they 
are conscious personalities, capable of independent volition. Their whole 
action is, in the words of my paper, "in obedience to ... laws originating with 
and enforced by God himself." Their action is, therefore, the expression of 
God's will, but not on this account subject to variation, nor ( on the other 
hand) ascribable to "fate." 

I now dismiss the subject with one supplementary bibliographical reference 
to St. George Mivart's Contelilporary Evolution, in the first chapter of which 
some interesting facts are pointed out concerning the substitution, in certain 
directions of .English thought, of the idea of " unconscious intelligence " for 
that idea of personal intelligence which is essential to all Theism. 
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