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ARTICLE I. 1 ; ; ^ ^
ON THE MEANS OP PREVENTING WAR. .

v^ '

An Essay on some of the means by which the evil of
war may be prevented, may be a not inappropriate supple-

ment to the preceding review.* The following enumera-
tion of means contributive to that end, may perhaps cover

the whole ground

:

~. ,,

1. A diffusion of the moral power of Christianity.

2. A direction of the special attention of society to the

effects of war, and to the principles of peace.

3. Peace Societies and Conventions.

4. A Congress of nations.

5. Arbitration—both as an habitual resort, and as the

subject of special treaties.

6. The disarmament of nations.

7. Unfettered commerce.
It is only to a few of these that we at present address

remark ; after which the subject of civil war shall receive

attention.

I. On the subject of Peace Societies, it is but necessary

to exhibit their efliciency. Hear the p'lea of the Ameri-
can Peace Society, in the following extracts from one of
its publications :t

See the Mexican War Reviewed, in the July No,

,

+ A tract entitled, " Shall I |^ve to the cause of Peace V
Vol. III.—No. 2. 22
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The Philosophy of Religion. By J. D. Morell, A. M.
London: Longman^ Brown. Green and Longmans,
1849, pp. 427. .

" The design of this book"* we are told in the preface,
" grew out of some of the reviews, which appeared upon
a former work of the author's, entitled, An Historical and
Critical View of the Speculative Philosophy of Europe in

the Nineteenth century." These reviews evinced, at least

to the mind of Mr. Morell, " such a vast fluctuation of opi-

nion," and such deplorable obscurity and confusion of ideas

upon the whole subject of the connection betwixt philoso-

phy and religion, that, in mercy to the general ignorance,

and particularly in deference to a suggestion of Tholuck,
he was induced " to commence a discussion," which, he evi-

dently hoped, might have the effect of imparting intensity

to the religious life, vigour to the religious literature, and
consistency to the religious sentiments of his country. He
is at pains to inform us,t and we devoutly thank him for

the information—the book itself furnishing abundant in-

ternal evidence, which, in the absence of such a declara-

tion, would have been decisive to the contrary—that he
has not rushed *• hastily and unpreparedly into the region

of theological inquiry." " While philosophy has been the

highest recreation, theology," he declares, *• has ever been
the serious business of my whole life. To the study of

this science I gave my earliest thoughts :—under the gui-

dance of onet who is recognised by all parties as standing

amongst the leading theologians of our age, I pursued it

through many succeeding years ; and if 1 have found any
intense pleasure, or felt any deep interest in philosophy at

large, it has been derived, mainly, from the consciousness

of its high importance, as bearing upon the vastest moral
and religious interests of mankind." Trained by this fit-

ting discipline for the task, it is, perhaps, no presumption

p. iii. t Preface, p. xxxii.

X We learn from the North British Review, that Dr. Wardlaw is the Di-
vine referred to.

1
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in Morel 1 to have published a book, which professes to be

not "a popular and attractive exposition" of the questions

which come within its scope, but a thorough philosophical

discussion, developing "from the beginning, as far as pos-

sible, in a connected and logical form," a subject, which
involves the fundamental principles of human knowledge,

and demands, at every step, that any thing like justice may
be done to it, the subtlest analysis, the profoundest reason-

ing and the intensest power of reflection. These qualities

Mr. Morel I may possess in an eminent degree—he may
even feel that the possession of them implies a vocation of

God to give a new and nobler impulse to the religion of

his country, and that, like all apostles, he is entitled to use

great boldness of speech ;
still we cannot but suggest, that

as modesty becomes the great, a little less pretension would
have detracted nothing from the charms of his perform-

ance. The perpetual recurrence of phrases, which seem
to indicate the conviction of the author, that his book is

distinguished by extraordinary depth, and that he is gifted

with a superior degree of mental illumination, is, to say the

least of it, extremely offensive to the taste of his readers

;

and he will, probably, find few who are prepared to share

in the supercilious contempt which he lavishes upon the

prospective opponents oj his system. The philosophy
with which Mr. Morel I is impregnated is essentially arro-

gant ; and it is more to it than to him, that we ascribe the

pretending tone of his work. The pervading conscious-

ness ofthe weakness and ignorance ofman—the diffidence

of themselves—the profound impression of the boundless-
ness ofnature and of the limitless range of inquiry which
lies beyond the present grasp ofour faculties—the humility,

modesty and caution which characterize the writings of
the great English masters, will, in vain, be sought among
the leading philosophers of modern Germany and France.
Aspiring to penetrate to the very essence of things—to

know them in themselves as well as in the laws which reg-

ulate their changes and vicissitudes—they advance to the
discussion of the sublimest problems, of God, the soul and
the universe, with an audacity of enterprize, in which it is

hard to say, whether presumption or folly is most conspi-
cuous. They seem to think that the human faculties are
competent to all things—that whatever reaches beyond
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their compass is mere vacuity and emptiness—that omni-
science, by the due use of their favourite organon, may be-

come the attainment of man, as it is the prerogative of
Godj and that, in the very structure of the mind, the seeds
are deposited from which may be developed the true sys-

tem of the universe. a ,'-~
fr*;;;-„'|;.s's:s7r .-*; r-'ffmr-Pi^

Within the Hmits of legitimate inquiry we would
lay no restrictions upon freedom of thought. All truly

great men are conscious of their powers ; and the confi-

dence which they have in themselves inspires the strength,

intensity and enthusiasm which enable them to conceive
and to ejtecute purposes worthy of their gifts. To the ti-

mid and distrustful, their excursions may often seem bold
and presumptuous—but in the most daring adventures of

their genius, they are restrained, as if by an instinct,

from the visionary projects and chimerical speiculations,

which transcend the sphere of their capacities, as the eagle,

in his loftiest flights, never soars beyond the strength of

his pinion. Confidence adjusted to the measure of power
ne^fer degenerates into arrogance ; it is the soul of courage,

perseverance andheroick achievement—it supports its pos-

sessor amid discouragements and obstacles—represses the

melancholy, langour and fits of despondency to which the

choicest spirits are subject—gives steadiness to effort—pa-

tience to industry and sublimity to hope. But when men'
forget that their capacities are finite—that there are boun-
daries to human investigation and research—that there

are questions which, from the very nature of the mind and
the necessary conditions of human knowledge, never can
be solved, in this sublunary state ; when they are deter-

mmed to make their understandings the sole and adequate
standard of all truth, and presumptuously assume that the

end of their line is the bottom of the ocean—this is intol-

erable arrogance, the very spirit of Moloch,
" Whose trust was with the Eternal to be deemed
Equal in strength ; and rather than be less

Cared not to be at £ill."

We can have no sympathy with the pretensions of any
method, whether inductive, or reflective, which aims at

a science of being in itself, and professes to unfold the na-

ture of the Deity, the constitution of the universe and the

mysteries of creation and providence. To say, as Mr.
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Morell does,* that "our knowledge of mind, in the act of
reflective consciousness, is perfectly adequate; that it

reaches to the whole extent of its essence—that it com-
prehends the intuition of its existence as a power or ac-

tivity, and likewise, the observation of all its determina-

tions," is sheer extravagance and rant, which can be

matched by nothing, but the astounding declaration of the

same author, that "to talk of knowing mind beyond the

direct consciousness of its spontaneous being, and all the

afiections ft can undergo, is absurd ; there is nothing more to

knowP We are not to be surprised that such a philosophy
should find nothing to rebuke it in the awful and impene-
trable depths of the Divine nature, that it should aspire to

gaze directly upon the throne of God, and profess to give a
"direct apperception" of Him,t whom no man hath seen or

can see, and whose glory would be intolerable to mortal
eyes. Titanick audacity is the native spirit of the system,

and it is in the imperceptible influence of this spirit upon a
mind otherwise generous and manly, that we find the ex-

planation of the fact, that Mr. Morell, in the tone and tem-
per of his performance, has departed so widely from the

modesty of true science.
j,^

There is one feature of the book before us which is par-

ticularly painful, and we confess our embarrassment in

finding terms to express it. Hypocrisy would precisely

indicate the thing, but as that word cannot be employed
without casting a serious, and we believe, an undeserved
imputation upon the personal integrity of the author, we
shall forbear to use it. We have no doubt that he is

cordial and sincere in the zeal which he manifests for

an earnest and vital religion—but what we object to is.

that he should so often employ a phraseology, and en^
ploy it in such connections, as to convey the idea to

undiscriminating readers, which the whole tenor of his

argument proves to be false—that the earnest and vital

religion, which enlists his zeal, embraces the distinc-

tive features of the system of grace. When he speaks

of Christianity, in its essence, as a deep inward life in

* History ofModem Philosophy, p. 53, vol. 2. second London edition.

t Ibid, p. 52. It is refreshing to contrast with such pretensions the state-

ments of Locke in the introduction of his celebrated Essay on the Human
Understanding.
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the soul, and pours contempt upon the barren forms
and frigid deductions of logick, as a substitute for piety;

when he contends for divine intuitions—heavenly impul-
ses, and a lofty sympathy and communion with God

—

there is something in all this, so much like the language
of converted men, that untutored minds are apt to be
caught with the guile ; and under the impression that

they are still clinging to the doctrines of a living, in op-

position to a formal and dead Christianity, may imbibe,
without suspicion, a system which saps the foundations
of the whole economy of the Gospel. Mr. Morell is no
friend to what is commonly denominated Evangelical
religion. His divine life is not that which results from
mysterious union with the Son of God, as the Head of a
glorious covenant, and the Father of a heavern-born proge-

ny. His divine intuitions are not the illuminations of

that Spirit which irradiates the written word, and reveals to

our hearts the light of the knowledge of the glory of God,
in the face of Jesus Christ—his communion with the Fa-
ther is not the fellowship of a child, who rejoices in the

assurance of its gracious adoption, and renders unceasing
thanks for its marvellous deliverance, through the blood

of a great Mediator, from sin, condemnation and ruin.

—

His religion embraces no such elements ; and he ought
not, in candour, to have disguised sentiments utterly at

war with the common conceptions of piety, in the very
dress in which these conceptions are uniformly presented.

If he has introduced a new religion, he should not have
decked it in the habits of the old. It is the same species

of dishonesty, the same paltering in a double sense, as

that to which we object in Cousin, who, in seeming to

defend the inspiration of Prophets and Apostles, and to

rebut the assaults of a rationalistick infidelity, really de-

nies the possibility of any distinctive and peculiar inspi-

ration at all, and places divine revelation upon the same
platform with human discoveries. We acquit Mr. Morell

of any intention to deceive. We rather suspect that he
has partially imposed upon himself We can understand

his declaration,* that he " does not know that he has as-

serted a single result, the germs and principles of which

Preface, p. xxxiii.
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are not patent in the writings of various of the most emi-
nent theologians of the Church of England, or of other

orthodox communities," in no other way, than by suppos-

ing, that he has been so long accustomed to associate his

own philosophical opinions with the characteristick phra-

seology of spiritual religion, that the terms have ceased

to suggest any other ideas to his mind, so that he is un-

conscious of the change of meaning, which they have
imperceptibly undergone from his habits of thought. His
honesty, however, does not diminish the danger which
results from the ambiguity of his language. A corrupt

system, disguised in the costume of the true, is like Sa-

tan transformed into an angel of light. We should have
rejoiced if Mr. Morell's religion could have been more na-

kedly presented. It is not the ingenuity of his arguments,

nor the subtlety of his analysis—it is not the logical state-

ment, or the logical developement of any of his princi-

ples, from which the most serious mischief is to be appre-

hended—it is from his fervour—his earnestness and zeal

;

which, in seeming to aim at a higher standard of Chris-

tian life, will enlist the sympathies of many, who feel

that there is something more in the Gospel, than a mea-
gre skeleton of doctrines., They will be apt to think that

the words which he speaks to them—resembling so often

the tone of Christ and His Apostles—are, like them, spirit

and life. They will take the draught as a healthful and
vivifying portion ;

and find, too late, that it is a deadly
mixture of hemlock and nightshade. Here is the dan-
ger—in this covert insinuation of false principles—this

gilding of a nauseous pill. If there were less in the

book which counterfeits the emotions that spring from reli-

gion, the operation of its poison would be comparatively

circumscribed.

The danger, in the present instance, is incalculably in-

creased by the surpassing enchantment of the style,

—

which, though not distinguished by the precision of Stew-
art, the energy of Burke, or the exquisite elegance of

Hall, has a charm about it which holds the reader spell-

bound from the beginning to the end of the volume. We
will venture to assert that no man ever took up the book
who was willing to lay it down, until he had finished it

;

and very few, we apprehend, have finished it, who were
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willing to dismiss it without Another, aiid, perliaps, still

another perusal. Mr. Morel! is never dull ; in his abstru-

sest speculations, in his most refined and subtle efforts of
analygis, there is an unction which fascinates the read-

er ; he has the art, the rare and happy art, of extracting

from the djry bones of metaphysicks, a delightful enter-

tainment. The sorcery of his genius, and the magic of

his eloquence, conceal the naked deformity of his prin-

ciples, and beguile attention from the hideousness of the

object, by the finished beauty of the painting.

The transparency of his diction, the felicity of his il-

lustrations, the admirable concatenation of his thoughts,

his freedom from the extremes of prolixity and brevity,

and his skill in evolving and presenting in beautiful co-

herence and consistency, the most complicated processes

of thought, justly entitle him to rank among the finest

philosophical writers of his country. Imbued, as he is,

with the spirit of German philosophy, and thoroughly
conversant with the productions of its best masters, it is

no small praise, that in his own compositions, he has
avoided all affectation of foreign idioms, and that, at a
time when our language seems likely to be flooded with
the influx of a "pedantick and un-English phraseology."

He has found his mother-tongue amply adequate to the

expression of his thoughts ; and even the misty ideas of

Germany, which its own authors have seldom been able

to render intelligible in a dialect of amazing flexibility

and compass, are seized with so firm and masculine a
grasp—are so clearly defined, and so luminously convey-
ed—that we hardly recognize their identity, and cannot
but think, that if Kant could rise from the dead, and read

his speculations in the pages of Morell, he would under-
stand them better than in his own uncouth and barbarous
jargon. We could wish that all importers of German Met- \

aphysicks and German Theology, would imitate the ex-:,

ample of Mr. Morell in his use of the vernacular tongue.

We want no kitchen-Latin—and we strongly suspect that

any ideas which refuse to be marshalled in English sen-

tences, or to be obedient to English words, are unsuited

to our soil, and had better be left to vegetate or perish on
the banks of the Rhine.

As Mr. Morell nowhere tells us precisely what he means
Vol. III.—No. 2. 34
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by the philosophy of religion, we are left to collect its im-

port from his occasional statements of the scope and de-

sign of philosophy in general, his definition of religion,

and the nature of the whole discussion. Religion he

carefully distinguishes from theology : they are, as he

insists in his former work,* " two widely different things.

Theology implies a body of truth, founded upon indispu-

table principles, and having a connection capable of car-

rying our reason with it, running through all its parts.

—

Religion, on the other hand, is the spontaneous homage
of our nature, poured forth with all the fragrance of holy

feeling into the bosom of the Infinite. Religion may ex-

ist without a theology at all, properly so called." Or as

the same sentiments are expressed in the work before us.

" Let it be distinctly understood in the outset, that we are

speaking of religion now as a fact or phenomenon in human na-

ture. There is a very common, but a very loose employment of

the term religion, in which it is made to designate the outward

and formal principles of a community, quite independently of

the region of human experience, as when we speak of the Pro-

testant religion, the religion of Mohammed, the religions of In-

dia, and the like. The mixing up of these two significations, in

a philosophical treatise, cannot fail to give rise to unnumbered
misunderstandings ; and we emphatically repeat, therefore, that

in our present use of the term, we are not intending to express

any system of truth or form of doctrine whatever
; but simply

an inward fact of the human consciousness—a fact, too, the es-

sential nature of which it is of the utmost importance for us to

discover."—jt?p. 62, 63.

By religion, then, we are to understand, not a system
of doctrine or a creed, but those states of the mind, and
those inward experiences of the heart, which spring from
a sense of the Infinite and Eternal. But religion, in gen-
eral, occupies a very subordinate place in the book—it is

only introduced at all, in order to prepare the way for

what Mr. Morell denominates " the Christian conscious-
ness." It is Christian experience, particularly, which he
proposes to investigate. But what is the philosophy/ of
religion? We have a clue to what the author means by
it, in the following passage of the preface

:

* Vol. 2nd, Appendix, 2nd Edition, p. 650.
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" All great systems of philosophy are simply methods ; they

do not give us the material of truth, they only teach us how to real-

ize it, to make it reflective, to construct it into a system."

—

-p. xziv.

The inquiries which, in conformity with this definition^

a definition, we would add, rather of logick than philoso-

phy, we should expect to find him conducting, as obvi-

ously falling under the import of his title, are such as

have reference to the department of the soul, in which re-

ligion is pre-eminently seated, the nature and origin of
our religious affections, the laws of their developement
and growth, the process by which a theology may be
formed, and the grounds of certainty in regard to religi-

ous truth. In this expectation we are not disappointed

;

these are the high themes that he discusses ; the pith and
staple of his argument. But we must take the liberty to

say that, in our humble judgment, the, analysis of these

points, whatever appearances of candour and impartiality

may be impressed upon it, was instituted and shaped
with special reference to a foregone conclusion. The au-
thor was in quest of what Archimedes wanted to move
the world, a irot> <«-«, by means of which he could overturn

the foundations of the Christian faith. There was a dar-

ling hypothesis in relation to the authority of the Bible,

which he was determined to establish ; and with an eye
to this result, his philosophy, though digested into the
form of a regular and orderly developement of principles,

was invented and framed. It is a species of special plead-

ing, ingeniously disguised in the mask of philosophical

research, against the great distinctive feature of Protest-

ant Christianity. When we contemplate the havock and
desolation of his theory—the Bible, as an authoritative

standard of faith, and creeds and confessions, as bonds of
Christian communion and fellowship, involved in a com-
mon ruin, with nothing to supply their place but the dim
intimations of sentiment and feeling, chastened and regu-

lated by the natural sympathy of earnest and awakened
minds—we might be appalled at the prospect, if it were
not for the consolatory reflection which the author him-
self has suggested, that his " philosophy does not give us
the material of truth."

But to be a little more minute—the book is divided

into twelve chapters—the first of which presents us
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with a general survey of the human mind. And as

two of its powers are found to be of fundamental im-
portance to the subsequent discussion, the second is

devoted to a somewhat extended elucidation of the dis-

tinction betwixt them. In these two chapters the " phil-

osophical groundwork" is laid of the author's whole sys-

tem. If he is at fault in any essential point of his

analysis, or has misapprehended the nature and relations of
the " two great forms of our intellectual being," which
play so conspicuous a part in his theory, his speculations

labour at the threshold, the foundations are destroyed,

and the superstructure must fall to the ground. Since a
human religion must be adjusted to the faculties of the

human mind, an important step is taken towards the de-

termination of its real nature, when these faculties are

explored and understood. Mr. Morell is, accordingly, con-

ducted by his mental analysis, to an inquiry into " the

peculiar essence of religion in general," which he prose-

cutes in the third ; and to a similar inquiry into the es-

sence of Christianity in particular, which he prosecutes in

the fourth chapter of the book. He is now prepared to.

enter into the core of the subject ; and as it is in the ap-

plication of his psychology, to the affiliated questions of
Revelation and Inspiration, and to the construction of
a valid system of theology, that the poison of his princi-

ples most freely works, we must invite particular atten-

tion to his opinions upon these points—the developement
of which occupies the fifth, sixth and seventh chapters

of the work.
Revelation he regards as " a mode of intelligence"—

a

process by which a new field of ideas, or a new range of
experience, is opened to the mind. It is precisely analo-

gous to external perception, or that more refined sensibili-

ty to beauty and goodness, upon which we are depend-
ent for the emotions of taste and the operations of

conscience. It consists in the direction of an original

faculty, to a class of objects which it is capable of appre-

hending. It is wholly a subjective state, and should
never be confounded with the things revealed—a spiritual

clairvoyance, which brings the soul into contact with
spiritual realities, and enables it to gaze upon invisible

glories. Hence an external revelation, or a revelation
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which does not exist in the mind, is a cdntradiction in

terms. We might just as reasonably suppose that the

Bible, or any other book, could supply the place of the
senses, in giving us a knowledge of the material world, as

to suppose that it can supply the place of revelation, in

giving us a knowledge of religion. It can no more see

for us in the one case, than in the other—this is a person-

al operation—a thing which every man must do for

himself. And as each individual must have his own
power of perception, that he may know the existence of

the objects around him, so each individual must have a
-personal and distinct revelation in himself, that he may
come into the possession of the " Christian conscious-

ness ;" he must be brought immediately into contact with
the object, and contemplate it '' face to face." Inspiration is

not essentially different from revelation ; they are rather

different aspects of the same process. As in all immedi-
ate knowledge, there is an intelligent subject and an in-

telligible object brought into union, revelation, for the con-

venience of distinction, may be regarded as having pri-

mary reference to the act of God, in presenting spiritual

realities to the mind ; and inspiration to whatever influ-

ence may be exerted upon the soul, in order that it may
be able to grasp and comprehend the realities presentea.

Revelation, in other words, gives the object—inspiration,

the eye to behold it. The concurrence of both is essen-

tial to the production of knowledge. As inspiration, there-

fore, indicates, exclusively, a state of the mind, and that,

a state in which we are conscious of immediate know-
ledge, it cannot be affirmed of any class of writings, nor
of any processes of reasoning. An inspired book, or an
inspired argument, is as senseless a form of expression as

an intelligent book, or an intelligent argument. Hence
the whole question of an authoritative standard of religi-

ous truth, commended to our faith by the testimony of

God, is summarily dismissed as involving an absurdity

;

a discovery which relieves us from all those perplexing

speculations in relation to the proofs of a divine commis-
sion, and the criteria which distinguish the word of God
from the delusions of man, or the impostures of the devil,

upon which theologians, from the earliest age, have been
accustomed, in their ignorance and folly, to waste their
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ingenuity. The doctrine is avowed, openly and broadly

avowed, that God cannot, without destroying the very
nature of the human understanding, put us in possession

of an infallible system of truth. A book, or an argument,

can be inspired in no other sense than as it proceeds from
a man under the influence of holy and devout sensibili-

ties, and contains the results of his reflection, in the devel-

opement of which the Almighty cannot protect him from
error, upon the facts of his own experience. The Pil-

grim's Progress is, accordingly, divine, or the word of God,
in precisely the same sense in which the Scriptures are

divine ; and the productions of Prophets and Apostles

are entitled to no different kind of respect, however differ-

ent in degree, from that which attaches to the writings

of Owen and Baxter and Howe. Theology, in every case,

results from the application of logick and philosophy to

Christian experience—it is necessarily a deduction from
subjective processes, and not the offspring of the compari-

son and arrangement of doctrines derived from an exter-

nal source. Being the creature of the human understand-

ing, and the understanding being above or below, we do
not know exactly where the author places it—the imme-
diate guidance and control of God, every theology must
be fallible and human, whether it be that of Paul, or Pe-
ter, or James, or John, or—for such is the fearful sweep of

the argument, that of Jesus Christ himself.

Having settled the principles upon which theology must
be constructed, he proceeds to apply them in the eighth

chapter, with remorseless havock, to the popular faith of

his age and country. His next step is to investigate the
grounds of religious fellowship, an investigation which
turns out to be a spirited and earnest assault upon creeds

and confessions. When the Bible is gone, these beggarly
children of the understanding can, of course, show no
cause why sentence of death should not be pronounced
upon them. The tenth chapter, which is a sort of sum-
mary of all his previous speculations, discusses the grounds
of certainty in reference to spiritual truth, which are re-

solved partly into our own consciousness, or immediate
knowledge of its reality, and partly into the consciousness

of other similarly inspired people. The eleventh chapter,

on the significancy of the past, seems to us to be a logical
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appendage of the seventh or eighth, mercifully intended to

relieve our minds from the despondency and gloom which
were likely to overwhelm them on account of the loss of

the Bible and the feebleness and imperfection of the in-

strument which we must use in its place in " realizing" a
system of faith. After all, he tells us, among earnest and
awakened minds, there is no danger of miscarriage. Er-

ror is the fiction of bigotry rather than a stern and sober

reality. All contradictions and discordancies of opinion

are only the divergencies, or polar extremities, of some
higher unity of truth, in which they are blended and re-

conciled ; as the numberless antagonisms of nature contri-

bute to the order and harmony of the universe. The pro-

gress of theology depends upon the success of the effort to

discover those higher realities in which heresy and ortho-

doxy sweetly unite, and hence all opposition to error and
zeal for the truth—overlooking the important fact that

they are different phases of the same thing—that error, in

other words, is only a modification of truth, are very wick-
ed and indecent.

The relation between Philosophy and Theology is the
subject of the last chapter, in which he undertakes to vin-

dicate himself from the anticipated charge of rationalism.

How successful he has been we shall see hereafter, but
one thing is certain, his rationalism has but little tenden-
cy to exalt the understanding. In the pictures which
he occasionally draws of a perfect Christian state, this

perverse and unruly faculty, it seems, is to be held in

abeyance—the soul is to be all eye—all vision—everlasting-

ly employed in the business of looking—so completely ab-
sorbed in the rapture of its scenes, that it cannot descend
to the cold and barren formalities of thought. But while
the understanding is degraded, another element of our be-

ing is unduly promoted. Throughout the volume we find

attributed to sympathy the effect, in producing and deve-
loping the divine life, which the scriptures uniformly as-

cribe to the Holy Spirit. Society and fellowship are, in-

deed, the Holy Ghost of Mr. Morell's gospel. They beget

us again to a lively hope—they refine and correct our ex-

periences—they protect us from dangerous error, they es-

tablish our minds in the truth, and through them we are

enabled to attain the stature of perfect men in Christ Jesus.
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From this general survey of the scope and contents of
the book, it must be obvious to the reader, that we are

called to contend with a new and most subtle form of in-

fidelity. The whole ground of controversy is shifted. The
end aimed at u the same, the destruction of the Bible as

a divine revelation, in the sense in which the Christian

world has, heretofore, been accustomed to use the term,

but the mode of attack is entirely changed. The infidels

of former times impugned Christianity either in its doc-

trines or evidences, but never dreamed of asserting that an
external standard of faith was inconceivable and impossible.

Some denied that it was necessary, the light ofnature be-

ing sufficient for all the purposes of religion—but the

ground generally taken was, that the scriptures were
wanting in the proofs, by Avhich a divine revelation

ought to be authenticated, or that they were self-con-

demned in consequence of the absurdity and contradic-

tion of their contents, or that no proofs could ascertain

to others the reality of a revelation to ourselves ; but
whatever was the point of assault, whether miracles,

prophecy or doctrines, the genuineness and authenticity

of the records, the origin and propagation of Christianity

in the world and its moral influence on society, it was al-

ways assumed that there was sense in the proposition,

which affirmed the Bible to be a divine and authoritative

standard of faith. Elaborate apologies for it, under this

extraordinary character, were deemed worthy of the pow-
ers and learning of the most gifted members of the race.

But Mr. Morell takes a widely different position. He un-
dertakes to demonstrate, by a strictly a priori argument,
drawn from the nature of the mind and of rehgion, that a
revealed theology is a psychological absurdity. His de-

sign is, from the philosophy of Christian experience, to

demolish the foundations of Christianity itself His me-
thod requires him to attack neither miracles, prophecy,

nor doctrines—you may believe them all—provided you do
not regard them as proving the Bible to be a rule of faith,

nor receive them on the ground that they are attested by
the seal of Heaven. In the application of his boasted re-

flective method, he has plunged into the depths of con-

sciousness and fetched from its secret recesses the mate-
rials for proving that, in the very nature of the case, eve-

ry system of doctrine not only is but must be human in
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its form and texture. It is on this ground that we charge
him with infidelity. He takes away the Bible, and when
that is gone, we deliberately assert that all is lost. He talks

indeed, of his intuitions and fellowship and sympathy and
his all powerful organon of reflection, but when he propo-
ses these as a substitute for the lively oracles of God, our
minds labour for a greater ability of despising, than th«?y

have ever had occasion to exert before. Let the authority

of the Bible be destroyed, and Christianity must soon
perish from the earth. Put its doctrines upon any other
ground than a " thus saith the Lord," and every one of them
will soon be denied, and we shall soon cease to hear from
the dim territory offeeling, in which Mr. Morell has placed
religion, any definite reports of God. What has been the

effect upon himself, since he has declined to receive his

theology from the Bible? How many of the doctrines

which he was, no doubt, taught in his infancy and child-

hood, has he been able to "realize" by his own method of
construction ! The plan of his work has not required him
to treat of particular articles of faith, but from occasion-

al ghmpses which we catch, it is easy to collect, that his

creed is any thing but evangelical. The doctrine of the

incarnation, for example, is reduced to nothing but " the

realization of divine perfection in humanity." " We need,"

says the author,* "to have the highest conceptions of di-

vine justice and mercy, and the highest type of human
resignation and duty, realized in an historical fact, such
as we can ever gaze upon with wonder and delight ; not

XiWthen do they become mighty to touch the deepest springs

of our moral being." Jesus is, accordingly, represented as

a finished model of ideal excellence, combining in his own
person all that is pure and lovely and sublime, a living

embodiment of the moral abstractions which, it seems, are

powerless to affect the heart until they are reduced to " an
historical and concrete reality," and which then^ as ifby an
electrick shock, or a wizard's spell, can stir the depths of

our nature, rouse our dormant energies and inspire us with
zeal to imitate what we are obliged to admire. Hence the

whole mystery ofgodliness—of the word made flesh—is a
very simple affair ; it is just God's giving us a pattern to

copy. This is what reflection makes of it from the intui-

VoL. m.—No. 2.
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tions of religion without the Bible. Justification by faith,

the articulus stantis aut cadentis ecclesiae—" the very life-

spring," as Mr. Morell admits*—"of the Reformation,"

fares no better in his hands, as it passes, through his con-

structive method, from the region of experience to that of

doctrine. It is not a little remarkable, too, and sets this

method in a very unfavourable light, that while our author

professes to have the same ^^ moral ided'^ with Luther and
the reformers, his statement of it as a doctrine is precisely

opposite to theirs. Total depravity and the consequent

necessity of regeneration, he must, to be consistent, deny,

as his theory requires that religious sensibiHty, even in

our fallen state, should be viewed as an original faculty of

the soul, and from the beginning to the end of the volume
there is not a single passage which even remotely squints

at the doctrine of atonement, in the sense of a satisfac-

tion to the justice of God for the guilt of men. What then

of real Christianity does he believe ? Echo answers, what.
These specimens are sufficient to show what success

crowns the efforts of our author in constructing a theolo-

gy without the Bible. We want no better illustration of

what is likely to become of our religion when we give up
an external standard for the dim intuitions of inspired phil-

osophers. We are not, hpwever, without other lessons of

experience, which Mr. Morell must admit to be applica-

ble. Upon his principles, the construction of the universe

is a process exactly analogous to the construction of a
creed. The ontological systems of the German masters
may, accordingly, be taken as a fair sample of what re-

flection is able to achieve in the science of world-making

—

and judging from them, we can form something more than
a conjecture, of the extravagance and folly which will be
pahued upon us, for the pure and wholesome doctrines of

the cross, should the same method be admitted into the

department of Christian theology—it would be sheer insan-

ity to suppose that it will make less havock of our creeds,

than it has made of nature, of the soul and God. Upon
one thing we might count with certainty—the being speed-

ily overwhelmed with a species of Pantheism, in which
all sense of duty and religion would perish. The fatal-

ism of Mahomet has the merit of being consistent, but the

p. 253.
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transcendental philosophy, as if impelled by an irresisti-

ble instinct to contradictions and absurdity, makes its

boast, in one breath, of the demonstration of the essential

and indestructible freedom of man as its greatest triumph,
and, in the next, does not scruple to deduce the contin-

gent, finite and variable, from their necessary relations to

the absolute, infinite and eternal. No man can turn from
these speculations and laugh at the Geeta, or the Ramayuna
ofValmeeki. They teach us—what it would be madness to

disregard ; that, in relation to theology, the real issue is be-

tween the Bible, or a wild imagination "in endless mazes
lost;" between the Bible, in other words, and Atheism. We
do not hesitate, therefore, to rank Mr. Morell's book in the

class of infidel publications. He has assailed the very
foundations of the faith, and in resisting his philosophy,

we are defending the citadel of Christianity from the art-

ful machinations of a traitor, who, with honeyed words
of friendship and allegiance upon his tongue, is in actual

treaty to deliver it into the hands of the enemy of God
and man. -^

,,.., .?

Entertaining these opinions of the character and ten-

dency of the work, we shall make no apology for entering,

with great freedom, into a critical estimate of its merits.

It is, perhaps, only the first fruits of what we may yet

expect from larger importations of the same philosophy

into Britain and America, and, as is generally the case with
first fruits, it is probably the best of its kind. We appre-

hend that no man, who shall undertake a similar work,
will be able to bring to it a larger variety of resources, a
more profound acquaintance with ancient and modern
speculations—a nicer critical sagacity or an intenser power
of reflection than have fallen to the lot of Mr. Morell, and
we are glad that it is a man, thus eminently gifted^ the

great hierophant of German mysteries, and not the hum-
ble and contemptibleretailerof oracles, which are hawked
about as divine only because they defy all effort to under-

stand them, who has brought on the first serious collision

in the field ofEnglish literature, betwixt evangelical religion

and the new discoveries in metaphysicks. The vigour of

his assault may be taken as a fair specimen of the power
and resources of the enemy, and we rejoice in being able

to say, that whatever vague and undefined fears may have

J'
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floated through our minds, for the security of our faith,

while the conflict was yet at a distance, and the propor-

tions of the foe unduly magnified by the fogs and mists

through which he was contemplated, have turned out to

be, upon the first demonstration of his real dimensions and

his skill in battle, Hke the shudder and dismay conjured

up by a moonlight ghost.

The book may be considered in the double light of a

philosophy and an argument—the philosophy supplying

the premises of the argument. We intend to examine it

in both aspects, and as, in every instance of ratiocination,

the first and most obvious inquiry is in regard to the vali-

dity of the reasoning, does it hold ?—do the premises con-

tain the conclusion?—we shall pursue, iq the present case,

the natural order of thought, and inquire into the merits

of the argument before we investigate the claims of the

philosophy. We hope to show that there is a double es-

cape from the infidelity and mysticism into which the au-

thor would conduct us—one througn the inconclusiveness

of his reasoning, the other througli the falsehood or un-

soundness of his premises—he is signally at fault both in

his logic and philosophy. *•

The fundamental proposition of the treatise, in which
its preliminary speculatioi^s were designed to terminate,

and upon which its subsequent deductions are dependent
for all the value they possess, is that a valid theology is

never the gift of Heaven, but is always the creature of the

human understanding. This is assumed as a settled point

in the last six chapters of the book. The seventh, which
developes the process by which, in conformity with the

laws of mind, we are able to construct a theology for our-

selves, evidently takes it for granted that it is a matter
which we have to do for ourselves, unless the author in-

tended these discussions as a mere exhibition of his

skill, an amusing play of ingenuity and fancy, like Fer-
guson's Natural History of Society or Smith's theory of the
origin of language. If God has given us a body of divin-

ity it is of very little consequence to speculate on what
might have taken place, had we been left to ourselves.

Theology, in this aspect of the case, being reduced to the
condition ofany other science, perhaps the method described
by our author is, as he asserts it to be, the only method by
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which we could successfully proceed. But the very stress

of the controversy turns upon the question—whether we
have been left to ourselves—whether theology is, in fact,

like all other sciences, the production of man, or whether
God has framed it for us, ready to our hands. The same as-

sumption, in regard to the human origin of theology, per-

vades all the speculations of the eighth chapter, professedly

on Fellowship, but really on creeds and confessions. If

there be a faith once delivered to the saints, it may be our
duty to contend for it, and to withdraw from those who con-

sent not to wholesome words, even the words of our Lord
Jesus Chri^ and to the doctrine which is according to godli-

ness, and to reject those, after the first and second admoni-
tion, who bring in damnable heresies. If there be such a
thing as a form of sound words, there may be an obligation

to teach it. and hence an analogy betwixt the church and
the school, in consequence of which believers may be term-

ed disciples, ministers, teachers, and Christ the great Prophet
of all. These things cannot be gainsaid until we have
something more than assertion that there is no authori-

tative type of doctrine into which we ought to be cast.

As to the chapter on Certitude, that never could have been
written by a man in whose philosophy it was even dream-
ed of, that there might be a ground of assurance in a di-

vine testimony fully equal to dim and misty intui-

tions which require to be corrected by the generic con-

sciousness of the race. Let it be admitted that God has
given us a theology, and evinced it to be His, by signs

and wonders, or any species of infallible proofs, we cer-

tainly need no firmer basis for our faith than that the
mouth of the Lord has spoken. All such speculations as
those ofour author are darkening counsel by words with-

out knowledge. The relation, too, in which philosophy
stands to theology, the subject of the last chapter of the

book, is materially changed, when it is denied that philos-

ophy is the organon to form it, or when the whole ques-

tion concerning the truth or falsehood of any doctrinal

system is made a question of authority and not a ques-

tion of abstract speculation.

It is hence obvious, that the human origin of theology

is the soul of the system, it pervades all his speculations.

Without it one-half of his book falls to the ground, and
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the conclusions, which palpably contravene the popular

faith, are stripped of all plausibilitj' and consistency. As
a logical production, his entire treatise is a failure unless

this principle can be established.

Now^ has it been proved 7 Has the author any where
demonstrated, that theology, as contra-distinguished from
religion, must necessarily be human, and can possess no
other authority but that which attaches to it from the

laws of thought 1 or has he even succeeded in showing
that, as a historical fact, it is human, though it might
have been otherwise, and, therefore, subject to the same
criticisms to which every human production is amenable?
Let it be remembered, that the teal issue, betwixt himself

and the popular faith, is, whether or not God Aa* commu-

„

nicated, in the language of men,, a perfect logical exposi-

tion of all the truths which, in every stage of its religi-

ous developement, the human mind is capable of experi-

encing. Mr. Morell denies, the popular faith affirms : if

he can make good his negative, then man must create his

theology for himself—his speculations, upon that point,

become natural and proper, and all the conclusions which,
are subsequently drawn from them in relation to fellow-

ship, certitude and the precise office of philosophy, with
respect to systems of Christian doctrine, become consist-

ent and legitimate. If, on the contrary, he fails to do so,

then all these speculations are premature—they have no
solid foundation in truth ; and though they may still be
interesting, as a new and curious department of fiction,

they should drop the name of philosophy, or couple it

with that of romance, and assume a title which would in-

dicate the fact, that their logick is purely hypothetical.

—

Has he succeeded, or has he failed ? This question we
shall be able to answer, by considering what the exigen-

cies of his argument demand, and the manner in which
he has addressed himself to the task of meeting them

—

by comparing, in other words, what he had to do with
what he has done. What, then, is necessary in order to

prove that no such divine communication, as the popular
faith maintains, has ever been made to men ? There are,

obviously, only two lines of reasoning that can be pur-

sued in an argument upon this subject. It must either

be shown, a priori^ that such a divine communication is
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impossible, involving a contradiction to the very nature of

theology—or a posteriori^ that such a divine communica-
tion, as a matter of fact, never has been made^ or what,

upon the maxim

—

de non apparentibuSj 6^c. is equivalent

to it

—

never has been proved. This last proposition may
be established, in turn, either by showing that no testi-

mony or no evidence can authenticate such a communi-
cation ; or that the evidence, in the given case, falls short

of what ought to be afforded ; or that it is set aside by
countervailing evidence; or that there is positive proof, that

some other method has been adopted. This seems to us
to be a true statement of the logical condition of the ques-

tion. Mr. Morell was bound to prove either that a divine

revelation, in the ordinary sense of the terms, is impossi-

ble, a psychological absurdity; or that no book, professing

to be a revelation, is worthy of credit—there can be, or

there has been none. This being the state of the contro-

versy, let us piroceed to examine how he has acquitted

himself in disposing of these points—the last of which,
alone, has given rise to a larger body of literature than
any other subject in the world.

The premises of the argument, in both aspects, whe-
ther a priori or a posteriori^ are contained in the chapters

on Revelation and Inspiration. It was evidently the de-

sign of these chapters to develope a theory which should

explode the vulgar notions in relation to the Bible, as at

once absurd, m a philosophical point of view, and desti-

tute of evidence, as a matter of fact. His whole view of

inspiration he represents as " a protest and an argument"*
against " the formal use of the letter of Scripture," which
is made by " those who ground their theology, professed-

ly, at least, upon an induction of individual passages, as

though each passage, independently of the spirit of the

whole, were of divine authority." '• To suppose that we
should gain the slightest advantage," by accuracy of de-

finitions, and consistency of reasoning, on the part of the

sacred writers, "implies," he informs us,t "an entire mis-

apprehension of what a revelation really is, and of what
is the sole method by which it is possible to construct a
valid theology. An actual revelation can only be made

p. 205. +p. 175.
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to the intuitional faculty, and a valid theology can only
he constructed by giving a formal expression to the intui-

tions thus granted." We understand these passages, es-

pecially when taken in connection with the spirit of the

whole discussion, as distinctly asserting the proposition

that theology, as a formal statement of doctrine, can never
be divinely communicated, and that upon the ground, that

it involves elements which are incompatible with the very
nature of revelation—a revealed theology being a contra-

diction in terms. Clearly, if "the giving of a formal ex-

pression to the intuitions" of religion, be the sole method
by which it is possible to construct it—there is no place

for an authoritative standard of faith.

~ Now does the author's theory of revelation, admitting

it to be true, preclude the possibility of a divine theology?

We shall not deny—for we have no disposition todispute
about a word—that it is inconsistent with a revealed the-

ology, in the aiithofs sense of the term. We may here

take occasion to say that much of the impression which
his reasoning makes upon the mind of his readers,

is due to the ambiguity of language. 7%ey, from old

associations and familiar usage, mean one thing by reve-

lation ;
and he, another ; and it is hard to keep distinctly

in view that conclusions/ which may be legitimate in his

sense, may not be legitimate in theirs. If Mr. Morell

chooses to restrict the application of the term to the sub-

jective processes by which the mind is brought into con-

tact with spiritual realities, and then infers that an exter-

nal standard of faith cannot be a revelation—the inference

may be just—but it no more concludes against the reality

or possibility of such a standard, than to restrict the term
animal, exclusively, to quadrupeds, and then infer that

neither men nor birds were animals, concludes against

the truth of their existence, or their possession of life.

What Mr. Morell undertakes to settle, is not a question

of words and names : not whether the Bible shall re-

ceive this title or that, (no one dreams that it is a
spiritual vision, or any special mode of intelligence,)

but whether God can communicate in writing or in any
other form, a perfect logical exposition of those very
intuitions, which he makes it the office of revelation to

impart. That such a divine communication is, in the
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nature of the case, impossible—hot thatit cannot 1be 2aif^

ed by a given name—is what he represents his theory of

revelation as necessarily involving, and what, if it does

not involve, it is not pertinent to the argument.
This theory is designed to give an answer to the ques-

tion

—

in what manner does a man become a Christian ?

The essential elements, included in that form of man's re-

ligious life which he denominates the Christian conscious-

ness, having been previously enumerated, he proceeds, in

his account of revelation, to describe the " process by
which such phenomena of man's interior being are pro-

duced—the' secret link which unites them with an out-

ward causality, and the laws by which they are brought
into existence, regulated, and finally developed to their

full maturity." It is only " in relation to the method, by
which it is communicated to the human mind," that Chris-

tianity can be properly designated "as a revelation
from God."* That is, if we understand the author, it is

the office of revelation to excite the emotions which are

characteristic and distinctive of the religion of Jesus. It

has reference, therefore, exclusively to what, in common
language, would be styled experimental religion, and in-

cludes nothing but the means by which the state of heart

is engendered, which entitles a man to be considered as a-

real, in contradistinction from a formal believer.

But as religion consists, essentially, in emotions; and
emotions are dependent upon that form of intelligence

which supplies the objects adapted to awaken them—

a

direct correspondency always subsisting between the in-

tellectual and emotional activity—the question arises, to

which faculty are we indebted for the objects that awaken
religious emotions ? We must know them—they must be
present to the mind, or no affections can be excited

;

through what form of intelligence, then, do we become
cognizant of spiritual realties? The answer is, intuition.

" In considering, then, under which of the two great generic

modes of intelligence, we have to class the particular case in-

volved in the idea of a revelation, we can have but little hesita-

tion in referring it, at once, to the category of intuition. The
idea of a revelation is universally considered to imply a case of

Vol. III.—No. 2.
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intelligence in which something is presented directly to the mind
of the subject ; in which it is conveyed by the immediate agency

of God himself ; in which our own eflForts would have been un-

availing to attain the same conceptions ; in which the truth

communicated could not have been drawn by inference from

any data previously known ;
and, finally, in which tfie whole re-

sult is one lying beyond the reach of the logical understand-

ing."—;p. 126. r/i

The author, then, proceeds to run the parallel betwixt

this account of revelation and intuition in its lowest form,

that of external perception, and finding a perfect corres-

pondence, he does not hesitate to rank them as kindred

species of the same mode of intellectual activity. But to

make assurance doubly sure, he undertakes to show that

revelation cannot be addressed to the understanding

—

" that the whole of the logical processes of the human
mind are such, that the idea of a revelation is altogether

incompatible with them ; that they are in no sense open
to its influence, and that they can neither be improved
nor assisted by it."* His meaning is that no new origi-

nal elements of knowledge, or as Locke would call them,
no new simple ideas, can be imparted to the mind by defi-

nition, analysis or reasoning. He regards revelation as a
source of original and peculiar ideas—like the eye or the

ear, or what Hutchespn felicitously styles the internal sen-

ses of the mind. " The object of a revelation, is to bring

us altogether into another and higher region of actual

experience, to increase our mental vision, to give us new
data from which we may draw new inferences, and all

this lies quite £.part from the activity of the logical

faculty."t

The author still further, though not more plainly, de-

velopes his views in the answer he returns to the ques-

tion, "could not a revelation from God consist in an
exposition of truth, made to us by the lips or from the
pen of an inspired messenger, that exposition coming dis-

tinctly under the idea of a logicul explication of doc-

trineSf which it is for mankind to receive, as sent to us on
divine authority." Let us hear him upon this point

:

" Now this is a case of considerable complexity, and one which

p. 131. tp. 133.
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we must essay as clearly as possible to unravel. First of all,

then, we have no doubt whatever but that there have been
agents commissioned by God to bring naankind to a proper con-

ception of divine truth, and comprehension of the divine wilL

But now let us look a little more closely into their real mission,

and consider the means by which alone it was possible for them
to fulfil it.

" These divine messengers, we will suppose, address their fel-

low-men in the words and phrases they are accustomed to hear,

and seek in this way to expound to them the truth of God. If
we imagine ourselves, then, to be the listeners, it is needless to

say, that so long as they treat of ideas which lie ivithin the range
of our present experience, we should be well able at once to

comprehend them, and to judge of the grounds on which they

urge them upon our attention. But it is manifest that such a
discourse as I describe could in no proper sense be termed a
revelation. So long as the divine teacher keeps within the range
of our present intellectual experience, he might indeed throw
things into a new light, he might point out more accurately their

connexion, he might show us at once their importance and
their logical consistency ; but all this would not amount to a re-

velatioUy it would give us no immediate manifestation of truth

from God, it would offer no conceptions lying beyond the range

of our present data, it would quite fail in bringing us into con-

tact with new realities, nor would it at all extend the sweep of

our mental vision. Mere exposition always presupposes some
familiarity with the subject in hand ; one idea has always, in

such a case, to be explained by another ; but supposing there to

be an entire blindness of mind upon the whole question, then it

is manifest that all mere logical definition and explication is for

the time entirely thrown away.
" Illustrations of this are as numerous as are the sciences, or

the subjects of human research. Let a man, for example, total-

ly unacquainted with the matter, hear another convers^ with the

greatest clearness about differential quantities in physics or

mathematics—how much of the explanation would he be able to

comprehend 1 He has not yet the experiences of space, num-
ber, or motion, on which the intelligibleness of the whole de-

pends ; and in want of these, the whole of the explanations of-

fered are involved in the darkest obscurity. Take up any other

subject, such as biology, ethics, or metaphysics, in their higher

and more recondite branches. Explication here is of no avail,

unless the mind first realize for itself, and reproduce in its own
thinking, the fundamental conceptions of the teacher. What is
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true of perceptive teaching, in the case of the infant, is true, in

a modified sense, of all human education, to the most advanoed
stage of intelligence. You must, in every instance alike take

proper means to awaken the power of vision within, to furnish

direct experiences to the mind, in brief, to give clear intuitions

of the dements of truth, before you can produce any eflfect by
the most complete process of defining or explanation.

Let us return, then, to the supposed case of the inspired

teacher, and proceed with our analysis of the conditions that are

necessary to his becoming the medium of a revelation, properly

so called. We have seen that, if he alwavs kept within the re-

gion of our present experience, there would be no fresh revela-

tion made to us at all : but nowj let us imagine him to transcend

the present sphere of our mental vision;—it is evident from
what I have first said, that in such a case we should be by no
means in a condition to comprehend his meaning ; on the sup-

position, of course, that he was to confine himself to mei'e expo-

sition. The only way in which he could give us a revelation of

truth hitherto unrealized, would be by becoming the agent of

elevating our inward religious consciousness up to the same or

a similar standard as his own
;
which is the same thing as if we

had said that all revelation, properly so called, can be made to

us primarily only in the form of religious intuition?^—pp.
134—137. .;^-^-^^^-^-- r^-^T v-v. .^-< ,v

We have now said enough to put our readers complete-

ly in possession of the author's views of revelation. It

implies a direct perception of spiritual realities—a gazing
upon eternal verities, which, upon the principle that the

eye affects the heart, produces those peculiar emotions in

which the essence of religion consists. It communicates
to us the elemental ideas of all religious knowledge—the

primary data, without which the science of theology would
be as unmeaning as the science of optics to a man born
blind. As perception gives us all our original and simple

ideas of matter—the moral sense, our notions of the good

—

taste, our notions of the beautiful and sublime—so revela-

tion imparts to us the ideas of God, of Christ, ofredemption
and of sin. The subjective processes in all these cases are

the same. Nature, the beautiful, the good, are just as tru-

ly and properly revelations, as the verities embraced in

Christian experience. There was, however, in the case

of Christianity, a series of " divine arrangements, through
the medium of which the loftiest and purest conceptions
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oftriith were brought before the immediate cdnsciousricss

of the apostles, and through them, of the whole age ; at a
time, too, when, in oilier respects, the most universal de-

moralization abounded on every side."* These arrange-

ments the author admits to be supernatural—the result of

a " divine plan, altogether distinct from the general scheme
of providence as regards human developement." But the

revelation consequent upon them is purely natural—man
was elevated to a mountain which commanded prospects

beyond the ordinary range of his eyes—but the vision

which ensued was in strict obedience to the laws of sight.

Now we ask our readers to ponder carefully this account
of revelation, and to lay their fingers on the principle

which either directly or indirectly proves, that a perfect

standard of theology cannot be imparted to us by God, or

that any and every theology must be the offspring of the

human understanding. This account, we are told, is at

once a protest and an argument against the popular no-

tions on the subject. The protest we can find—it is pa-

tent on every page—but the argument we are utterly una-
ble to discover. Does it follow that because religion, as a
matter of experience, is divine, therefore theology, as a
matter of science, must be human ? Does it follow that be-

cause God gives us all the direct and immediate cogni-

tions out of which the science can be frained^ therefore,

He is unable to construct the science Himself? Does it

follow that because He makes us feel and see, therefore,

He is incompetent to describe either our. visions or emo-
tions ? We confess that our sincerest efforts cannot render

palpable to our thinking faculty the least incongruity be-

twixt the notions of a divine theology, and a revealed re-

ligion in the sense of Mr. Morell. For aught that we can
see to the contrary, his whole psychology might be grant-

ed—all that he says of the understanding and intuition

—

their differences and relations—with his whole scheme of
revelation—all might be granted—and yet nothing be con-

ceded at all destructive of the doctrine, that we have a faith,

ready developed to our hands, which we are bound to re-

ceive upon the authority of God. We might no longer

call it a revealed faith, but it would be none the less in-

fallible and divine on that account.

p. 145.
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Mr. Morell admits that man can construct a theology

for himself, that he is able to give a definite form and sci-

entific basis to his religions Hfe, and to the spiritual truth

involved in it." The intuitions of religion, like all other

intuitions, can be submitted to the operations of the un-

derstanding; they can be compared, classified and arrang-

ed ; they are as really the materials of a science as the

facts of perception, or the phenomena of conscience. Now
what is there in the process of constructing a science from
religion, which limits it exclusively to man 7 Is there any
absurdity in supposing that God can communicate, in writ-

ing or in some other form, a perfect logical exposition of

all the intuitions which, in every stage of its religious his-

tory, the human mind is capable of experiencing J any ab-

surdity in supposing that God can do perfectly and infal-

libly for His weak and ignorant creatures what it is conced-

ed they can do imperfectly and fallibly for themselves ?

What is there inconceivable in God's giving a logical and
formal expression to the religious mind of man? We do
not deny that a divine theology, though it might be strictly

scientifick in its form, and capable of the same proofs to

which all human sciences appeal, must yet challenge our

assent upon a higher ground. It is to be received—not

because it accords with ou| experience, but because it is

the testimony of God. It comes to us and must come to

us with authority. It is truth because it proceeds from
the fountain of truth. If Mr. Morell contends that this

peculiarity removes it from the category of science, we
shall not dispute about a word ; all that we contend for is,

that it is and must be a more full and complete represen-

tation of all the phenomena of religion than reflection it-

self could give with the aid of the best conceivable orga-

non, applied to intuitions as strong, distinct and clear as

the most definite perceptions of sense.

It is clear that Mr. Morell, in representing his scheme of
revelation as an a priori agument against the possibility

of a divine theology, has quietly assumed that the agency
there described is the sole agency of the Deity in relation to

the religion of His creatures. He seems to think that the

Almighty exhausted Himself in the production of spiritual

perceptions, and therefore, could not reduce them to the

forms of the understanding; that in the process of engen-
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dering religion he lost the ability to describe it. But where
is the proof that revelation, in our author's sense, includes

the whole agency of God ? Not a particle is adduced—and
hence as a divine theology is not inconsistent with a reveal-

ed religion—as there is no shadow ofcontradiction betwixt

them—and not the slightest proof that the revelation of reli-

gion is the only form in which God condescends to His ig-

norant and sinful creatures, Mr. Morell has signally failed

to establish, on philosophical grounds, the human origin of

theology. His premises do not contain his conclusion.

For aught that he has alleged to the contrary, we may be
as truly indebted to the divine benignity for a perfect and
infallible standard of faith as for those other operations in

consequence of which we feel the pulsations of the Chris-

tian life. . .;:.'>^^^>.:--,j;,,:^. .^y I.- '•^: >
' : .a- .,u T***

;

The only thing, indeed, in the whole chapter on reve-

lation, which seems remotely to bear upon the subject, is

the passage already quoted, in which he states the ques-

tion only to evade it. He shows, indeed, that a logical

explication of doctrines could not awaken ideas in a mind
destitute of the capacity to apprehend them. We may cheer-

fully concede that no painting can make a blind man see,

that no musickcan ravish a deafman with the rapture of its

sounds ; but still the painting and the musick may both ex-

ist and be perfect in their kind. No one claims for a divine

theology the power of making men Christians ; it is uni-

versally conceded that the letter killeth ; but the controver-

sy betwixt Mr. Morell and the popular faith is whether
that letter can exist. It is a poor evasion to say that be-

cause it cannot perform an office which no one has ever

thought of ascribing to it, that, therefore, it is essentially

and necessarily inconceivable as a real and substantive

entity. All that our author proves is that it cannot en-

lighten ;
that it can impart no new simple idea ; that it pre-

supposes all the elemental germs of thought which enter

into theology, as natural philosophy presupposes the infor-

mations of sense, and psychology those of consciousness.

It supposes, in other words, that men are capable of reli-

gion, but it by no means follows that because a divine

theology can neither create the religious faculty nor im-
mediately produce its appropriate intuitions, therefore it

cannot express them with logical exactness, nor describe
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the objects on which they are dependent. Moral philos-

ophy cannot originate a conscience, but it may still be a
scientific exhibition of all the operations ofthe moral nature.

What Mr. Morell's argument requires him to prove is that

a divine theology is impossible—that a science of religion

being admitted, that science cannot be imparted to us by
God ; it must^ from the nature of the case, be human in

its origin ; and this proposition is not affected by the inade-

quacy of such a science to accomplish a certain subjective

effect, unless it can be shown that its ability to do this is

the condition of its existence. '. -i<.-; M. > >i »

. But, perhaps, the proof we are seeking may be found
in the chapter on Inspiration. It is the object of that chap-

ter toshowthat ^.^ ^ , * v? -

"Inspiration does not imply any thing generically new in the ac-

tual processes of the human mind
;

it does not involve any form
of intelligence essentially different from what we already possess

;

it indicates rather the elevation of the religious consciousness, and
with it, of course, the power of spiritual vision, to a degree of in-

tensity, peculiar to the individuals thus highly favoured. We must
regard the whole process of inspiration, accordingly, as being in no
sense mechanical^ but purely dynamical ; involving, not a novel

and supernatural faculty, but a faculty already enjoyed, elevated

supernaturally to an extraordiriary power and susceptibility

;

indicating, in fact, an inward nature so perfectly harmonized to

the divine, so freed from the distorting influences of prejudice,

passion and sin, so simply recipient of the divine ideas circum-

ambient around it, so responsive in all its strings to the breath

of heaven, that truth leaves an impress upon it which answers per-

fectly to the objective reality."—j^. 151.

All which, being interpreted, is that inspiration and ho-

liness, or sanctification, are synonymous terms. The au-
thor apprehends, in its literal sense, the benediction ofour
Saviour on the pure in heart, and makes them seers not

only of God, but of those things of God, which the apos-

tle assures us, none can understand but the Spirit of God
Himself. It will certainly strike our readers as a novelty,

that there should be any inconsistency betwixt the grace

of holiness and the gift of knowledge. They will be slow
to comprehend how sanctification and instruction can be

contradictory processes—so much so, that He who sanc-

tifies cannot teach. Sanctify them through thy truth

—
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thy word is truth—through sanctification ofthe spirit and
belief of the truth. For aught that we can see it may be
granted to the author, that the measure of piety is the ex-
act measure ofabiUty to appreciate, to understand, to know
divine truth, that holiness is essential to a living faith, and
yet it will not follow that God cannot communicate the
truth, with which, as holy beings, we are brought into

harmony. If our holiness were perfect, it would enable
us, according to the author, to apprehend the objects of re

ligion in their concrete reality, but not in their scientific

form ; and there is nothing absurd in the idea, that the

things whith have aroused our moral sensibilities should
be presented, in their full and perfect proportions, to the

contemplation of the understanding.

It may be objected, however, that although Mr. Morell's

philosophy does not prove a divine theology to be impos-
sible or absurd, in the strict acceptation of the terms, yet

it demonstrates, what, in reference to any dispensation

of God, amounts to the same thing, that it is unnecessary
or useless. This is no doubt the real scope of his argu-

ment, though he has been bold enough to assert that the

only way^ the sole method by which a valid theology can
be constructed, is by human reflection on the phenomena
of religion. But widely different as the issues of possibil-

ity and expediency evidently are, we shall concede, in the

present instance, that the proof of uselessness is tanta-

mount to the proof of absurdity, and proceed to inquire

how Mr. Morell has succeeded in even this aspect of the

case. " To a man utterly ignorant," says he,* " of all spir-

itual conceptions, and altogether insensible to divine things,

the mere exposition of the truths and doctrines of Chris-

tianity is useless. He does not grasp them at all in their

proper meaning and intensity ; ranging as they do beyond

the sphere of his present experience, the very terms of the

propositions employed awaken no corresponding idea with-

in his mind." That is—theology, under a certain con-

tingency, is powerless to produce a given effect. But a

specific incompetency and a general uselessness are very

different things. Because, in a "man utterly ignorant of

all spiritual conceptions and altogether insensible to divine

Vol. hi.—No. 2.
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things," the mere exposition of the truths and doctrines of

Christianity cannot supply the place of faculties to appre-

hend them, it by no means follows, that to the man who
has spiritual conceptions and is " sensible to divine things,"

that theology may not be of incalculable service. To a
man destitute of sensevS, natural philosophy would, no

doubt, be a very unintelligible jargon—but does it follow

that it must be correspondingly useless to one who has

all the simple ideas of which it is composed? But Mr.

Morell has himself settled the question. He represents

theology, in our present condition, as a necessity* of our

nature, and ascribes to it offices of immense importance in

the developement of the religious life. It is true that he
has his eye only on human theology, but the uses which
he admits are not at all dependent upon its origin^ but

upon its truth. It answers these valuable ends, not be-

cause it has been reached by reflection, but because it has
a real existence and is capable of a real application. It is

the thing itself which is useful, and not the mode of its

discovery. It would seem, too, that the more perfect it was,
the better ; and that the circumstance of its being divine,

so far from detracting from its value, would immensely
enhance it. Let us now attend to the author's admissions

:

" Theology, having once beep created, can be presented didac-

tically to the understanding before there is any awakening of the
religious nature, and can even lead the mind to whom it is pre-

sented to such an interest in the subject as may issue in his spi-

ritual enlightenment.—^. 207.

Here it is obvious that the use of the theology is not at
all dependent upon its origin—it is useful to a mind which
has not been in a situation to construct a system reflec-

tively for itself This is just what we attribute to a di-

vine theology; it is the means under God of awakening
the religious nature, the incorruptible seed by which we
are begotten to newness of life, and the standard to which
all our experiences must be brought, and by which their

soundness must be tried. This single consideration, that
the science of religion may be the means ofawakening the
religious nature, that theology may be the parent of piety,

is enough to set aside all that the author has said against

* p. 196.
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the value of a logical exposition of the truths and doctrines

of Christianitv. ,;•). :,-;>:'.j-»'v-i-.':-r^?.^.ff^vw^-'

The following remarks, professedly intended to eluci-

date the subject, are applicable with tenfold power to such
a system as the Bible claims to be. We ask nothing more
than what the author has himself suggested to remove all

cavils against the letter because it killeth, while the spirit

only is competent to quicken into life :

"The uses of Christian Theology are :

—

.

. 1. To show the internal consistency of religious truth. Little

as we need to see this consistency whilst our inmost souls are

hurning with a deep and holy enthusiasm, yet in the ordinary

state of human life, "beset as we are with a thousand repressive

influences, it is highly important to strengthen ourselves with

every kind of armour against scepticism and indifference. In
proportion as our zeal and excitement become cooler, do we need
so much the more the concurring testimony of reason to support

us in the pursuit of the Christian life. It is upon this we fall back,

when the fire of life burns dim, until we can kindle it again from
the altar of God. Hence the importance of having Christian

truth presented to us in such a form, that we may see its harmo-
ny with all the laws of our intelle:tual being, and have their wit-

ness to seal its truth on our hearts.

" 2. Another use of Christian Theology is to repel philosophi-

cal objections. The unbeliever has not the witness within him-

self; and what is more, he would fain destroy the validity of the

truths of Christianity to others, by affirming their inconsistency

with reason or with one another. The moral influences of the

religious life do not answer these objections, although they may
disarm them greatly of their force. To answer them, the truth

conveyed in the religious life must be made reflective and scien-

tific ;—then, indeed, and not till then, can itself be maintained^

and its consistency be defended upon the grounds of the philo-

sophical objector himself.

3. A third use of Christian Theology is to preserve mankind
from vague enthusiasm. A strong religious excitement is not
inconsistent with a weak judgment, a feeble conscience, and ac-

tive tendencies to folly, and even sin. Under such circumstances,

the power of the emotions will sometimes overbalance the better

dictates of Christian faith, love, and obedience, so as to impel the

subject of them into something bordering upon fanaticism.

Against this evil, religion alone is often unable to struggle; it

needs the stronger element of calm reason to curb these wan-
dering impulses, and bring them into due subjection to duty and
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to truth. Here, then, the influence of theology bears upon the

whole case ; and to its power is it mainly owing that the intense

incentives offered by Christianity to the emotive nature of man
have been so ordered and directed as to keep him from vague en-

thusiasm in his belief, and an unsafe fanaticism in his actions,

" 4. The last use we mention to which theology may be appli-

ed, is, to embody our religious ideas in a complete and connect-

ed system. In this form they appeal to every element in the na-

ture of man. The moral influence they exert upon the whole

spirit is coupled with the power of their appeal to the reason,

and the intellect of mankind becomes satisfied as his heart be-

comes softened and renewed.
" Such in brief are some of the principal uses of theology for-

mally considered."

—

-pp. 225—227. ^x-
, > .;. > /,

Having shown that our author has signally failed in his

a priori argument against the existence of a divine stan-

dard of theology, that is, that his philosophy even upon the

supposition of its truth, is not inconsistent with the popu-
lar faith in regard to the authority of the Bible, we shall

next notice the several considerations by which he attempts

to prove that, as a matter of fact, no such divine standard

has ever been vouchsafed to our race. His first argument
is drawn from the proofs by which Christianity has been
revealed to man.

" The aim of revelation," he^nforms us, " has not been formally

to expound a system of doctrine to the understanding, but to ed-

ucate the mind of man gradually to an inward appreciation of

the truth concerning his own relation to God. Judaism was a
propaedeutic to Christianity ; but there was no formal definition

of any one spiritual truth in the whole of that economy. The
purpose of it was to school the mind to spiritual contempla-
tion

;
to awaken the religious consciousness by types and sym-

bols, and other perceptive means, to the realization of certain

great spiritual ideas ; and to furnish words and analogies in

which the truths of Christianity could be embodied and proclaim-

ed to the world. If we pass on to the Christian revelation it-

self, the mode of procedure, we find, was generically the same.
There was no formal exposition of Christian doctrine in the
whole of the discourses of the Saviour. His life and teaching,

his character and suffering, his death and resurrection, all appeal-

ed to the deeper religious nature of man ;
they were adapted to

awaken it to a newer and higher activity; instead of offering a
mere explication to the understanding, they were intended to fur-
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Bish altogether new experiences, to widen the sphere of our spir-

itual insight, to emhody a revdation from God. The apostles

followed in the same course. They did not start from Jerusa-

lem with a system of doctrine to propound intellectually to the

world. It would have been no revelation to the world if they

had ; for with his moral and spiritual nature sunk down into in-

sensibility and sin, man would have had no real spiritual percep-

tion associated with the very terms in which their argument*
and propositions must have been couched. The apostles went
forth to awaken man's power of spiritual intuition; to impress

upon the world the great conceptions of sin, of righteousness, of

judgment to come, of salvation, of purity, and of heavenly love.

This they did^by their lives, their teaching, their spiritual intent

sUy in action and suffering, their whole testimony to the word,

the person, the death and the resurrection of the Saviour."

—

^.
139_40.

We do not remember ever to have seen a more signal

exemplification of a theory breaking down under its own
weight, than that which is presented in the preceding ex-

tract. The end of all revelation is to furnish, we are told,

intuitional perceptions of religious truth ; it cannot, there-

fore, be addressed to the understanding, neither can it

contain logical and definite statements of doctrine. But
still this revelation is to be imparted through the instrumen-

tality of commissioned agents, and these agents fulfil their

vocation by teaching. Now if the reader will turn to the

second chapter of our author's book, in which the dis-

tinctions are drawn out at length betwixt the intuitional

and logical consciousness, he will find that the very first

point insisted on, is that the " knowledge we obtain by
the logical consciousness is representative and indirect

;

while that which we obtain by the intuitional conscious-

ness is presentative and immediate.^^ To produce an in-

tuition, consequently, the mind and the object must be
brought together in actual contact. It must not be some
description or representation, but the reality of truth itself

which must stand face to face with the knowing subject.

Where essential existence, or original elements of know-
ledge are concerned, the power of language is utterly in-

adequate to convey any ideas to the mind ; the intuitions

themselves must exist, or all efforts to awaken the con-

ceptions are utterly hopeless. If, in conformity with these

principles, Christ and His Apostles were commissioned to
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make a revelation to men whose moral and spiritual na-
ture was sunk down into insensibility and sin, all that

they could have done was to present the spiritual realities

which they themselves apprehended, and then impart a
corresponding power to perceive them. They went, ac-

cording to the theory, among the blind, to make known
florious objects of sight. Their first business must have
een to place the objects within the reach of the eye, and

then purge the eyes to behold them. This is the only

way in which we can conceive that they could have suc-

ceeded in effecting vision. But what has teaching to do
with this process 1 All the knowledge acquired from an-

other, through the medium of signs, is indirect and repre-

sentative ;
and, therefore, addressed not to intuition, but

to the understanding. How will our author explain this

inconsistency ? He, in the first place, represents Christ

and His Apostles as spiritual mesmerizers, whose whole
business it is to bring their fellow-men face to face with a
class of transcendental realities, and then, at the very time

that he is disproving the possibility of an appeal to the

understanding, he converts them into teachers, dealing

not with the realities themselves, but with their signs and
logical exponents. They awaken intuitions by teachifig !

Hence upon his own admission, the process by which
Christianity has been revealed to man, is not in accord-

ance with the fundamental principles of his system. The
inconsistency of his statements is still more glaring in

reference to the Mosaic institute. That, it seems, was a
propaedeutic to Christianity ; but it had nothing logical,

nothing in the way of representative instruction ; and yet

awakened the religious consciousness by types and sym-
bols. Now we would humbly ask what are types and
symbols, but a language through which, in the one case,

instruction is communicated by means of analogy, and
in the other by means of visible and significant signs ?

—

In what way could these figured representations of truth

suggest the spiritual realities to the mind, but through the

operations of the understanding, comparing the type with
the anti-type—the sign with the thing signified ? Prom
the author's own account, then, it is evident that both
Judaism and Christianity were propagated by appeals to

the understanding
; that the agents of the revelation, in
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both cases, were, m tiie strict and proper seriise of the

term, teachers, and that it was a part of their commission
to embody, in language of some sort, the high conceptions

to which they were anxious lo elevate their race. These
conceptions, when embodied in language, became doc-

trines ; so that there must have been, to the same extent to

which Christ and His Apostles were teachers, " a formal
exposition of Christian doctrine." ; p - *

i
rw- ^ ^^^

But we would ask our author how, apart from didactic

appeals—which, we have already seen, he confesses may
be the means of spiritual awakening—spiritual intuitions

could be engendered by any merely human agency ? In
what way is it possible for one man to present a spiritual re-

ality to another, except through its verbal sign, or by a de-

scription of the occasions on which the intuitions are

experienced? His whole office ww5^ be logical. He can
neither give eyes to see, nor can he bring the objects

themselves in their essential and substantiv# existence

into contact with the mind. He can, in other words, do
nothings according to Mr. Morel I's own psychology, but
make a logical statement of his own experiences. How
could the Apostles, for example, impress upon the world
the great conceptions of sin, of righteousness, of judg-

'

ment to come, of salvation, of purity, of heavenly love,

but by some definite, that is to say, logical expression of
these very conceptions as they existed in their own minds

;

or if they were simple and elementary ideas, by referring

to the occasions or circumstances connected with their

first suggestion to themselves. The intuitions they could

no more produce, than they could create a soul. Through
a strong ideal presence of the scenes amid which their

own experiences had been awakened, they might rouse

the latent susceptibilities of their hearers—but their office

terminated with the descriptions suited to produce this

presence, which is purely a logical process. " Their tes-

timony to the word, the person, the death and the resur-

rection of the Saviour," must, in the same way, have
been conveyed in words—they could only hope to reach
the sensibilities through the understanding—they could
set Christ and his life in vivid distinctness before the
minds of men, bui it could only be by signs which re-

presented the realities—and therefore their appeals must
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have been exclusively logical. Their intensity in action

and suflfering, as a mere phenomenon, suggested no defi-

nite idea—it might have been madness, fanaticism or any
other extravagance—it could have no moral import to

spectators, until it was explained—and we see no way of
explaining it but by signs which should represent the

moral enthusiasm from which it sprung. Hence, accord-

ing to the author's own showing, the labours of Apostles

and Evangelists were confined exclusively to the faculty

which deals with signs. They testified to facts, and em-
bodied in words the great moral conceptions which these

facts involved ;
and hence Christianity, then, was diffus-

edy so far as the agency of men was employed, by ad-

dresses to the logical faculty. The Apostles taught, tes-

tified, acted—their teaching and testimony were obviously

to the understanding, and action has no meaning except

as its principles and motives are understood. Direct ap-

peals to tke intuitional consciousness would evidently

have been preposterous. That faculty deals immediately
with things themselves—and unless the Apostles were
gifted with power to command the presence of spiritual

realities at pleasure—to bring God and Heaven and Hell

into direct contact with the minds of men—and possessed

a similar power over the Jiardened hearts, the slumbering
consciences, and the stupid sensibility of their age—unless

they could give eyes to the blind, and ears to the deaf—to

have sent them into the world to awaken religious intui-

tions, would have been about as sensible an errand as to

have sent them into a cemetery, to quicken corpses and
make the dead entranced admirers of the beauty of na-

ture. If they were to be debarred from addressing the

understanding, we are utterly at a loss to conceive in

what manner they would proceed. Mr. Morell has in-

volved himself in perplexity and contradiction by con-

founding the real mission of the Apostles, which was
purely logical, and from the nature of the case could not

have been otherwise, with the results which God intended

to eflfect, and which, if he likes the expression, were
purely intuitional. The whole process, as it is described

in the New Testament, is plain, simple, intelligible. It con-

sisted, in the first place, in that very logical explication or

statement of doctrines which Mr. Morell so much abhors

;
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and then in a process of supernatural illumination, which
it was the prerogative of God alone to communicate.

—

The Apostles described the realities of religion, and the
Holy Ghost enabled the hearers to understand. They
made the sounds, the Spirit imparted the hearing ear;

they presented the scenes, the Spirit gave the seeing eye

;

they announced the truth, the Spirit vouchsafed the un-
derstanding heart. They, in other words, upon the au-

thority of God, proclaimed an infallible theology ; and
the Spirit of all Grace produced the reUgion of which
that theology was the logical expression. He used their

truth to renew, to sanctify, to purify, to save. Their
business was to teach ; it was the office of an agent more
august and glorious than themselves to awaken the con-

ceptions which that teaching embodied. > v '

It is particularly in the chapter on Inspiration, that the

author points out the difficulties with which the vulgar
theory of the divine authority of the Scriptures is encum-
bered. We have seen that he regards inspiration as

equivalent to holiness ; and most of the chapter is occu-

pied in refuting what he has chosen to designate the me-
chanical view of the question. It is, of course, indispen-

sable to the authority of the Scriptures, as the word of

God, that the men who wrote them should have written

as they were moved by the Holy Ghost. Any hypothe-
sis which sets aside a divine testimony to every state-

ment and doctrine of the Bible, is inconsistent with the

exercise of that faith which the Scriptures exact, and
which is the only adequate foundation of infallible assur-

ance. So far as responsible authorship is concerned, a
divine rule of faith must be the production of God. The
object of such a rule is not simply to give us truth, but
truth whichwe know to be truth, specifically on the ground
that the Lord has declared it. Hence the theory of " ver-

bal dictation," which our author declares,* "has been so

generally abandoned by the thoughtful in the present

day," is the only theory which we have ever regarded as

consistent with the exigencies of the case—the only the-

ory which makes the Bible what it professes to be, the

Word of God, and an adequate and perfect measure of

Vol. III.—No. 2.
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our faith. If its contents, in any instances, however in-

significant, rest only upon the testimony of the human
agents employed in writing it ; in those instances we can
only believe in man ; the statements may be true, but
they cease to be divine and infallible ; and the assent

which we yield to them becomes opinion and not faith.

—

If, therefore, -the author has succeeded in demolishing the

theory of verbal dictation, or of a distinct commission,
which he treats separately, though they are only differ-

ent expressions of the same thing, it must be confessed

that, however he has failed in his philosophy, he has
completely triumphed in the a posteriori aspect of his ar-

gument.
His first consideration is, that " there is no positive evi-

dence of such a verbal dictation having been granted."

—

This is summary enough. But the reason assigned is

still more remarkable.

" The supposition of its existence would demand a two-fold

kind of inspiration
;
each kind entirely distinct from the other.

The Apostles, it is admitted, were inspired to preach and to

teach orally^ but we have the most positive evidence that this

commission did not extend to their very words. Often they

were involved in minor misconceptions; and sometimes they

taught specific notions inconsistent with a pure spiritual Chris-

tianity, as Peter did when he was chided by Paul. The verbal

scheme, therefore, demands the admission of one kind of inspi-

ration having been given to the Apostles as men, thinkers, moral
agents and preachers, and another kind having been granted to

i\iem as loriters^—-p 155.

In the first place, this two-fold inspiration is the result

of Mr. Morell's own arbitrary use of language. If he
chooses to describe the influences under which men are

converted and sanctified as one kind of inspiration, the

theory of verbal dictation, of course, implies another; but
another, by no means inconsistent with the former. The
process by which a man is transferred from sin to holi-

ness, is very different from the process by which he re-

ceives a message to be announced in the terms of its con-
veyance. There is nothing in personal integrity incom-
patible with the office of a secretary or amanuensis.

In the next place, Mr. Morell begs the question in as-

suming that the commission of the Apostles as teachers
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and preachers, involved no other inspiration but that

which changed their hearts. The very stress of the con-
troversy turns upon the question—what was the Apostol-

ick commission ? Whatsoever it was, it is universally con-
ceded, that it extended to thefr writings in exactly the same
sense in which it extended to their preaching. If their

preaching, in the discharge of their functions as Apostles,

were not verbally dictated, no more were their letters. If

they spake not by the Holy Ghost, neither did they write
under His suggestions. " But," says our author, " we have
the most positive evidence that this commission did not ex-

tend to their very words." This, if it could be proved,

would settle the question. But there is something in the

first commission which our Saviour gave to the twelve,

when He sent them out to the lost sheep of the house of

Israel, which seems to be in such palpable contradiction

to this confident assumption, that we must be permitted

to hesitate whether the evidence can be regarded as su-

perlatively positive. " Behold," says the Master, " I send
you forth as sheep in the midst of wolves—be ye, there-

fore, wise as serpents, and harmless as doves. But be-

ware of men ; for they will deliver you up to the coun-
cils

;
and they will scourge you in their synagogues

; and
ye shall be brought before Governors and Kings for my
sake, for a testimony against them and the Gentiles. But
when they deliver you up, take no thought how or what
ye shall speak ; for it shall be given you in that same hour
what ye shall speak. For it is not ye that speak, but
THE Spirit of your Father which speaketh in
YOU." Or, as it is more pointedly in Mark, " it is not ye
THAT speak, but THE HoLY Ghost." Paul, too, for

whom, by the way, the author has no great partiality, pro-

fessed to sf)eak th j things which had been freely revealed

to him of God, " not in the words which man's wisdom
teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost teacheth ;" and had
the arrogance to treat his communications " as the com-
mandments of the Lord." But what is the most positive

evidence to which Mr. Morell refers ? Why, that the Apos-
tle^ " were often involved in minor misconceptions, and
sometimes they taught specific notions, inconsistent with
a pure spiritual Christianity, as Peter did when he was
chided by Paul." Peter taught no such thing. He was
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guilty of dissimulation in conduct. He knew the truth

and acted in consistency with it before that certain came
from James, but when they were come, he was tempted
to humour their prejudices. Paul reproved him distinctly

upon the ground that he was acting in contradiction to

what he knew to be the truth of the Gospel. This case,

therefore, only proves that Peter, as a man, was partially

sanctified ; it does not prove that, as an Apostle, he was
permitted to fall into doctrinal error. As to the other mi-
nor misconceptions, to which our author refers, it will be
time to explain them when we know what they are.

—

Mean while, we may be permitted to remark that, in this

case of Peter, the author has confounded holines of char-

acter with the Apostolick commission. The only inspi-

ration which he seems able to conceive, is that of person-

al purity; and if a man has any remnants of sin cleaving

to his flesh or his spirit, he is, accordingly to Mr. Morell,

imperfectly inspired. This, we repeat, is a begging of the

question. No one maintains that the Apostles, as men,
were perfect ; they were sinners, under the dominion of
grace ; but as Apostles, in their official relations, it is the

doctrine of the popular faith, that they were the organs
of the Holy Spirit in communicating to the Church an
infallible rule of faith and practice. It is no presumption
against this hypothesis, that they were subject to the
weaknesses of fallen, humanity ; the treasure was put in

earthen vessels, that the excellency of the power might
be confessed as springing from God. It is surely misera-

ble sophistry—when the very question in debate is, what
was the Apostolick commission—quietly to assume a the-

ory, and then make that theory the pretext for rejecting

another account. And yet this is what our author has
done ; he assumes that the Apostolick commission con-

sisted exclusively in the elevation of the religious sensi-

bilities, and then upon the ground of this assumption, re-

jects the hypothesis of verbal dictation, as requiring a
commission, for the writers, distinct from that of the
Apostolick office. We suspect that it would be no hard
matter to prove any proposition, in heaven or earth, ifwe
can only be indulged in the liberty of taking our premises
for granted.
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The author's second argument,* upon which, very pru-

dently, he does not insist, is drawn " from the fact, that

we find a distinctive style, maintained by each separate

author." He regards it " as a highly improbable and even
extravagant supposition, without the most positive proof

of it being offered, that each writer should manifest his

own modes of thought, his own temperament ofmind, his

own educational influence, his own peculiar phraseology

;

and yet, notwithstanding this, every word should have
been dictated to him by the Holy Spirit." If Mr. Morell
had investigated, a little more fully than he seems to have
done, the grounds of the popular faith, he might have
found in this very circumstance, which he considers so ex-

tremely improbable and extravagant, a fresh illustration of

the wisdom of God. The external proofs of inspiration,

which consist in the signs of an apostle or prophet, found
either in the writer himself, or some one commissioned to

vouch for his production, require, in most cases, a know-
ledge of the author. And in conducting an inquiry upon
this point, the internal evidence, arising from style, struc-

ture and habits of thought, materially contributes to a
satisfactory result. In the first stage of the investigation

we consider the productions simply as human composi-
tions, and God has wisely distributed the gift of inspira-

tion so that while He is responsible for all that is said, the

individual peculiarities ofthe agent shall designate the per-

son whose instrumentality He employed. He has facilitat-

ed our inquiry into the human organ of the Holy Spirit.

Having ascertained ourselves as to the human authors or

their works, the next question is—as to the claims which
they themselves put forward to divine direction. What
are these claims and how are they substantiated ? If they
pretend to a verbal dictation and then adduce the creden-

tials sufficient to authenticate it, we have all, which, in the

way ofexternal evidence, could be reasonably exacted. The
epistle to the Romans, for example, is put into our hands as

a part of the word ofGod. The first question is—who wrote
it ? If it can be traced to Paul, we know that he was an
apostle of the Saviour and enjoyed whatever inspiration

was attached to the apostolick office. He possessed in an
eminent degree the signs of an apostle, and if it were one of

<t .';-;

'. '7.'

p. 156.
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the privileges of the office, that those who were called to it

should, in their publick instructions and testimonies for

Jesus, speak the Igtnguage of the Holy Ghost, as soon as

we are convinced that Paul was the writer of the docu-

ment, its ultimate emanation from God is settled. Now it

obviously facilitates this inquiry to have the mind of Paul
stamped upon the letter—to have it distinctly impressed

with his image, while it contains nothing but the true and
faithful sayings of God. It is consequently no presump-
tion against the divine dictation of a book, that it should
exhibit traces of the hand that was employed.
The third argument* mistakes altogether the very end

of inspiration. The object was to furnish a statement of

facts and an exhibition of doctrines, which should be re-

ceived with a faith infallible and divine, upon the sole con-

sideration that God was the author of both. Its design

was to give us a rule oifaith and not a stmidard of opi-

nion. It was to be a divine testimony—and therefore

whatever might be the moral and religious qualifications

of the writers—however competent they might hav^ been
upon their own authority to have told us the same things,

their words could, in no sense, be received as the real ora-

cles of God. The Lord Himself must speak ; and this being
the purpose of inspiration, verbal dictation detracts in no
way from the character or worth of the apostles. What
they were inspired to teach others, was received by them-
selves upon the same ultimate ground on which it is re-

ceived by us. They were channels of communication

—

not because they were Jit to be nothing else—but because
the end intended to be answered necessarily precluded any
other relation on their part, to the message conveyed.

The fourth argument, which is a repetition, almost for

the hundredth time, of the incompetency of the Bible to

change the heart and enlighten the understanding, though
the author presents it here as a " moral demo?istration^^

against the theory of verbal dictation, has already been
sufficiently answered in Avhat we have said of the uses of

theology. Will Mr. Morel 1 never learn to distinguish be-

tween an inadequacy to produce a given effect and uni-

versal worthlessness 7 Is the eye useless, because it can-

p. 156.
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not hear, or the ear useless, because it cannot see ? And
must a divine standard of theology be utterly good for

nothing, because it cannot perform the office of the Holy
Spirit ? Is there nothing else that it can do ? Has not he
himself repeatedly admitted that a human theology sub-

»

serves many valuable purposes in the economy of religion?

and in the name of truth and righteousness what is there

in the mere circumstance that it is human^ to give it such
an immense advantage over one that is divine ?

The theory of a distinct commission, which the author
treats separately from that of verbal dictation, though they
are only dififerent expressions of the same thing, he sum-
marily dismisses, as destitute of any satisfactory evidence,

and indebted for " its growth and progress in the Church
to the influence of a low and mechanical view of the whole
question of inspiration itself."* The compositions of the

prophets and apostles, whether in the Old or New Testa-
ments, he considers as the spontaneous effusions of their

own minds, prompted by the motives which usually regu-

late good men, in their efforts to promote the welfare of
their race. The purpose to write and the things they
should write were equally the suggestions of their own
benevolence and wisdom. The theory of a distinct com-
mission, on the other hand, asserts that they were com-
manded to write by the special authority of God, and that

the things which they wrote were dictated to them by the

agency of the,Holy Spirit. The settlement of this contro-

versy evidently turns upon two points—the light in which
the writers themselves regarded it—or in the absence of

any specific information upon this head, the light in which
it was regarded by those who were competent to judge.

If they claimed a distinct commission, or those whose tes-

timony ought to be decisive, awarded it to them, there is

an end of the dispute. With relation to the books of the

Old Testament, we receive their verbal inspiration upon
two grounds. The first is the testimony of the Jewish
Church, which in the successive generations contempora-

ry with the successive writers in its canon, known to them,

however unknown to us, possessed the means of determin-

ing with accuracy, whether the several authors exhibited

p. 160.
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themselves the external proofs of a divine commission, or

in the absence of such proofs, whether their productions

were vouched by the seal of those who were competent,

from the same proofs, to give an infallible decision. The
^second is the testimony of Christ and His Apostles. These
witnesses are competent to judge ; now the question is,

what judgment did they give ? in what sense did they re-

ceive these books as coming from God ? We shall not here

enter into the question concerning the notions of the Jews,

although they are patent upon almost every page of the

New Testament ; but we confidently assert, that Christ

and His Apostles distinctly and unequivocally awarded
to the prophets of the ancient dispensation precisely the

verbal inspiration in their writings, which Mr. Morell la-

bours to subvert. Paul declares that all scripture is given

by inspiration of God.* Peter, a little more definitely

—

that holy men of God spake as they were moved by the

Holy Ghost.t Our Saviour rebuts a mahgnant accusation

of the Jews, by an argument which turns upon the divine

authority of the words of the Old Testament ;t and passa-

ges are again and again quoted by His apostles as the

ipsissima verba of the Holy Spirit. Well spake the Holy
Ghost, says Paul, by Esaias the prophet unto our fathers.§

Wherefore as the Holy Gho^t saith—to-day ifye will hear
his voice, harden not your hearts.ll The Old Testament
is compendiously described as the oreicles ofGod,ir and the

apostle informs us that it was God who, at sundry times

and in divers manners, spake in time past unto the fa-

thers by the prophets.** Paul goes so far as to identify the

scripture Avith God himself—attributing to it what was
absolutely true only of Him. The scripture saith unto
Pharaoh—the scripture foreseeing that God would justify

the heathen—the scripture hath concluded all under sin.

It is absolul^ely certain from these references that Christ

and His Apostles regarded the Old Testament as verbally
inspired—and the prophets being nothing but the agents
through whom the Holy Ghost communicated His will.

It is of no consequence, therefore, whether we know the

human authors of the different books or not—or the times

2 Tim. iii. 16. 1 2 Pet. i. 21. i John, x. 33—36. § Acts, xxviii. 25.

II Heb. iii. 7. IT Rora. iii. 2. Heb. i. 1.
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at which they were written, or even the country in which
they were composed; it is enou<;h that what coiisiitiitecl

the canon of the Jews in tlie days of our Saviour, was en-
dorsed by Him and His own chosen afwsiles as the word
of God. He and they referred to that canon as a whole,
under the well known titles of i he Scriptures, the Law. the

Prophets, and the Psalms, treated it generally as authori-

tative, called it specifically the oracles of God, and quoted
particular passages in a way which they could not have
done if there had been no distinct conjmission to write

them. But, these considerations, it appears, are nothing
to Mr. Morell. Because we are not in fiossession of the

evidence which justified the reception of each particular

book into the Jewish canon, he triumphantly asks, upon
the hypothesis of verbal diciation. "what chance have we
of being successful in proving the inspiration of the Old
Testament against theaggre sionsof thesceptick."* *''J'he

fact," he adds, "upon which many lay such remarkable
stress, that Christ and His Apostles honoured the Old Tes-
tament, i3 nothing to the purpose, a.i far as the nature of

their (iis) inspiration is concerned." But is it nothing to

the purpose that Christ and His Apostles distinctly declare

to us that it was God who spake by the prophets, that

the scriptures are called by our Saviour the Word of God,
and particular passages are repeatedly cited as the ipsis-

sima verba of the Holy Ghost ? Is this kind of honour no-

thing? But he continues:

"They honoured the DiviTie and Eternal in the old dispensa-

tion. They honoured the men who had been servants and pro-

phets of the most High. They honoured the writings from which

their spirit of piety and of power breathed forth. 13ut never did

they affirm the literal and special divinity of all the national

records of the Jewish people, as preserved and read iu the Sy-

nagogues of that day.

—

pp. ns. «

No doubt Christ and His Apostles honoured the Divine
and Eternal in the old dispensation, but if the scriptiires

are to be credited they also honoured the divine and tem-
porary. The honoured every thing that was divine,

whether it was to remain or be done away. The Master
fulfilled all righteousness. As to the men, who had been

Vol. III.—No. 2.
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servants and prophets of the most high, they said very lit-

tle about them—at least very little is recorded. But it is

certain that they never honoured the writings of the pro-

phets because they were the offspring of pious and devo-

tional feeling. It was not because the spirit of the men
was in them, but because the spirit of God was there, that

they attached the importance which they did to the books

of the Old Testament ; and the passages which we have
already quoted, put it beyond any reasonable doubt that

they did regard God as the real and lesponsible author of

these books. Their testimony is, or ought to be decisive

ofthe question.

The author's opinion of the inspiration of the New Tes-
tameni may be collected from the following passage,

which, though long, cannot be conveniently abridged

:

" Passing from the Old Testament to the \ ew, the same en-

tire absence of any distinct commission eiven to the writers of

the several books (with the exception, perhaps, of the Apocalypse

of John) presents itself. Mark and Luke were not apostles, and
the latter of them distinctly professes to write from the testimo-

ny of eye witness s, and to claim ihe confidence of Thiophilus,

for whom his two treatises were composed, on Uns particulur

ground. Matthew and John wrote their accounts somewhat
far in^the first century, when^he increase of the Christian con-

verts naturally suggested the necessity of some such statements,

at once for their information and for their spiritual requirements

generally. Finally, Paul, as we know, wrote his letters, as the

state of particular Churches st emed to call for them ; but in no
case do we find a special commission attached to any of these, or

of the other epistles of the New Testament.
" Added to this, the light which history sheds upon the early

period of the Christian Church shows us that the writings

which now compose the iNew Testament Canon, were not at all

regarded as express messages to them from God, independently
of the conviction they had of the high integrity and spiritual

developement of the minds of the writers. They received them
just as they received the oral teachings of the aposiles and evan-
gelists; they read them in the Churches to supply the place of

their personal instructions; and there is abundant evidence that

many otlwr writings which now form the New Testament were
read with a similar reverence, and for a similar edification.

It was only gradually, as the pressure of heresy compr lied it,

that a certain number of writings were agreed upon by general
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consent as being purely apostolic^ and designated by the term
homologoumena, or agreed upon. But that much contention

existed as to which should be acknowledged canonical, and which
not, is seen from the fact that a number of the writings now re-

ceived were long termed " antilegomena," or contested ; and
that the third century had well nigh completed its course before

the present canon was fixed by universal consent. All this

shows it was not any distinct commission attached to the compo-
sition of certain books ur documents, which imparted a divine

authority to the apostles's writings, but that they were selected

and approved by the Church itself as being veritable productions

of men " who spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost"

—

men who were not inspired in order to write any precise docu-

ments, but who wrote such documents, amongst other labours, by
virtue of their being inspired. ^';:'^ '

" The conclusion which we necessarily draw from these consi-

derations is, that the canon icity of the Mew Testament scriptures

was decided upon, solely on the ground of their presenting to

the whole Church clear statements of apostolical O/iristianity.

The idea of their being written by any special command of God
or verbal dictation of the Spirit, was an idea altogether foreign

to the primitive Churches. They knew that Christ was in him-

self a divine revelation
;
they knew that the apostles had been

with him in his ministry ; they knew that their hearts had been

warmed with his truth, that their whole religious nature had been

elevated to intense spirituality of thinking and feeling by the

possession of his Spirit, and that this same Spirit was poured out

without measure upon the Church. Here it was they took their

stand
;
in these facts they saw the reality of the apostolic inspir-

ation ;
upon these realities they reposed their faith, ere ever the

sacred books were penned
;
and when they W€7'e penned they re-

garded them as valid representations of the living truth which

had already enlightened the Church, and as such alone pronounc-

ed upon their canonical and truly apostolic character."

—

pp.
163—165.

The substance of these observations may be reduced to

three points.

—

L That the writers of the New Testament
made no pretensions to the sort of inspiration implied in

the idea of a divine commission to write. 2. That the

primitive Church did not look upon their productions as the

words of the Holy Ghost; and, 3. That the collection of
books which constitute the canon of the New Testament
was made—not that it might be an authoritative rule of
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faith, but that precious mementos of the apostles and

of apostolick preaching might be embodied and^ pre-

served. ''- ' '- '^'•' ^- '-Vi .k'iiir^^:/^*

Every one of these propositions is grossly and notorious-

ly false. There are three considerations which to any

candid mind put it beyond all reasonaole controversy, that

the apostles and evangelists must have claimed the plen-

ary inspiration for which we contend. The first is that

the Saviour, on no less than four different occasions, proni-

ised to the twelve the verbal dictation of the Spirit,

when they should be called to testify for Him. The last

promise has no limitation as to time and place, and the

language in which it is couched deserves to be seriously

pondered. ''Howbeit, when He, the Spirit of truth, is come,

Hd will guide you into all truth; for He shall not speak

of Himself, but whatsoever He shall hear, that shall He
spea/c, and He will show you things to come."* These
promises explain the naiuie of the apostolick commission

—

at least so far as oral teaching was concerned. When the

apjstlcs spake, it was not in the words which man's wis-

dom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost leachelh. The
second consideration is that the a|.ostles placed their wri-

tings upon the same fooling exactly with their oral in-

structions. Est enini scQtpturcB et prcBdirationis par
ratlo.^ The third is that they attributed the same author-

ity to their own compositions which they awarded to the

scriptures of the Old Testament. Peter refers to the epis-

tles of Paul with the same reverence with which he refers

to the canon of the Jews.t and Paul quotes the law of Mo-
ses and the gospel of Luke as entitled to equal considera-

tion. § If now our Saviour promised the verbal dictation

of the Spirit in the oral leaching of the apostles—and they

ascribed the same authority to their wiitings which belong-

ed to their preaching— if they reckoned their own com[)0-

sitions in the same category with the Law, the Prophets,

John, xvi. 13. The other instances are—Matt, x, 19, 20. Mark, xiii.

11. Luke, xii. 1 1, 12.

i'2 1 hess ii. 15. 1 Cor. xv. 1. John, xx. 31. 1 John, i. 1—4.

j2Pei. iii. l().

§ 1 'i'im. V. IS. The hlourcr is uwikv of his hire is a passage found no
where else us quoted by Paul but in Luke x. 7, and there it occurs exactly

in the words of the apostle.
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and the Psalms, and distinctly traced these to the imme-
diate suggestions of God, what more can be required to

establish the unqualified falsehood of Mr. Morell's first

position upon the subject? But Luke, it seems—whom, be
it remembered. Paul quates as of equal authority with
Moses—virtually disclaimed this species of inspiration,

since "he professes to write from the t(istimony of eye-
witnesses and to claim the confidence of Theophilus, for

whom his two treatises were composed, on this particular
ground^* Mr. Morel I is particularly unfortunate when-
ever he deals with scripture. The memorable words of
our Saviour to Nicodemus, God so loved the world, (fcc.j

he very amusingly expoundst as a discovery of one of the
apostles—a bright ray of intuition, beaming from a mind
intensely heated by ihe marvellous scenes connected with
the history of Jesus. And here he blunders sadly in re-

ference to the beloved physician. Luke does not say that

he wrote from the testimony of eye-witnesses, but that

others had done so. He simply ascribes to himself, ac-

cording to our English version, an accurate knowledge of
.the facts, or according to another version, a thorough investi-

gation ofthem; and he claims the confidence of Theophilus,
because he himself was perfectly ascertained of the truth of
what he wrote. His own mind had reached certainty—by
what particular steps is not made known to us, and he was
anxious to impart the same certain ty.to the friend lo whom
his treatises are addressed. Nothing hinders but that this

very investigation may have been prompted by an impulse

which terminated in that very dictation of the Spirit, with-

out which his book is entitled to no special authority.

Mr. Morell is not surely to learn that the theory of verbal

inspiration contemplates something more than organic in-

fluence—that it represents the sentiments and language as

the sentiments and language of the writers as well as of

the Holy Ghost. God employed the minds ofthe apostles,

with all their faculties and powers, distinctively as minds,
and not as rhachines, to commimicate His own will in

His own words to njankind. Through their thoughts,

memories, reasonings, studies and inquiries. He infused

His truth into their hearts, put His words intp their lips,

and impressed His own declarations on the written page.

p. 163. t pp. 2t7, 8.
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Hoio these things can be, We profess not to determine.

Our philosophy cannot jienetrate ihe mysteries of God.
But we have the faculty of beHeving where we cannot ex-

plain. The incarnate word was man and God in one per-

son and two distinct natures—and His divinity stamped
ineffable value upon the deeds and sufferings of his hu-
manity. The written word is divine and human in mys-
terious concurrence, and the divine invests it with all its

value and authority as a conclusive standard of faith.

"We grant," says Dr. Owen,* " that the sacred writers used
their own abilities of mind and understanding in the choice

of words and expressions. So the preacher sought to find

out acceptable words—Eccles. xii. 10. But the Holy Spirit

who is more intimate into the minds and skill of men than
they are themselves, did so guide and operate in them, as

that the words they fixed npon were as directly and cer-

tainly from Him, as if they had been spoken to them by
an audible voice." " God," says Haldane,t " did not leave

them to the operation of their own mind, but has employ-
ed the operations of their mind in His word. The Holy
Spirit Qould dictate to them His own words in such away
that they would also be their own words, uttered with the

understanding. He could express the same thought by
the mouth of a thousand pj^i'sons, each in his own style."

It is upon this obvious principle that God employed them
as intelligent agents^ that they were required to give at*

tendance to all the ordinary means of improving their fa-

culties—to reading, study, meditation and prayer—to mu-
tual consultation and advice—and to all the ordinances of

the Christian Church. They were, by no means, like

Balaam's ass, the passive vehicles of articulate sounds

—

God spoke through their voice^ and communicated ideas

through their minds.
The second proposition—that the primitive Church did

not look upon the writings of the Apostles and Evangel-
ists as verbally inspired, is so ludicrously false, and be-

trays such disgraceful ignoranceof the history of opinions
upon the subject, that very few words will be sufficient to

despatch it. It is well known to every scholar, that the

Works, vol. ii. p. 159. Holy Spirit, book 2nd, chap. 1.

tHaldane on Inspiration, p. 117.
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thedry of verbal dictation, stated often in such forms as

to make the sacred writers merely passive instruments of

divine communications, is the oldest theory in the Chris-

tian Church. Justin, Athenagoras, Macarius, and Chrys-
ostom very frequently compare them to musical instru-

ments, which obey the breath of the performer in the sounds
they emit. Macarius tells us that the Holy Scriptures are

epistles, which God, the King, has sent to men.* Chrys-
ostom affirms that " all the Scriptures have been written

and sent to us, not by servants, but by God, the master
of all"—that " the words which they utter are the words
of God himsfelf." He tells us farther that even their very
syllables contain some hidden treasure ; that nothing is

vain or superfluous about them, every thing being the

appointment of the wise and omniscient God. The same
opinions are found also in Origen, Cyrill of Alexandria,

Iienaeus, and Gregory Thaumaturgus. And yet the pri-

mitive Church attributed no verbal inspiration to the au-
thors of the Gospels and Epistles ! It is notorious, too,

that the same terms of respect, which the Jews were ac-

customed to appropriate to their canon, were promiscuously
applied by the Christian fathers to the whole canon of the

Christian Church, and to the books particularly of the New
Testament.! They were called by Ireuaeus, Divine
Scriptures, Divine Oracles, Scriptures of the Lord ; by
Clement of Alexandria, Sacred Books, Divine Scriptures,

Divinely inspired Scriptures, Scriptures of the Lord, the

true Evangelical Canon
;
by Origen, the whole canon was

called the Ancient and New Oracles; by Cyprian, the

books of the New Testament were distinguished as Books
of the Spirit, Divine Fountains, Fountain of the Divine
Fulness. We hope Mr. Morell will look a little into his-

tory before he ventures to assert again, that "in the early

period of the Christian Chinch, the writings which now
compose the New Testament r'anon, were not all regarded
as express messages to them from God.''

The third proposition is, that these books were not col-

* All the quotations which follow may be found with many others in Sui-
cerus, Article ypafr), and Conybeare's Bampton Lectures; Lecture 1, at the
end. The reader is also referred to Taylors Doctor Dub. Book 2d, Chap.
3d, Rule 14.

t Paley's Evidences, Part 1, Chap. 9, 8 4.
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lected because they were the canon or authoritative rule

of faith, but because they contained interesting memori-
als of Apostohck teaching and labours. If Mr. Mot ell

has not sufficient leisure to peruse the documents of Ec-
clesiastical antiquity, he will find in the treatise, append-
ed to the Corpus et Syntagma coiifessionum^ or the con-

sent of the ancient Fathers to the doctiines of the Reform-
ation, a very satisfactory account of the precise light in

which the primitive Church looked upon the Holy Scrip-

tures. In the mean lime \>/e may inform our readers that

it had exactly the same notions of their divine authority,

as the arbiter of faith and the judge of controversies,

which all Evangelical Christians now attribute to them.
" It behoveth," says Basil of Csesarea, " that every word
and every work should be accredited by the testimony of

the inspired Scripture." "Let the inspired Scriptures,"

he says again, "ever be our umpire, and on whichever
side the doctrines are found accordant to the divine word,

to that side the award of truth may, with entire certainty,

be given." And still again, "it is the duty of hearers,

when they have been instructed in the Scriptures, to try

and examine, by them, the things spoken by their teach-

ers, to receive whatever is consonant to those Scriptures,

and to reject whatever is allien ; for thus they will comply
with the injimction of St. Paul, to prove all things, and
hold fast that which is good." "We have known the

economy of our salvation," says Ironaeus, " by no other

but by those by whom the Gospel came to us ; which
truly they then preached, but afterward, by the will of

God, delivered to ns in the Scriptures, which were to be
the pillar and ground of our faith."

The facts upon which Mr. Morell relies to give counte-

nance to his notion*, in reference to the early estimate of

the Scriptures, prove to our minds exactly the reverse.

Why, when the primitive Christians were pressed by
heresy, were they so anxious to be ascertained of the

Apostolick writings, if these writings were not a stand

ard of truth? Why so cautious in their inquiries; so

watchful against impostures and frauds ; so thorough in

their investigations, if when they had agreed upon the

genuine productions of the Apostles, they were no nearer

settling their controversies than they were before? (Jan
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any satisfactory reason be assigned, but that of the elo^

qneiit and fervid Chrysostom: ^ . -r^i

" The Apostolical writings are the very walls of the Church.

Some one, perhaps, may ask, what then shall I do, who cannot
have a Paul to reftr to? Why, if tliou wilt, thou mayest still

have him more entire than many, even with whom he was per-

sonally present, for it was not the sight of Paul that made them
what th<:-y were, but his words. If thou wilt, thou mayest have

l*aul and Peter and John, yea, and the whole choir of Prophets

and Apostles, to converse with thee frequently. Only take the

works of these blessed men and read their writings a^BiduousIy.

But why do Psay to thee, thou mayest have Paul ; if thou wilt,

thou mayest have Paul's master ; for it is He himself that speak*

eth to thee in Paul's words." , -^^^^r t-^i^^
'

-*^ t^/ij?*^^

The Apostles themselves were to the first churches
which they collected the oracles of God. They were in-

spired to teach and publish the whole counsel of God, in

reference to the Churcli. The words which they spake
were not theirs, but Christ's who sent them. To all fu-

ture generations, their writings were designed to occupy
the position which they themselves occupiud to the first

converts. In these writings we now have what God orig-

inally spake through iheni. The care and anxiety of the

primitive churches, to gu<«rd against delusion and deceit,

were owing to the belief thai all Apostolick compositions,

that is, all compositions written either dirt?ctly by them-
selves, or commended as inspired by their ap|)iobation,

were, in the proper acceptation of the term, canonical

;

they were a rule of faith—ihey were the word of God.
This being the state of the case, no book was received as

of Apostolical authority, but after full and complete inves-

tigation. The evidences of its origin were thoroughly

canvassed. The question was, what books has God sent

to us ; or in the language of Chrysostom, what epistles

has God sent to us as the standard of truth? The answer
was, those which the Apostles, in the discharge oi their

Apostolick commission, either wrote themselves or sanc-

tioned as written by others. What hooks were these?

—

The primitive Church finally settled this question when
it agreed upon the canon of the New Testament. The
whole history of the matter shows that these documents
were honoured—not as memorials of Peter, James and

Vol. iii.—No. 2. 40



314 The Philos&phy of Religion. f6CT.

John, but as the words of the Master communicated
through ihem. Mark and Luke were not Aposiles them-

selves, and yet they are included in the canon, and enti-

tled to the same authority with Paul or any other Apos-

tle. The reason was that the e^rly Church had satisfac-

tory evidence that they wrote under the same guidance

which was promised to the twelve. Mr. Morell is there-

fore grossly at fault in maintaining that the Apostles

themselves made no pretensions to verbal or plenary in-

spiration—that the Primitive Chui*ch did not accord it to

them, and that their writings were not regarded as a di-

vine and infallible canon of truth. The testimony of

history is clearly—strongly—decidedly against him ; and
any conclusions against the theory of a djvine commis-
sion, which he has drawn from the monstrous proposi-

tions which, as we have seen, have no existence but in

the fictions of his own fancy, are nothing worth.

There remain two other arguments by wliich he at-

tempts to set aside the plenary inspiration of the Scrip-

tures—the first is the defective morality of the Old Tes-
tament, and the second is the inconsistencies and discrep-

ancies of the sacred writers. As to the first it is obvious,

fiom the whole tenor of the New Testament, that it pro-

fesses to make no new revelations in morality—it is only
a'connneniary on the Law and the Piophets. The great

principle which is supposed by many to be characteristic

of the Gospel, that we should love the Lord our God with
all our lieaiis, and our neighbours as ourselves, is distinct-

ly inculcated by Moses; while patience under injuiies,

alms to the indigent, and kindness to the poor, afflicted

and oppressed, are the reigning spirit of the ancient In-

stiiute. The Israelites were indeed commissioned to

wage exterminating wars against the devoted objects of
divine wrath—but in these instances they were the

scourge of God. It was not to gratify their private re-

sentments or national ambition, but to execute the ven-

geance of I heaven, that they were commanded to destroy

the tribes of Canaan. They were as the plague, pesti-

lence and famine in the hands of the Almighty—God was
the ical destroyer—they were but the instruments of His
will—and they departed from every principle of their In-

stitute, if they sulfered themselves to be influenced by
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private malice. TFiere are oiher instances in which deeds

of treacliery and deceit are recorded^ but there is a huge
difference betwixt recording and approving ihern. The
dninkenuess of Noah— if indeed he were drunk, which we
very much donbi—the lies of Abraham, tbe cruelty of Sa-
rah, the incest of Lot, the frauds of Jacob, and the adul-

tery of David, were wrilieii nht for our example, bur our
warnijig. There are other instances in which the moral
import of the same material action was very different

then fiom what it is now. There can be no doubt, that in

the progress of society, relations may be developed and
causes iniftUded which shall make an art criminal in one
age that was perfectly blameless in another. Incest was
lawful in the family of Adam—under a certain contin-

gency a Jew might marry his brother's widow—and it

leujuins to be proved that in the early condition of east-

ern civilization, the habits and customs which now pro-

voke oiu' censure were possessed of the same moral im-
port wtiich attaches to them now. With these distinctions

and liniitaiions we have no hesitation in a.^seiting that

the morality of the Old Testament is precisely what we
might expect it to be upon the theory ol verl^al inspiration.

The great duties of piety ani religion—of tiuth, justice

and benevolence—the charities of life—the viitues of the

citizen, the master and the man. the husband, the father

and the son, are ali impressed under the ancient economy
with the sanctions peculiar to that Dispensation. There
is nothing impure, immoral, unwoithy of God.
As to inconsistencies and discrepancies in the sacred

writers, which cannot be fairly explained, we simply de-

ny them. Mr. Morell charges them with inconclusive-

ness of reasoning—defects of memory—and contradictions

to science and themselves in their statements of fact.

When he condescends to specify the instances, and to

prove that his allegations are true, it will be time to an-
swer yet again these exploded cavils of infidelity, which
have a thousatid times been refuted, and which he ought
to know to be worthless. In regard to defects of memory,
we beg him to recollect that atiy eflbrt to substantiate

this charge may involve an effort to cast a serious impu-
tation upon the moral character of Jesus Christ himself.

If there was any tiling which he distinctly and unequiv-
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orally promised to His Apostles, it was that the Holy
Ghost should teach them all things and bring all things

to their remembraneej which He himself iiad said umo
them.

There is indeed one specification which he has made;
the inconsistency of geological speculations with the Mo-
saick cosmogony. Mr. Morpli, however, is not ignorant

that the Mosaick narrative contradicts not a single fact of

desniptive geology

—

all that it reports of the shape of the

earth— its mineials and fossils

—

its maiks of convulsion

and violence

—

all these /ac^5 may bo fully admitted, and
yet not a line of Moses be impugned. It is only when
the geologist proceeds to the causes of his facts, and in-

vents hypotheses to explain them, tliat any inconsistency

takes place—and this inconsistency is evidently not be-

twixt geology and religion, but geologists and Moses. It is

a war of theories— of speculation and conjecture against

the historical fidelity of a recoid, supported by evidence

in coujparison with which they dwindle into the merest
figments of the brain.

There is one other consideration which demands our
notice—and which we have reserved to this place, be-

cause it is «;vidently not an argument against the abstract

possibility of a divine theolggy—being not at all inconsis-

tent with the patristiciiotion of organic inspiration—but
against that view of the manner in which it has been
communicated that we have felt it our duty to defend.

Mr. Morel I asserts :

" That the whole of the logical processes of the human mind
are such, that the idea of a revelation is altogether incompati-

ble with them—that they are in no sense open to its influence,

and that they can neither be improved nor assisted by it. All

dur logical processes of mind—all the operations of Xhe under-

standing take place in accordance with the most fixed and deter-

minate laws, those which are usually teimcd t/ie lutes q/ thought.

Whatever can be inferred by these laws, whatever can be deriv-

ed in any way from them, nmst be strictly within the natural

capacity of ihe human mind to attain. If, on the contrary,

there be any thing which these laws of thought are naturally

unable to reach, no extraneous influence whatever could give

them the pow« r of reaching it. The laws of thought are im-

moveable—to alter them would be to subvert the whole consti-
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tution of the human intellect. Whatever is once within their

reach is always so. Correct reasoning could never be subverted

by revelation itself; bad reasoning could never be improved by
it"—pp. 131, 2.

''''"
;
-:' :^i^,:.»^€9^^;U^ ^;fW";:';s»-*-^'€«l|?lif-'?^.

^ We are not sure that we understand this passage. If

the authoririeans that our logical processes do not originate

the materials upon which ihey are employed, what lie

says may be true, but ft is nothing to the purpose—but if

he means that to a mind, ahead y in possession of all the

simple ideas upon which it is to operate, God, in consis-

tency with its own laws, cannot secure the understand-

ing from error, what he says is contradictory to the reve-

lation of a theology, through the agency of men, upon
any other hypothesis but that of organic inspiration.

The question is not whether any divine influence can
make bad reasoning good, or good reasoning bad—but
whether God can exempt men from the bad, and infallibly

conduct th ^m to the good, without subverting their intel-

lectual constitution.

Mr. Morell will hardly deny that if all the conditions

and laws which ought to be observed in the processes of
the understantling were faithfully regarded, there would
be no danger of fallacy or mistake. Error is the result

of disobedience or inatteniion to the laws of our own na-

ture—the punishment of intellectual guilt. The naked
question then is, whether God, by any subjective influ-

ence on the soul, can preserve it from eccentricity and
disorder, and keep it in harmony with the essential con-
ditions of its healthful operation. Surely it is no suhver-

sion of the constitution of the mind, to have that consti-

tution protected from violence and encroachment. The
soul is more . truly itself when it moves in the orbit pre-

scribed <pr it, than when it deserts its proper patli, and
wanders into forbidden regions. If God cannot exert a
controlling influence upon the understanding, it must be
because there is something in the nature of its faculties

or exercises incompatible with the direct interference of
the Deity. Now the faculties which belong to it are, ac-

cording to our author's own statement,* memory, concep-

tion, imagination, abstraction and generalization, to which

p. 15.
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maybe added, the association of ideas—the processes

which belong to it are definition, division, judgment and
reasoning, whether inductive or deductive. Not to enter

al this stage of the discussion into any metaphysical an-

alysis, it is obvious that these facuhies exist, among dif-

ferent men, in very different degrees of perfection—and
these processes are conducted with very different degrees

of correctness—and yet their essential nature is the same
in all. If. then, by the act of God, there can be different

degrees of memory in dill'erent persons without any in-

fringement of the laws of njemory, why may there not

be ditferent degrees in the same person ? If God can
make one man reason belter than another, without dis-

turbing the laws of ratiocination, why cannot He make
the same man reason at one time better than he reason-

ed at another ? Can He not impait additional clearness jo

conception—vigour to imagination—nicely to analysis,

and accuracy to the perception of those resemblances and
relations upon which genernhzation and reasoning pro-

ceeds? The truth is, one of the most mysterious featmes
connected with the human mind, is its susceptibility of
growth and improvement—without receiving additions to

its substance. Perfectly simple and indiscerptible, in its

own nature, incapable of enlargement by accretion, it yet

begins, in the simplest opei%iions of sense, to exert an
activity, which waxes stronger and better in every succes-

sive period of its existence, ^and to the developement of
which there seem to be no natural limits. All the expres-

sions by which we represent this change, are borrowed
from material analogies, and are evidently liable to the

abuse which, from such applications, has made the histo-

ry of philosophy too much a history of confusion. In
relation to our minds, much more than in relation to our
bodies, we are fearfully and wonderfully made.* And if

the natural order of improvement is a mystery, profound

and impenetrable; if we are unable to comprehend, much
less to explain, how a single substance—remaining un-
changed in its essence—shall exhibit those wonderful
phenomena which we can liken to nothing but growth,
expansion and enlargement in material objects, surely it

is too much to say that, in this world of mystery, another

mystery stilLcannot be found—that of supernatural im-
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provement, in which every faculty shall faithfully obey
the laws of its structure. To us the idea, that any crea-

ture, in any of its operations, can he independent of God,
involves a gioss contradiction. Absolute dependence is

the law ot its being. As without the concursus of the

Deity, it must cease to exist, so His sustentation and sup-

port are essential to every form of action—every degree

of develofMiment—every step in improvement. It is only

in God that it can live and move, as it is only in God that

it has its subsistence. We see no more difficulty in sup-

posing that God can superintend and direct the various

processes of the understanding, than in admitting that he
created its powers in the first instance, and impressed

upon them the laws which they ought to observe. Prov-

idence is no more wonderful than creation.

Mr. JVlorell admits that the Deity can exert a subjective

influence upon the intuitional faculties—that they can be
elevated to a supernatural degree of intensity, and that this

is actually done in the phenomenon of inspiration. Why,
then, should the understanding not be accessible to God?
If He can touch the soul uione point, why not in another?

If He can imjfWove its vision, what hinders but that He
may regulate and assist its reflect ion ? That Hecan turn the

hearts of men as the rivers of water are turned—that the

spirits of all flesh, in the full int«^grity of their faculties,

are as completely in His hands as clay in the hands of the

poller—that He can bring every proud thought and lofty

iujagination into humble obedience to his will—that the

whole man is absolutely and uinesistingly in His power,

so thjit He can direct its steps without a contravention of

the laws of iis being—is the only hypothesis upon which
the great evangelical doctrine of regeneration is consistent

or possible. The work of the Spirit is represented as ex-

tending to the whole soul— it gives eyes to the blind

—

ears to the deaf—knowledge to the ignorant— wisdom to

the foolish. It enlightens the mind— jiurifies the heart

—

cleanses the imaginiiiion—purges the conscience— stimu-

lates the memory—qiiickensthe judgment and imparts an
unwonted aptitude in the perception of spiritual relations.

As there is not a faculty which has not siifiered from the

ruins of the fall—so there is not a faculty which does not

share in the restoration of grace. The testimony of scnp-

• 'f
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ture may be nothing to Mr. Morell—but as his presumptu-
ous assertion is unsupported by any thing in his own men-
tal analysis—as it is inconsistent with the analogy which
the case of intnition, confessed by him to be susceptible

of supernatural influence, obviously suggests—as there is

nothing in the nature of the understanding, in any of its

faculties or exercises, which places it beyond the reach of

divine regulation—as there is no more absurdity in God's
governing than in God's creating its powers—we may safe-

ly receive the declarations of the Bible, as well as the dic-

tates of common sense, until we have some better reason

for calling them into question, than the ipse dixit of a
transcendental philosopher. And that theory is certainly

reduced to a desperate extretnity, which allows its au-

thor no refuge but a bold and impudent denial of the essen-

tial attributes of God. Whatever does not involve a con-

tradiction and so prove itself to be nothing, lies within the

boundless range of possibilities, which Almighty power
can achieve. It is the folly and blasphemy of the wicked
to reduce their Creator to their level—to make Him alto-

gether such an one as they themselves, and to measure
His resources by their own insignificant capacities. It is

His prerogative to lift his hand and swear that as He lives

forever, so He shall accomplish all His will—and rule

alike the minds and bodies He has framed. Our God is

in the Heavens. He has done whatsoever He hath pleas-

ed—and if among the things which have pleased Him
were the purpose to communicate a divine theology

through the minds and understandings of men, there could

have been no impediment which his power could not ea-

sily surmotmt.

We shall here finish our examination of the book before

us, with reference to the soundness of its logick. The
single point to which our remarks have been directed is,

whether the conclusions are legitimately drawn from the

premises. We have admitted, for the sake of argument,

the principles of the author's philosophy. We have called

in question, neither his psychology, his analysis of reli-

gion, nor his accounts of revelation and inspiration. Our
object has been to discover whether, granting all these,

the popular faith in regard to the authority of the scrip-

tures is necessarily subverted. We have attempted to
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show that, though his philbsophy pretends to be an a
priori argument against the possibility of this n^on being
true, it demonstrates nothing to the purpose—that revela-

tion, in his sense, is not exclusive of revelation in its com-
mon and ordinary acceptation—and that his inspiration

is, by no means, inconsistent with the inspiration of the
vulgar faith. Divest his argument of the ambiguity of
language, and of the gratuitous assumption that the agency
which he admits is the sole agency of God, and it is di-

vested of all pertinency and force. We have gone still

farther and convicted of weakness and confusion all his

efforts to render useless and unnecessary the existence of

a canon, such as the Bible professes to be. Out of his

own mouth have we condemned him. As a philosophi-

cal argument, therefore, we are compelled to say, that his

book is utterly wanting. That so far from demonstrating
that a revealed theology is a psychological absurdity, he
has beaten his drums and flourished his trumpets, when the

enemy had not been even in sight. We have also followed

him in his arguments addressed to the question as a mat-
ter of fact. We have seen that he is at fault in charging
the popular faith with a total destitution of positive proof,

and that all his objections to the plenary inspiration of the

scriptures, whether founded on varieties of style, the ne-

cessity of divine illumination, the diminution of our res-

pect for the sacred writers, the history of the canon, the

immoralities, absurdities and contradictions of the Bible,

or the alleged impossibility of a divine revelation through
the understandings of men, are capable of an easy and
obvious refutation. The conclusion of the whole matter

is, that as an infidel assault, his book is a signal failure.

For any thing that he has proved to the contrary, by
either a priori or a posteriori reasoning, the Bible may
be what the Christian world has always been accustom-

ed to regard it. But a harder task remains yet to be per-

formed. His philosophy must be brought to the touch-

stone of truth—and we hope, at no distant day to be able

to convince our readers that no better success has attend-

ed his speculations, than has rewarded his efforts to apply

them.

%
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Having, in our former article, considered the work of
Mr. Mor,eli as an argument against an authoritative theo-

logy, we proceed, according to our promise, to examine the

philosophy on which the argument is founded. This task

we undertake with unfeigned reluctance. The questions

which it inv^olves demand a power of analysis, a patience

of reflection, an intensity of thought, a depth of investiga^

tion^ and an amphtude of learning, to which, we are con-

scious, we can make no pretensions. We always return

from the study of the great problems of human knowledge
with a conviction of littleness, incapacity and ignorance
which, though the process by which it has been produced
has disclosed enough to prevent us from despairing of the

ultimate possibility of philosophy, teaches us to commis-
serate rather than denounce the errors of others, and makes
us feel that our position must always be that of humble
and teachable inquirers. Far from dreaming of the ati*

tempt to originate an independent system of our own, or

even to combine into a consistent and harmonious whole
the various elements of truth, which may be elicited from
existing systems, we are content, in regard to these high
problems, to discharge the negative o^ce of refuting error

without presuming to establish its contrary, of saying
what is not^ without undertaking to declare what t^'truth.

The work of simple destruction, though often invidious, is

sometimes necessary. In the case before us, we shall feel

ourselves to be the authors of an incalculable good, if we
can convict Mr. Morell's philosophy of inconsistency and
falsehood, though we should fail, in the progress of the ar-

gument, to make a single direct contribution to a sounder

system.

This philosophy may be embraced under the three

heads of Psychology, Religion and Revelation, together

with the connection subsisting between them, The first

inquiry of the author is in regard to the subject in which
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religion inheres,^what is it that is religious ? then in re-

gard to the essence ot religion itself—^what is it to be reli-

gious ? and finally in relation to the mode in which reli-

gion is produced—how is the given subject put in posses-

sion of the given essence? The answef to the first inqui-

ry constitutes his Psychology—to the second, his analysis

of religion in general and of Christianity in particular—to

the last, his theories of Revelation and Inspiration. As to

the connection subsisting between them—the nature of the

subject determines, to some extent, the nature of religion

—

and the nature of religion, in its relations to the subject,

determines the mode and laws of its production. Mind
being given, the essential element of religion is given

—

mind and religion being both given, the characteristics of

Revelation are settled. This is a general outline of the

discussions of the book. We begin with the psychology

—

and that our readers may fully understand the strictures

which we shall make upon some of the doctrines of our

author, it may be well to give a preliminary statement of

the essential differences which distinguish existing schools

of philosophy.

I. Sir William Hamilton has very justly observed that*

"philosophy proper is principally and primarily \[\q science

of knowledge ; its first and most important problem being

to determine

—

what A^an we know 7 that is, what are the

conditions of our knowing, whether these lie in thennture
of the object, or in the nature of the subject, of knowledge."
The origin, nature and extent of human knowledge, are,

accordingly, the questions which have divided the schools,

and the answers which have been returned to them, have
determined the place which their authors have taken in

the history of speculation.

It is now universally conceded that all knowledge be-

gins in experience—but there is not the same agreement as

to the conditions which are essential to experience, and un-
der which alone it becomes available. In one class of
opinions, the mind, at its first existence, is represented as

a tabula rasa or a sheet ofblankpaper ^
upon which, fr.>m

without, are written the characters which, contemplated
by itself, constitute the sole materials of cognition. It

Hamilton's Reid. p. 808. Note.
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comes into the world unfurnished—an empty room—and
the world furnishes it. There is, on the one hand, a capa-
city to receive, and on the other, a power to communicate

—

and the relation of the two constitutes experience. Upon
the materials i^ius given, the mind can operate—it can
combine, compare, decompose, and arrange, but it can add
absolutely nothing to the stock, which has been imparted
to it as a passive recipient. Experience is restricted ex-
clusively to sensation—the mind is a machine and its va-
rious faculties the tools with which it works up the ma-
terials afforded in sensible phenomena. This low and
contracted hypothesis, which sprang from a corruption of
Locker's principles, at best partial and incomplete, was
pushed to its legitimate consequences of atheistic material-

ism and the bUndest chance, by the celebrated authors of
the French Encyclopedia. And it is to this scheme that

we would confine the distinctive title of sensationalism.

We need not say that the sensationalist stumbles at the

threshold. He gives no account of knowledge—to receive

ideas, as the canvass receives the impressions of the brush,

is not to know. Intelligence involves judgment, belief,

conviction of certainty—not merely that the thing is there,

but to use a sensible analogy, seen to be there. No me-
chanical activity, however delicate and refined, is compe-
tent to explain the peculiar phenomenon involved in the

feeling I know. Experience, therefore, must include con-

ditions in the subject which make \i capable oi intelligence.

There must be a constitution of mind, adapted to that spe-

cific activity by which it 6e/iere5 and judges; as it is only
by value of such a constitution that knowledge can be ex-

tracted from experience. This preparation of the mind to

know, or its adaptation to intelligence, consists in subject-

ing it to laws of belief under which it must necessarily act.

Its energies can be exercised only under the condition that it

shall know or believe. As it is the necessity of belief which
distinguishes intelligent action from every other species

of operation, and as there can be no belief without the

hoiieioi somethings there must be certain primary truths

involved in the very structure of the mind, which are ad-

mitted from the simple necessity of admitting them. As
undeveloped in experience, they exist not in the form of

propositions or general conceptions, but of irresistible ten-

^

:|
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dencies to certain manners of belief when the proper occa-

sions shall be afforded. They are certain '' necessities of

thinking." But developed in experience and generalized

into abstract statements—they are original and elementa-

ry cognitions—the foundation and criterion of all know-
ledge. They are the standard of evidence—the light of

the mind, and without them the mmd could no more be

conceived to know than a blind man to see. Being in the

mind—a part of its very structure—they are not the pro-

ducts of experience. Essential conditions of mental acti-

vity, they are not the results of it. As experience fur-

nishes the occasions on which they £vre developed or be-

come manifest in consciousness— it is obviously from ex-

perience that we know them as mere mental phenomena,
in the same way that we know every other faculty of mind
—but as primitive beliefs, as vouchers and guarantees for

the t uth of facts beyond "their own phenomenal reality,"*

they are involved in the very conception of experience.

"Catholic principles of all philosophy," they have been
more or less distinctly recognized, in every school and by
every sect, from the dawn of speculation until the present

day. According to the different aspects in which they
have been contemplated, they have received different ti-

tlest—innate truths—first principles—maxims—principles

of common sense—general rations—categories of the un-
derstanding and ideas of pure reason—fundamental laws
of belief and constituent elements ofreason—but whatever
names they have borne, their character remains unchang-
ed, of original, authoritative, incomprehensible faiths.

Though the distinct recognition and articulate enun-
ciation of these principles have played a conspicuous part

in the speculations of modern philosophers, yet the ad-

mission of them can hardly be rogarded as characteris-

tic of a school. It forms a class^ in contradistinction to

the ultra sensationalists, in which two schools! are em-

* For a masterly dissertation on the Philosophy of Common Sense, the

reader is referred to Hamilton's Reid—Appendix, Note A. We deem it

just to ourselves (and we hope we shall not be suspected of vanity,) to say
that the distinction indicated in the text and the corresponding distinction

in regard to the possibility of doubt, illustrated by Hamilton, p. 744, had oc-

curred to us, in our own speculations, before we had ever seen his book.
t See §5, Note A, Hamilton's Reid.

t " WliRt is a schooH It is a certain number of systems, more or less,
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braced, discriminated from each other by the application

which they make of what both equally admit. They
are divided on the question of the relation which our pri-

mary cognitions sustain to the whole fabric of human
knowledge.
One party represents them as wholly barren and un-

productive in themselves—the forms of knowledge and
indispensable to its acquisition, but not the sources from
which it is derived. It is only when acting in obedience

to them it comes in contact with objective realties that it

truly knows. All knowledge implies the relation of sub-

ject and object—the laws of belief qualify the subject to

know, but cannot give the thing to be known. Hence
we are dependent on experience for all the objects of

knowledge. The mind, however richly furnished with
all the capacities of cognition and belief, however intelli-

gent in its own nature, cannot create, by the laws of its

constitution, a single material of thought. The descrip-

tion of our intelligent constitution is an answer to the

question how we know, but not to the equally important
question what we know. There must be something dis-

tinct from a faculty—something to which it is applied, or

applies itself, in conformity with its nature, before the re-

lation of knowledge can obtain. Or in one word, the

laws of belief are the conditions of knowing, but in them-
selves considered, are not knowledge. They are not the

matter of an argument, but the criterion of the truth of

any and of every premise. According to this class of

philosophers, experience not only furnishes the occasions

on which our primitive cognitions are developed, but fur-

ni.ihes the objects about which our faculties are conver-

sant. It gives us the what we are to know. From the

importance which this school attaches to induction, it

may be preeminently styled the school of experience.*

Others represent our original beliefs, not merely as the

criterion of truth, and the indispensable conditions of

connected by time, but especially connected by intimate relations, and still

more so by a certain similarity of principles and of views." Cousin. In-

troduct. to the Hist. Phil. Lect. iv. Linberg's Trans, p. 97.

For a very full and satisfactory account of the relations of our primary

beliefs to human knowledge, the reader is referred to Stewart's Elements,

vol. ii. chap. i.
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dencies to certain manners of belief when the proper occa-

sions shall be afforded. They are certain '' necessities of

thinking." But developed in experience and generalized

into abstract statements—they are original and elementa-

ry cognitions—the foundation and criterion of all know-
ledge. They are the standard of evidence—the light of

the mind, and without them the mmd could no more be

conceived to know than a blind man to see. Being in the

mind—a part of its very structure—they are not the pro-

ducts of experience. Essential conditions of mental acti-

vity, they are not the results of it. As experience fur-

nishes the occasions on which they Lre developed or be-

come manifest in consciousness— it is obviously from ex-

perience that we know them as mere mental phenomena,
in the same way that we know every other faculty of mind
—but as primitive beliefs, as vouchers and guarantees for

the t uth of facts beyond "their own phenomenal reality,"*

they are involved in the very conception of experience.

"Catholic principles of all philosophy." they have been
more or less distinctly recognized, in every school and by
every sect, from the dawn of speculation until the present

day. According to the different aspects in which they
have been contemplated, they have received different ti-

tlest—innate truths—first principles—maxims—principles

of common sense—general nations—categories of the un-
derstanding and ideas of pure reason—fundamental laws
of belief and constituent elements ofreason—but whatever
names they have borne, their character remains unchang-
ed, of original, authoritative, incomprehensible faiths.

Though the distinct recognition and articulate enun-
ciation of these principles have played a conspicuous part

in the speculations of modern philosophers, yet the ad-

mission of them can hardly be rogarded as characteris-

tic of a school. It forms a class, in contradistinction to

the ultra sensationalists, in which two schoolsl are em-

* For a masterly dissertation on the Philosophy of Common Sense, the

reader is referred to Hamilton's Reid—Appendix, Note A. We deem it

just to ourselves (and we hope we shall not be suspected of vanity,) to say
that the distinction indicated in the text and the corresponding distinction

in regard to the possibility of doubt, illustrated by Hamilton, p. 744, had oc-

curred to us, in our own speculations, before we had ever seen his book.
t See §5, Note A, Hamilton's Reid.
i " WIiRt is a schooH It is a certain number of systems, more or less,
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.

braced, discriminated from each other by the application

which they make of what both equally admit. They
are divided on the question of the relation which our pri-

mary cognitions sustain to the whole fabric of human
knowledge.
One party represents them as wholly barren and un-

productive in themselves—the forms of knowledge and
indispensable to its acquisition, but not the sources from
which it is derived. It is only when acting in obedience

to them it comes in contact with objective realties that it

truly knows. All knowledge impUes the relation of sub-

ject and object—the laws of belief qualify the subject to

know, but cannot give the thing to be known. Hence
we are dependent on experience for all the objects of

knowledge. The mind, however richly furnished with
all the capacities of cognition and belief, however intelli-

gent in its own nature, cannot create, by the laws of its

constitution, a single material of thought. The descrip-

tion of our intelligent constitution is an answer to the

question how we know, but not to the equally important
question what we know. There must be something dis-

tinct from a faculty—something to which it is applied, or

applies itself, in conformity with its nature, before the re-

lation of knowledge can obtain. Or in one word, the

laws of belief are the conditions of knowing, but in them-
selves considered, are not knowledge. They are not the

matter of an argument, but the criterion of the truth of

any and of every premise. According to this class of

philosophers, experience not only furnishes the occasions

on which our primitive cognitions are developed, but fur-

nishes the objects about which our faculties are conver-

sant. It gives us the what we are to know. From the

importance which this school attaches to induction, it

may be preeminently styled the school of experience.*

Others represent our original beliefs, not merely as the

criterion of truth, and the indispensable conditions of

connected by time, but especially connected by intimate relations, and still

more so by a certain similarity of principles and of views." Cousin. In-

troduct, to the Hist. Phil. Lect. iv. Linberg's Trans, p. 97.

* For a very full and satisfactory account of the relations of our primary

beliefs to human knowledge, the reader is referred to Stewart's Elements,

vol. ii. chap. i.
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knowledge, but as the data, the «px«', in which are impli-

citly contained all that is worthy of the name of science.

We' are dependent upon experience only to awaken them

;

but when once awakened and roused into action, they

can conduct us to the fountain of existence, and solve all

the mysteries of the universe. As reason is held to be

the complement of these universal and all comprehensive

principles, this class of philosophers is commonly denom-
inated rationalists.

Differing as widely as they do, in regard to the matter

of our knowledge, it is not to be wondered at that these

two great schools of Rationalism and Experience, should

differ as widely in relation to its nature and extent, or

the precise province of a sound philosophy. Rationalism,

in all its forms, aims at a complete science of Ontology

—

it pretends to be, in the language of Cousin, " the abso-

lute intelligence, the absolute explanation ofevery thing,"*

or in the language of Sir William Hamilton, " it boldly

places itself at the very centre of absolute being, with
which it is, in fact, identified ;

and thence surveying ex-

istence in itself, and in its relations, unveils to us the na-

ture of the Deity, and explains, from first to last, the

derivation of all created things."! -

The philosophy of experience is guilty of no such ex-

travagances. Professing tc^ build on observation, its first

and fundamental principle is, that all knowledge must be

relative in its nature, and phenomenal in its objects. As
speculations about abstract being transcend the pro-

vince of legitimate induction, it dismisses them at once,

as frivolous and absurd, and aspires to know only those

qualities and attributes of things, through which they
become related to our minds. What they are in them-
selves, or what they are to the omniscience of God, it

would regard as a no less preposterous inquiry than to

undertake to determine the size, number, and employ-
ments of the inhabitants of the moon. Still, phenomena,
in its vocabulary, are not synonymous, as rationalists con-

stantly assume, with phantoms or delusions. They are

* Introduct. Histor. Philos. Sect. i. p. 34, Linberg's Trans,
t Edinburgh Review, Cross's Selections, vol. 3d, p. 176. A masterly

article on Cousin's Philosophy,
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realities—the conditions of the objects corresponding to

the conditions of the subjects of human knowledge, and
consequently as truly real as those necessary principles

of reason for the sake of which they are despised. " What
ap/?ear5 to all," says Aristotle, "that we affirm to he;
and he who would subvert this belief will himself as-

suredly advance nothing more deserving of credit."*

Claiming, therefore, only a relative knowledge of exist-

ence, the philosophy of experience, instead of futile and
abortive attempts to construct the universe, takes its stand,

in conformity with the sublime maxim of Bacon,t as the

minister, r^ot the master ; the interpreter, not the legisla-

tor of nature. Professing its incompetence to pronounce
beforehand what kinds of creatures the Almighty should
have made, and what kinds of laws the Almighty should

have established, it is content to look out upon the world,

and to look in upon itself, in order to discover what God
has wrought. Without presuming to determine what
must be, it humbly and patiently inquires what is. From
the very nature of the case, it pretends to no science of

the Deity. To bring Him within the circle of science,

would be to degrade Him—to make Him a general law,

or a constituent element of other existences instead, of

the eternal and self-existent God.
The two schools of Rationalism and Experience are,

accordingly, at war in regard to the scope and province

of philosophy. Agreeing in their general views as to the

indispensable conditions of intelligence, they differ funda-

mentally in the answers which they return to the ques-

tion

—

what can man know ? This single consideration

is enough to show the futility, or, at least, the delusive-

ness, of a classification like that adopted by Mr. Morell,

in his former work, which brings Stewart, Reid, and
Brown under the same general category with Fichte,

Schelling, and Hegel. The problems which the former

undertook to solve, were the poles apart from those dis-

Eth. Nic. Lib. x. Cap. 2 ; a passage repeatedly quoted by Sir William
Hamilton.
t Nov. Organ. Aphor. i. In this age of transcendental speculation, the

words deserve to be repeated : Homo naturae minister et interpres, tantum
facit et intelligit quantum de naturae ordine re, vel mente observaverit, nee
amplius scit aut potest.

Vol. III.—No. 3. 63
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cussed by the latter. The former were inductive psychol-

ogists, applying the same method to the phenomena of
mind, which Newton had applied with such splendid re-

sults to the phenomena of matter—the- latter were bold

and rampant ontologists, unfolding the grounds of univer-

sal Being from the principles of pure reason. The former
restricted their inquiries to the phenomenal and relative

;

the latter pushed into the region of the absolute and in-

finite ; the former stopped at properties and attributes

;

the latter plunged into the essence of all things. From
Locke to Hamilton, English and Scotch philosophy has
been, for the most part, a confession of human ignorance

;

from Leibnitz to Hegel, German philosophy has been, for

the most part, an aspiration to omniscience.*

After these preliminary remarks, we can have no diffi-

culty as to the general position to which we must assign

Mr. Morell. He is a rationalist, coming nearer, so far as

we can collect his opinions, to the Eclecticism of France
than to any other school. His method, the psychologi-

cal,t is evidently that of Cousin ; and there is the same
unsuccessful attempt to combine the philosophy of expe-
rience with that of rationalism.

1. The treatise before us opens with an inquiry into

that which constitutes the essence of the mind.
" Now, first," says our autLfor,! " whenever we speak of the

mind, or use the expression, ' myself^ what is it, we would ask,

that we really intend to designate ? What is it in which the

mind of man essentially consists ?"

The terms in which the question is propounded would
seem to indicate that Mr. Morell regarded 'personality and
TTiind as synonymous expressions—that the Ego embraced
the whole subject of all the phenomena of consciousness.

And yet, in another passage, he obviously divorces intel-

ligence from '• ^e//;" and restricts the person to individual

peculiarities.

* Kant deserves to be specially excepted from this censure. The ontolo-

fy
of pure reason he has remorselessly demolished in his celebrated critique,

ee also Morell's History of Philosophy, vol. 2, pp. 81-2.

+ Fragmens Philosophique, Pref A translation of this Preface may be
found in the first volume of Ripley's Specimens of Foreign Standard Liter-

ature. Boston, 1838. See also Morell's Hist. Mod. Philos. vol. ii. p. 484,
2d London Edit.

t p. 2.
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'* Neither, lastly," says he,* " can the real man be the complex

of our thoughts, ideas, or conceptions. These indicate simply
the existence of logical forms, intellectual laws, or perceptive

faculties, which are essentially the same in all minds ; they do
not express the real, concrete individual man ; they do not in-

volve the element which makes each human being entirely dis-

tinct from the whole mass of humanity around him ; in a word,

they do not constitute our personality.''^

To us, we frankly confess, it is amazing that the es-

sence of mind cls mind should consist in something that

is not common to all minds. But the difficulty does not

stop here, v The will, in which Mr. Morell fixes the es-

sence of the man, as a mere poiver of spontaneous action,

is just as universal and just as uniform as the operations

of intelligence, i?, therefore, " as the capacity of acting

independently, and for ourselves," cannot be the essential

principle of mind, and we are absolutely shut up by this

species of logic to the idiosyncracies and oddities of indi-

viduals. It is strange that Mr. Morell, in adopting the an-

alysis of Maine de Biran, has not admitted the hmitations,

of Cousin, who, it seems to us, has unanswerably proved
that, upon this hypothesis, we must deny the personality

of reason, at least in its spontaneous manifestations, and
make "se//"" and mind expressions of different but rela-

ted realties. If the Ego is the will, then intelligence is

no more of it than the organs of sense. " Reason," says

Cousin,t adhering rigidly to his conception of personality

as involving only the individual, and voluntary, to the en-

tire exclusion of the universal and absolute—" reason is

not a property of individuals ; therefore it is not our own

—

it does not belong to us—it is not human—for, once more,

that which constitutes man, his intrinsic personality, is

his voluntary and free activity ; all which is not volunta-

ry and free, is added to man, but is not an integrant part

of man." This is consistent. But what shall we say,

upon this hypothesis, of the veracity of consciousness,

the fundamental postulate of all philosophy, which just

as clearly testifies that the operations of reason are sub-

jective—that they are, in other words, affections of what

*p. 2.

t Introduct. Hist. Phil, Lect. v. Linberg's Trans, p. 127. Lecture vi.

passim.

/
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we call ourselves—as that the decisions of the will are our
owQ ? The distinction betwixt reason, in its spontaneous
and reflective manifestations, does not touch the point.

—

The "spontaneous apperception of truth,"* which Cou-
sin boasts to have discovered " within the penetralia of
consciousness, at a depth to which Kant never penetra-

ted," is either a subjective act—and then it is personal

;

or it is only another name for the intellectual intuition of
Schelling, in which the distinction of subject and object

disappears, and we have the miracle of knowledge with-

out any thing known, or any one to know. If M. Cousin
admits that his spontaneous apperception of truth involves

a percipient, relativeness and subjectivity are not only
apparent, but as real as they are in reflection—if it does
not involve a percipient, then we humbly submit that it

is self-contradictory, and therefore, equivalent to zero. A
theory which defends the impersonality of reason, by an
assumption which denies the very possibility of thought,

may be safely remanded to the depths from which its au-

thor extracted it, and into which it is not at all astonish-

ing that such a thinker as Kant never penetrated. We
cannot but add that as Cousin's ontology is founded on
the authority of reason, and the authority of reason foun-

ded on its impersonality, and its impersonality founded
on the annihilation of thought, his speculations upon this

subject end exactly where those of Hegel begin

—

at no-
thing.

Mr. Morell, however, rigidly cleaves to M. de Biran,

and saves the personal character of reason by the extra-

ordinary hypothesis, the most extraordinary which, we
venture to say, has ever been proposed in the history of

philosophy—that will, spontaneity or personality—for

they are all, in his vocabulary, synonymous expressions

—

is the SUBSTANCE of mind,—that our various faculties of
intelligence sustain the same relations to the will, which,
according to popular apprehension, an attribute sustains

to that of which it is a property. That unknown substra-

tum, which, under the appellations of mind, soul or spirit,

* Fragmens Philosophiques, Pref. Morell His. Philos, vol. ii. p. 495.

—

We take occasion to say that this account of Cousin's Psychology is one
of the clearest statements of his system that we have ever seen'—apart from
his own writings.
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othei* philosophers had been accustomed to repre^^nt as

the subject in which all our mental capacities and ener-

gies inhere—Mr. Morell professes to have drawn from its

concealment, and to have identified with spontaneous
activity, or the power of acting independently, and for

ourselves. Reason or intelligence, accordingly, is a pro-

perty of the will, in the same sense in which extension is

a property of matter. All the operations of the mind are

only so many modifications of the will—so many mani-
festations of activity, not as an element which they in-

clude, but as the support upon which they depend. " If,

therefore," feays he,* in a passage which shows that we
have not misrepresented him—" if, therefore, in our sub-

sequent classification of the faculties of the mind, little

appears to be said about the will, it must be remembered
that we assume the activity it denotes, as the essential

basis of our whole mental being, and suppose it conse-

quently to underlie (the italicks are his own, and show
that he means

—

it is the substance of) all our mental op-

erations." And again :t
" Remembering then that the

power of the will runs through the whole, we may regard

these two classes (the intellectual and emotional) as ex-

hausting the entire sum of our mental phenomena." And
again: ^ -

.'•.

" We would also again remind them, that the activity of the

ivill must be 1 egarded as running through all these different phe-

nomena ; and that^s there is involved in the spontaneous oper-

ations of the human mind, all the elements which the conscious-

ness at all contains, it must not be imagined that these elements

have to be reflectively realized before they can contribute their

aid to our mental developement. It is, in fact, one of the most
delicate and yet important of all psychological analyses, to show
how the power of the will operates through all the region of man's
spontaneous life, and to prove that our activity is equally volun-

tary and equally moral, in its whole aspect, although the under-

standing may not have brought the principles on which we act

into the clear light of reflective truth."

—

p. 25-6.

" To talk of knowing mind" he affirms in his former
workjt " beyond the direct consciousness of its spontane-
ous being, and all the affections it can undergo, is absurd

;

there is nothing more to know." By spontaneous being,

pp.3, 4. tp.4.

t Vol. ii. p. 53, 2d London Edition.
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he evidently means the existence of mind as a spontan-
eity. Beyond this and the various properties it exhibits

there is nothing to be known—in spontaneity we have the

substance—in the " affections it can undergo" the attri-

butes ; and these, in their connection, exhaust the subject.

If, now, spotitaneous activity is the substance of the

soul, and intelhgence and reason, with all our various ca-

pacities and powers, are only properties or modifications

of this spontaneous activity, it necessarily follows that all

thought and belief—all knowledge and emotion, are pure-

ly voluntary. When we cognize an external object, im-

mediately present in consciousness, or assent to any uni-

versal or necessary truth, such as that the whole is

greater than a part, we do it by an act of the will. The
cognition is spontaneous—which means, if it mean any
thing, that the mind is not irresistibly determined to it

:

and that, consequently, it might refuse to know, when the

object is actually present before it, and refuse to believe,

when the terms of the proposition were distinctly and
adequately apprehended ; which being interpreted, is that

a man may refuse to see when he sees, and refuse to be-

lieve when he knows. This very circumstance of the

independence of truth, especially of necessary and abso-

lute truth, of the human will, is one of the principal ar-

guments of Cousin to estaMish the impersonality of rea-

son. We cannot help believing when the evidence of

truth is clearly before us, says Cousin ; we believe in every
case, only because we will to believe, says Morell. Doc-
tors differ.

But passing over this difficulty, and admitting the doc-

trine, hard as it is to reconcile with the obvious testimony
of consciousness, that all knowledge and belief are the

creatures of the will, the products of spontaneous activi-

ty, we find ourselves unable to detect in this activity the

only criterion by which our faculties are capable of distin-

guishing substance from attributes. " That which is in it-

self, and conceived by itself," is the compendious definition

of substance given by Spinoza*—and though it expres-

ses what every human intellect must pronounce to be im-

possible, and contains the elements of proof, that our only

Spinoza, in Howe's Living Temple, Pt. ii. Chap. i.
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notion of substance is a certain relation to attributes—in

other words, a postulation of the mind "Which we are
forced to make, by the very constitution of our nature, in

order to explain the existence of what is felt to be de-
pendent

;
yet, as Mr. Morell admits it,* we will apply its

canon to the case before us. Every thing, then, is an at-

tribute which cannot be recognized as self-subsistent and
independent, and every thing is a substance which can
be construed to the mind as self-subsistent—self-subsistent

in the sense that it inheres in nothing as an attribute in it.

Hence, whatever is conceived by the mind as having on-

ly a dependent and relative existence, or is not conceiva-

ble as having a separate and independent existence, must
be an attribute—it cannot be a substance. Apply this

principle to the case before us. Is activity dependent or

independent ? In other words, can we conceive of it ab-

stracted from every agent, and every form of operation ?

Does it not just as much require a subject as intelligence

or thought, and some definite mode of manifestation?

—

Can it not just as properly be asked what acts as what
thinks or believes 'I We confess that we are no more ca-

pable of representing to the mind absolute activity, than
of representing absolute intelligence or absolute motion ?

We can understand the proposition that the miud is ac-

tive—that it performs such and such operations, but we
can attach no glimmer of meaning to that other proposi-

tion that it is activity itself Action without something
to act, and some manner of action, is to us as preposter-

ously absurd as knowledge without some one to know

;

and we are unable to enter into that peculiar mode of

cogitation which can be content to settle down on activi-

ty as the substratum, the self-subsisting subject of all in-

tellectual phenomena. That the mind is active in

thought, and that activity thinks, are propositions the poles

apart—that activity is a characteristic and all pervading
quality of every species of mental affection, and accord-

ingly the highest generalization of mental phenomena, is

a very different statement from that which makes it the

mind itself. Hence, according to the canon, activity is

This is evident from what he says of substance, p. 37, also

Hamilton's Reid, p. 895, note, 1st. col.
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only an attribute. Mr. Morell, in fact, admits as much :

.. " We do not saiy, indeed," says he, " that we can comprehend
the very essence of the soul itself apart from all its determina-

tions
;
but that by deep reflection upon our inmost consciousness,

we can comprehend the essence of the soul in connection with

its operations—that we can trace it through all its changes as a

poioer or pure activity ; and that in this spontaneous activity

alone, our real personality consists,"

—

-p. 3. r\

V But it is essential to any positiveideaof substance, that

it should be conceived apart from attributes. It is that
" which exists in itself, and is conceived by itself—or

whose conception needs the conception of nothing else,

whereby it ought to be formed." In saying, therefore,

that activity cannot in thought be abstracted from its

manifestations, Mr. Morell has conceded the impossibility

of his thesis, and instead of making it the substance, he
has only made it the universal characteristic of mental
operations.

But be it substance, or accident, we venture to suggest

a doubt, whether such a thing as spontaneous activity, in

the sense of Mr. Morell, does not involve a contradiction.

According to this hypothesis, man is an undetermmed
cause, or a cause determined by nothing but his own pro-

per energy. How shall we account for the first act ? It

either produced itself, or it came into being by chance

—

for all foreign influences are, ex hypothesi, excluded—to
have produced itself it must have existed as a cause be-

fore it existed as an effect— i. e.—it must have existed

before it existed, which is self-contradictory. To say that

it was produced by chance, is to say that the negation of

all cause is the affirmation of some cause—or that a thing

can be and not be a cause in the same relation and at the

same time—which is also self-contradictory. We crave

from Mr. Morell and his admirers a solution of these diffi-

culties. We are utterly unable to absolve the doctrine of

spontaneous activity from the charge of implying the doc-

trine of an absolute commencement, and an absolute com-
mencement we are as incapable of conceiving as a trian-

gle of four sides. If Mr. Morell takes man " out of the

mighty chain of cause and effect, by which all the opera-

tions of nature are carried on from the commencement to

the end of time," and makes him a separate and indepen-
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dent cause, receiving no causal influence from without,

we should like to know how he makes a beginning? For to

us it is as plain that all commencement must be relative,

as that there is any such thing as a commencement at all.

If an absolute commencement were possible—Atheism
could not be convicted of absurdity—and we see not how
they can consistently apply the principle of causation to

the proof theism—how they can deny that all things

might have spontaneously sprung from nothing—when
they distinctly affirm that our mental acts generate them-
selves. Upon this subject there are obviously only three

suppositions that can be made—that of the casualist who
asserts ari absolute commencement—that of the fatalist

who asserts an infinite series of relative commencements

—

that of the theist who asserts a finite series of relative

commencements, carried up in the ascending scale, to a
necessary Being—at once Creator and Preserver—the seat

of all causation, who is without beginning of days or end
of life. The extremes of fatalism and casualism are not
only inconceivable—for we readily grant that the power
of thought is not the measure of existence—but they are

palpably and grossly self-contradictory—and therefore

must be false. The hypothesis ofthe theist is also incon-

ceivable. We cannot represent in thought a necessary
and eternal being—but, then, it is not self-contradictory,

and upon the doctrine of excluded middle it must be true;

a man must take his place in the " mighty chain of cause
and eflfect, by which all the operations of nature are car-

ried on from the commencement to the end of time." In
the calumniated doctrine of an universal providence, ex-

tending to all events and to all things—the only deposito-

ry of real efficiency and power—we find the true explan-

ation of an activity which is neither casual in its origin,

nor a dependent link in an endless chain.* In God we live

and move and have our being. Nature and ourown minds
present us with multifarious phenomena—linked together

as antecedent and consequent—but all are equally eflects.

Neither nature nor ourselves present us with an instance

of a real cause. To Him that sitteth on the throne, and

* Hence we dissent totally from the doctrine laid down by Sir Wm.
Hamilton, that there is no medium between fatalism and chance. Hamil-
ton's Reid, p. 602, Note.

Vol. III.—No. 3, 64
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to Him alone, in its just and proper sense, belongs the pre-

rogative of POWER. He speaks and it is done. He com-
mands and it stands fast. ^ -^ ^ ;;>

The proof by which Mr. Moreil establishes his proposi-

tion that spontaneous activity is the substance of the soul,

is as remarkable as the proposition itself. His argument
is what logicians call a destructive conditional, to the va-

lidity of which it is as requisite, that all the suppositions

which can possibly be made in the case, should be given
in the major, as that all but the one contained in the con^

elusion, should be destroyed in the minor—the very spe-

cies of argument which we ourselves have employed in

regard to the existence of a necessary being. Now, says

Mr. Moreil, the essence of mind 7/iw5^ consist either in sen-

sation, intelligence or will. It does not consist in sensa-

tion, or intelligence—therefore it must consist in the will.

Very plausible, no doubt. But how, we ask, does it ap-

pear, that it must consist in one of the enumerated ele-

ments? Why may it not consist in something else—in

that unknown substance denominated spirit—unknown,
but yet believed by virtue of the very constitution of our
nature ? This supposition is, at least, one which may be
made in the case—which has been made by philosophers

of the highest repute—and which, we venture to predict,

will continue to be made by the great mass of mankind as
long as the world shall stand. Then, again, in his pro-

cess of destruction, he removes a great deal more than he
intends. He removes whatever "is essentially the same
in all minds," and of course the will considered as a mere
"spontaneity or capacity of acting independently and for

ourselves," for in this sense it is unquestionably common
to all mankind. Its modes of manifestation are various in

different individuals, and in the same individual at differ-

ent times—but as a faculty or power abstracted from its

effects, " it is essentially the same in all minds."
We have insisted, at what may seem a disproportionate

length, upon this preliminary feature of Mr. Morel I's psy-
chology, because we believe that it contains the seeds of
incalculable mischief. The serious proposal of the ques-
tion, concerning the substance of the soul, as one that our
faculties can answer, involves a complete apostacy from
the fundamental principle of the experimental school.
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The great masters of that philosophy would as soon
have thought of gravely discussing the relations of angels

to space, how they can be here and not there—or there

and not here—and yet be incorporeal and unextended be-

ings. Des Cartes, indeed, speaks of the essence of the

soul—and places it in thought—as he had placed the es-

sence of matter in extension. But he uses essence—not
as synonymous with substance—for he expressly distin-

guishes theni—but for the characteristic and discrimina-

ting quality.

If there be any principle which we regard as settled,

it is that 'all human knowledge must be phenomenal
and relative—atid that science transcends its sphere

when it seeks to penetrate into the region of substances,

or into that of efficient causes—two things which we shall

afterwards have occasion to observe, rationalists are per-

petually confounding. We will not quote in confirmation

of our own, the opinions of philosophers, imperfectly, or

not at all acquainted with the modern speculations of
continental Europe. We choose rather to refer to one who
is master of them all—who in depth and acuteness is a
rival to Aristotle—in immensity of learning, a match for

Leibnitz, and in comprehensiveness of thought an equal to

Bacon. We allude to Sir William Hamilton. His work on
Reid has filled us with amazement at the prodigious ex-

tent and critical accuracy of his reading. The whole cir-

cle of the ancient classics—poets, philosophers and ora-

tors—the entire compass of Christian literature—Eastern
and western, from Justin to Luther, including the angry
controversies and the endless disputes of the Fathers and
Schoolmen—the great works of the Reformation—and the
prolific productions of England, Scotland, Germany and
France, from the period of the Reformers until now—all

seem to be as familiar to his mmd as the alphabet to other
men—and what is more remarkable, this ponderous mass
of learning is no incumbrance—he has not only swallow-
ed down but digested libraries, and while he carries—it

is hardly extravagant to say, all the thoughts of all

other men in his head, he has an immense multitude be-

sides—precious as any he has collected—which none have
ever had before him, and for which the world will always
hold him in grateful remembrance. • He is an honour to

Scotland and an ornament to letters. Upon this subject
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of the nature and extent of human knowledge and the le-

gitimate province of philosophy, we are rejoiced to find

that he treads in the footsteps of his illustrious predeces-

sors of the same school. He fully recognizes the distinc-

tion betwixt faith and science.

"All we know," says he* " either of mind or matter is only a

knowledge in each, of the particular, of the different, of the mo-

dified, of the phenomenal. We admit that the consequence of

this doctrine is, that philosophy, if viewed as more than a science

of the conditioned, is impossible. Departing from the particular,

we can never in our highest generalizations, rise above the finite

;

that our knowledge, whether of mind or matter, can be nothing

more than a knowledge of the relative manifestations of an exis-

tence, which, in itself, it is our highest wisdom to recognize as

beyond the reach of philosophy."

"We know—we can know," he observes again,! "only what is

relative. Our knowledge of qualities or phenomena is necessa-

rily relative ; for these exist only as they exist in relation to our

faculties. The knowledge, or even the conception of a substance,

in itself and apart from any qualities in relation to, and there-

fore cognizable, or conceivable by our minds, involves a contra-

diction. Of such we can form only a negative notion—that is

—

we can merely conceive it as inconceivable^ And again.J "We
know nothing whatever of mind and matter, considered as sub-

stances ; they are only known to us as a two-fold series of phe-

nomena, and we can only justify against the law of parcimony,

the postulation of two substances, on the ground that the two
series of phenomena are reciprocally so contrary and incompati-

ble, that the one cannot be reduced to the other, nor both be
supposed to combine in the same common substance." And
finally,^ " We are aware of a phenomenon. That it exists only

as known—only as a phenomenon—only as an absolute relative

—

we are unable to realize in thought ; and there is necessarily sug-

gested the notion of an unimaginable something, in which the phe-
nomenon inheres—a subject or substance."*

These principles are so intuitively obvious to us, that

we find it difficult to sympathize with men who can per-

suade themselves that, with our faculties, they can ever

Edinburgh Review. Cross's Selections, p. 181. A splendid.article on
Cousin's Philosophy,

t Hamilton's Reid, p. 322.

t Hamilton's Reid. Appendix. Note A. §11. p. 751.

S Hamilton's Reid. Appendix, Note D.**
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arrive at any other conception of substance, but as the

unknown and unknowable support of properties. It is not

a matter of knowledge^ but of belief—\l is not an object

which, in itself, is ever present in consciousness— it is veil-

ed from human penetration by the multitude of attributes

and qualities which intervene betwixt it and the mind. It

belongs to the dominion of faith and not of science. We
admit its existence, not because we know it, but because

we are unable not to believe it. The unfounded convic-

tion, that by some means, we can ascend from the pheno-
menal to the substantial—that we can apprehend existence

in itself—that we can know it simply as being, without
qualities, without properties, without any relative man-
ifestations of its reality—that we can comprehend it in

its naked essence, and track the progress of all its de-

veloj ements from its abstract esse to its countless forms
throughout the universe, has given rise to all the abor-

tive attempts of German and French speculation to fix

the absolute as a positive element in knowledge. These
speculations are not the visions of crack-brained enthu-
siasts. The reader who has judged of the German phil-

osophers from the extravagant conclusions they have
reached will find, upon opening their works, and master-
ing their uncouth and barbarous dialects, and what is

often more difiicult, their abstract and rugged formulas

—

that he is brought in contact with men of the highest or-

der of mind—the severest powers of logic, and the utmost
coolnessofjudgment. They do not rave but reason. They
do not dream, but think^ and that, too, with a rigour of
abstraction—an intensity of attention, and a nicety of dis-

crimination which he is obliged to respect, while he la-

ments the perverseness of their application. The difficul-

ty with them is that they begin wrong. Refusing to recog-

nize the limits which the constitution of our nature and
our obvious relations to existence have imposed upon the

excursions of our faculties—and inattentive to the great

law ofour bemg, that in this sublunary state, we are doom-
ed to walk by faith, much more than by sight—they un-
dertake to bring within the circle of science, the nature
and foundation of all reality. Reluctant to accept any
constitutional beliefs, they seek to verify the deposition of
our faculties, by gazing upon the things themselves with
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the intuition of God—and grasping them in their true and
essential existence. Hence their endless quest of the ab-

solute as the unconditioned ground of being. They sup-

pose that, if they can once comprehend in its inmost es-

sence what it is to be, they have the data for " the abso-

lute intelligence and absolute explanation of all things."

The consequences, too well known, which inattention, in

their hands, to the necessary limits of human knowledge,
has legitimately produced, show the supreme importance
of accurately fixing in our minds—to use the homely lan-

guage ofLocke*—" how far the understanding can extend
its view—how far it has faculties to attain certainty—and
in what cases it can only judge and guess." The saluta-

ry lesson of human ignorance is the last to which human
pride submits—but a sound philosophy concurs with the

sure word of inspiration, in pronouncing man to be a crea-

ture of yesterday, who knows comparatively nothing. It

is precisely because we discover in the preliminary specu-

lations ofour author, this tendency to transcend the sphere

of our faculties, which, in its last manifestation—when it

has grasped the absolute—identifies man with God, that

we have adverted with so much earnestness to the indis-

pensable conditions of knowledge. In the case before us
Mr. Morell has evidently made nothing of substance. Af-

ter all that he has said of spontaneity, will, power, capa-
city of acting independently and for ourselves, the real

nature of the mind is as inscrutable as it was before: and
although he has confidently said that beyond what he has
disclosed, there is nothing more to know, the instinctive

belief ofevery understanding will instantaneously suggest

that there is something more to know.
2. His classification of the powers of the mind comes

next in order. He divides them into two classes or or-

ders—" those relating to the acquisition of knowledge, on
the one side, and those subserving impulse and activity, on
the other." The former he terms intellectual^ the latter

emotional. " Between the mtellectual and emotional ac-

tivity," he observes,! *' there always subsists a direct cor-

respondency." The successive stages of human conscious-

ness in the order of its developement and in the corres-

* Essay on Hum. Understand. Introduct. §4.

tp.4.
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pondence of the intellectual and emotional activity—he
presents in the following tabular view : ^.4 ]j i^iN^p^

.;;,.;;:.-,.- •5r-:> ' MIND A.i.u.'Ap:-/.:^'':,

COMMENCING IN

MERE FEELING (undeveloped Unity,)
EVINC£B A

TWO-FOLD ACTIVITY.
-^1

•".. I. • iL. • ^ "": •

Intellectual. " EniotwnaL
'*

1 St. Stage. The Sensational, ,,-.-!*

Consciousness, (to which correspond) The Instincts,

2d. Stage. The Perceptive,

Consciousness, *• . Animal Passions, -*

3d. Stage. Ttje Logical, .

^
v^i;

Consciousness, ** Relational Emotions.
4th. Stage. The Intuitional,

,

-
,

Aesthetic; Moral and
Consciousness, :

-.^il
'

> Religious emotions.
MEETING IN » ., J w , i^ .:

k'i^V
FAITH, (highest or developed Unity,) p.'5.

If it is the design of this table, as it seems to be, to indi-

cate all our means of knowledge, it is certainly chargea-

ble with an unaccountable defect. There is no faculty

which answers to the reflection of Locke, or to the con-

sciousness of Reid, Stewart and Royer-Collard. Mind
can unquestionably be made an object of thought to itself,

^

and its own powers and operations, its emotions, passions

and desires are materials of knowledge as real and impor-

tant as the phenomena of sense. Mr. Morell has told us how
we become acquainted with our material organism—with
external objects—with beauty, goodness and God—but he
has omitted to tell us how we can know ourselves. He
has made no allusion to that "internal perception, or self-

consciousness," which, according to Sir William Hamil-
ton,* whose analysis, in another respect, he has followed,
" is the faculty presentative or intuitive of the phenomena
of the Ego or Mind."

In our author's substitution of the circumlocutory phra-

ses. Sensational Consciousness, Perceptive Consciousness,

Logical Consciousness, Intuitional Consciousness, for the

more common and familiar terras. Sensation, Perception,

Understanding and Reason, we have an intimation of what
he distinctly avows, in his former work,t that he agrees with

* Hamilton's Reid. "Appendix. B. §1. p. 809.

t Hist. Mod. Phil. Vol. II. p. 13, esq.
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Sir William Hamilton,* that Consciousness is not to be
considered as a distinct and co-ordinate faculty of the

mind, taking cognizance of its other powers and operations

to the exclusion of their objects—the opinion of Reid,

Stewart, and Royer-CoUard—but that it is the necessary

condition of intelligence—the generic and fundamental
form of all intellectual activity. We cannot, in other

words, know, without knowing that we know. We can-

not think, will, feel or remember—without knowing, in

the exercise and by the exercise of these faculties or powers,

that we are the subjects of such operations. Hence, al-

though it is strictly true, that every form of mental activi-

ty is a form of consciousness—yet there is certainly, as

Sir William Hamilton himself admits—a logical distinc-

tion betwixt a faculty as known and a faculty as exerted^

and this logical distinction ought to be preserved in lan-

guage. It has, indeed, been preserved in the common
terminology, which assigns to the separate faculties con-

sidered in themselves, appropriate appellations, while the

relation of each and all to our knowledge ofthem is denot-

ed by consciousness. It is a word which precisely ex-

presses the formula, we know that we know^ and when em-
ployed without an epithet restricting it to some specific

mode of cognition, indicates the complement of all our in-

tellectual faculties. It is,^ therefore, indispensable to any
adequate enumeration of the sources of human knowledge.
Those who regard it as a single and distinct power, of

course cannot omit it, and those who regard it as the

universal condition of intelligence, should include it, be-

cause it is a compendious statement of all the faculties in

detail, and in that precise relation which the classification

contemplates. In the table before us Mr. Morell gives us
Perception as known. Sensation as known, Understand-
ing 05 known, Reason as known, and various departments
of emotion as known, but he does not give us ourselves,
the mind in its integrity as known. This omission is the

more remarkable, as in his history of Modern Philosophy,
he has himself suggested! the convenience of the term,

self-consciousness, '' to express the mind's cognizance of

Cross's Selections. Edin. Review. Vol. III. p. 197.

t Vol. II. p. 15. Note.
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its own operatiotis." We need not say that the faculties"^

which he has enumerated, he has illustrated, according
to his own views of their connection and dependence, in

a very graphic and interesting sketch of the natural hisr^

tory of the human mind. iMVMvrrob « i^td^ 'm^ ^^ nmm'A
3. Without detaining the reader with his accounts of

Sensation and External Perception, in which he has proti

fessedly followed Sir William Hamilton, and upon this

subject he could not have followed a better or a safer guide,

we come to that part of his psychology which bears more
immediately upon the majji questions of his treatise, and
in which error or mistake is likely to be productive of se-

rious consequences—we allude to his doctrine of the Un4
derstanding and Reason, 'fmh'^w m^: ct

Understanding, as a synonyme for logical conscious-

ness, is, so far as we know, utterly without authority in our
philosophical literature—for we do not regard Coleridge

as authority for any thing but literary theft. It is a term
employed in a wider or narrower sense—in its wider
sense, it embraces all the powers which relate to the

acquisition of knowledge, in contradistinction from those

which are subservient to impulse and activity—it an-

swers, in other words, precisely to the division which Mrf*

Morell has styled intellectual. Hence the common dis-

tribution of our faculties into those of the understanding
and those of the will. In its narrower, and, as we think,

its proper sense, it denotes those higher intellectual fac-

ulties which pre-eminently distinguish man from the

brute—to the exclusion of sense, imagination, memory
and fancy. But we cannot recollect a single instance in

which it has ever been restricted to our lower cognitive

faculties, or to the processes of ratiocination. The change
which Mr. Morell has introduced, or rather followed

Coleridge in introducing—is a radical departure from
established usage. There is much more authority for

identifying reason with the logical consciousness, than
understanding. For although that word, in its prevailing

usage, IS exactly synonymous with understanding, both in

its narrower and wider sense, yet it has not unfrequently
been employed by writers of the highest repute, to denote
precisely the Discursive Faculty. This is the first

meaning which Johnson assigns to it—and the meaning
Vol. III.—No. 3. ' / :
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in which Reid systematically employs it in his Inquiry
into the Human Mind—the meaning to which Beaitie

restricts it in his Essay on Truth, and which Dr. Camp-
bell evidently attached to it, when he denied it to be the

source of our moral convictions. We would not be un-
derstood as objecting, however, to Mr. Morell's employ-
ment of reason as synonymous with common sense—or,

as he prefers to style it, the Intuitional Consciousness

—

this is justified by the highest authority. Dugald Stewart

long ago suggested " whether it would not, on some oc-

casions, be the best substitute w^ich our language affords,

for intuition in the enlarged acceptation in which it had
been made equivalent to the ancient vovs or locus princi-

piorumJ^ But what we deny is, that understanding is

ever equivalent to logical consciousness as contradistin-

guished from Reason in its restricted application, or is

ever opposed to it in any other sense than a genus is

opposed to a species.* Intelligence is one, and all our
faculties, when legitimately exercised, are harmonious
and consistent with each other. They all conspire in

the unity of knowledge. It is not one reason which
knows intuitively, and another reason which knows
deductively—but it is the same reason which knows in

each case, though the relations of the object to it are dif-

ferent, but not repugnant oi^ contradictory. To suppose
that the logical consciousness, operating in conformity
with the laws of thought, shall ever be exclusive of intui-

tive results, is to suppose that philosophy is impossible,

and that skepticism is the highest wisdom of man.
The unity of reason, and the harmony of intelligence

being kept steadily in view, we have no objections to ant/

form of phraseology which shall exactly designate the

relations in which the objects of knowledge are contem-
plated by the mind. There is certainly a distinction be-

tween those faculties which are simply receptive and those

which operate upon the materials received—those which
furnish us with our simple and elementary ideas, and
those which combine them into structures of science-

and if this is the distinction which Mr. Morell designed
to signalize—if he means by intuition, the comple-
ment of all our faculties of presentative, and by logical

va
See Stewart's Elements, vol. ii. Prelim. Cons, and Hamilton's Reid.

Appendix. Note A, § v. p 768 seq. Also p. 511, Note.
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consciousness, the complement of all our faculties of repre-
sentative knowledge—he has aimed at th^ expression of
an obvious truth, but we must take the liberty to say, has
been extremely unfortunate in the mode of its develope-

He has, in the first place, confounded pfesentative and in-

tuitive knowledge. These knowledges have not the same
logical extension—one is a genus of which the other is a
species. All presentative is intuitive, but all intuitive is

not presentative knowledge. Intuition may be, and is, con-
stantly applied, not only to the immediate view which the
mind has of an object, m an act of presentative cognition,

but to the irresistible conviction of the vicarious character
of the representative, in an act of representative cognition,

as well as to the instantaneous perception of the agree-
ment of subject and predicate in self-evident propositions.

To make these distinctions more obvious—knowledge, in

its strict acceptation, as contradistinguished from faith, is

conversant only about reaHties, which have been given in

experience
;
and is either mediate or immediate—it is im-

mediate, when an object is apprehended in itself without
relation to others—mediate when it is known or apprehen-
ded in and through its relations. Immediate knowledge
is, again, subdivided into presentaiive and representative

—

presentative when the object itself, and not an image, con-

ception, or notion of it, is that which is present in con-

sciousness™representative~when it is not the object, but
an image, notion, or conception of it, which is present in

consciousness. Hence, although all presentative know-
ledge is immediate, all immediate is not presentative

knowledge; and although all mediate knowledge is repre-

sentative, all representative is not mediate knowledge-and
both presentative and representative knowledge may be
intuitive. External perception is an instance of presenta-

tive and intuitive—memory, of representative and intuitive,

knowledge. In the one case, the external object is known
in itself, being actually present in consciousness—in the

other, the past, which ex hypothesi, cannot be present, is

apprehended through a modification of the mind repre-

senting it. But the knowledge of memory is as strictly

self-evident—as strictly independent of proofs—though it

may not be as perfect in degree, as the knowledge in ex-

«**
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ternal perception. If, now, the logical consciousness em-
braces all our faculties of presentative, and the intuition-

al, all our faculties of representative knowledge—intuition
certainly may be common to both. It does not follow that

because an object is intuitively known, it is therefore di-

rectly and immediately given in consciousness. .? .:?<

His confusion of Intuition and Presentation has led him,

in the next place, into a still more remarkable error—the
confusion of mediate and indirect knowledge with that

w;hich is direct and immediate. When he comes, for ex-

ample, to account for our conceptions of God, though,

with singular inconsistency, he uses terms expressive of

presentative cognition, yet in describing the process of de^

velopement by which we ascend to the lofty stage of su-

persensible consciousness—he gives us nothing but evo-

lutions of reasoning—necessary deductions from our prim-

itive and instinctive beliefs. God is not actually pre-

sent as the object of consciousness—He does not stand

before us as the outward object in an act of perception

—

it is the finite, limited, temporary and dependent, which
we immediately apprehend—and in consequence of the

necessary laws of mind—these suggest the infinite, eter-

nal, independent and absolute. God, in other words, is

not known in Himself—in His separate and distinct exis-

tence, as a datum of conscioi]jShess ; He is appretiended in

and through his works—through relations intuitively

recognized and spontaneously suggesting the reality of

His being. Or we know God, as we know substance, in

and through its attributes. This species of knowledge is

evidently indirect and mediate. Take away the limited,

finite, contingent—take away the necessary belief— that

these require a cause—and you take away all Mr. Morell's

consciousness of God—and hence we believe in God, not

because He is seen or stands face to face with any of our
faculties ofcognition—but because other things are known
which are utterly inexplicable except upon the supposi-

tion of the divine existence. The heavens declare His
glory and the firmament showeth His handiwork—the in-

visible things ol Him are clearly seen, being understood by
the things that are made.
We agree most fully that there is a process by which

the understanding can, to a limited extent, ascend from

m
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the kiiQwn to the unknown—that we are so framed as

that ourselves—our bodies, our souls and nature around
us become witnesses for God—but the knowledge we de-

rive in this way, we should never dream'of describing as
immediate, presentative or direct. Mr. Morel I has been
betrayed into this inconsistency by making presentation

co-extensive with intuition. There is no doubt that this

knowledge ofGod is intuitive—as it results from the inde-

structible categories of thought—which developed into

formal statements are self-evident propositions—in the ap^

plication to the objects furnished in experience. Consti#

tuted as we, are, we can neither cognize ourselves nor the

world without a beliefofGod—the belief is inseparably con-

nected with the cognition—we can give no reason for it

but that such is the constitution of our nature, that when
an effect is given a cause must be admitted—and hence,

while we may be said to know, intuitively, we evidently

do not know the cause in itself—it is mediated by the effect.

The knowledge, in other words, is intuitive, but not pre-

sentative. i ]i ill :iuii3?ii5iJ)..iuV;..'iri&4r iS^-io* ^aV^iS^lBl

It is useless to adduce passages to prove what no one,

perhaps, will think of disputing, that presentation and ia-^

tuition are treated as synonymous—but as it may not be
so readily conceded that mediate and indirect knowledge
is also treated as presentative and immediate, we appeal
to the following: statements in justification of our asser-

'

lion.
f.,.* = .,.'ny.uij;^i

^' Let us take a third instance. The mind, after it has gazed
for awhile upon the phenomena of the world around, hegins to

ponder within itself, such thoughts as these. What is this

changing scene, which men call nature? What then is nature?

Of what primary elements do all things consist? What is the

power and the wisdom through which their infinite forms of beau-

ty, spring forth, live, decay, and then become instinct with a
new vitality? In these questions we again discern the activity of

a higher state of consciousness than the understanding alone

presents. The understanding, looking at the objects presented

to us, though the agency of perception, abstracts their properties

and classifies them—in a word—it separates things into their gen-

era and species, and there leaves them. But the pure reason, in-

stead of separating the objects of nature, and classifying them
into various species, seeks rather to unite them, to view them all

together—to find the one fundamental essence by which they are



7f* ^^fot^n-^ 7 '•' * 'T

"

^

B18 The Philosophy of HeHgion. |{Jan.

Uphield ;' to* discover the great presiding principle by which they
are maintained in unbroken harmony. The Understanding has
simply to do with separate objects, viewed in their specific or
generic character—the higher reason has to do with them as

forming parts of one vast totality, of which it seeks the basis, the

origin and the end—with the phenomena of the human mind it

is the same. The understanding merely clasifies them, the pure
reason inquires into the nature of the principle from which they

spring, and views the human mind as a totality, expressing the

will and purpose of its great Archetype.
^, " These two efforts of the reason to seek the nature and origin,

both of the universe and the soul, lead naturally and inevitably

to the conception of some common ground, from which they are

both derived. The soul is not self-created, but is consciously

dependent upon some higher power. There must be a type after

which it was formed—a self-existent essence from which it pro-

ceeded—a supreme mind which planned and created my mind.

So also with regard to nature. If the universe, as a whole, shows
the most perfect harmony, all the parts thereof symmetrically

adapted to each other, all proceeding onwards like a machine in-

finitely complicate, yet never clashing in its minutest wheels and
movements; there must be some mind vaster than the universe,

one which can take it all in at a single glance, one which has

planned its harmony and keeps the whole system from perturba-

tion. In short, if there be dependent existence, there must be ab-

solute existence—if there be temporal and finite beings, there

must be an Eternal and an Infiiiite One. Thus the power of in-

tuition, that highest elevation of the human consciousness, leads

us at length into the world of eternal realities. The period of the

mind's converse with mere phenomena being past, it rises at

length to grasp the mystery of existence and the problem of

destiny."—pp. 20—22.

•We beg the reader to examine carefully this passage,

and to lay his hand, if he can, upon any thing, but a very
awkward and mystical statement—certainly a very feeble

and inadequate one, of the common a posteriori argument
from effect to cause. Instead of gazing directly upon the

Supreme Being and standing face to face with the abso-

lute—we gaze outwardly upon the world, and inwardly
upon ourselves, and are conducted by processes of natur-

al and spontaneous inquiry to the admission of an ade-

quate and all-suflBcient cause of the wondrous phenome-
na we behold. Whether our steps be from the finite to

the infinite, from the dependent to the absolute—from the
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fleeting to the eternal--4hey are the steps of intelligence

mediating a knowledge of God through relations which
we intuitively recognize. We see Him only in the opera#«

tion of His hands. He is mirrored in His works. The
knowledge in this case is precisely analogous to that of
the external world which the hypothetical realists ascribe

to us. We are not directly conscious of its existence, but
are conscious of effects produced in ourselves which the
constitution of our nature determines us to refer to out?

ward and independent realities;** %*#*^>^''# -h

If Mr. Morell seriously believes that our knowledge of
God is presentative, he is bound, of course, that he may,
be consistent with himself, to postulate a faculty through
which the Divine Being may be given as the immediate ob-

ject of involuntary consciousness. We have the senses

through which the various properties of matter are directly

and spontaneously cognized ; we have taste and conscience

which bring us into contact with the beautiful and de-

formed—the right and the wrong
; and to preserve the

analogy, we must have some power or sense which
shall be directly conversant about God—afaculty of the

Divine or the absolute ; sustaining the same relations to

the Deity which the senses sustain to the outward world

—

taste to the fair, and conscience to the right. This is the

only way in which the theory of presentative knowledge
can b6 consistently carried out in its application to God.
But if this be admitted, it is as absurd to talk of

hunting up the Deity through the realms of matter

and of mind—to be feeling, inquiring, and searching after

Him in the regions of the finite, limited and dependent—
as it is to represent men as seeking the primary qual-

ities of matter, or the elementary distinctions betwixt

beauty and deformity—a virtue and a crime. All presen-

tative knowledge comes, in the first instance, unbidden.

There is no appetite or instinct for it which leads us in

quest of it. We had no conception of matter until we
were made conscious of its existence—beauty was an un-
meaning word ; and we should never have known how
to set about comprehending its meaning, until the expe-

rience of it was first felt ; and if there be a separate and
distinct faculty of God, He must be absolutely incogniza-i

ble and inconceivable by us, until He reaches us through



a^y^T!^-- wf^ "--SK ^ir-A"'

^

620 The Philosophy of Religion. [Jan,

the medium or instrumentality of this faculty. He must
come into the mind like extension, figure, solidity—like
beauty, virtue, and all our simple and elementary cogni-
tions. He is not to be a craving of our nature—some-
thing longed for and yearned after ; but an immediate
datum of consciousness—something which we know to

be, because he is now and here present to intelligence. But
the passage which we have just quoted from our author,

is directly in the teeth of any such doctrine. There is

no presentation there of any objective realities in them-
selves but the finite, dependent, and phenomenal—these
are alone present in consciousness ; but being cognized as

effects, they give us, as vouchers and witnesses—other
existences beyond themselves. They testify oi God, but

do not 'present God. They develope a belief which is

natural, spontaneous, and irresistible—whose object is

unknown except in so far as it may be collected from their

qualities and attributes in their relations to it. ^^ n I rl^^rr^vr

Mr. Morell is equally at fault in the account which he
has given of the logical consciousness. This, we have
seen—he employs as a compendious expression for all our
faculties of representative knowledge. It embraces those

processes of the mind which relate to the combination,

arrangement, and structure of the sciences—which con-

duct us from particular phenomena to general laws—
which group individual existences into classes, and per-

form the functions which are commonly denominated
discursive. Its first office is to turn our intuitions into

notions or conceptions—to give us representatives through
the acts of the intellect, of the real and independent ex-

istences which are grasped by the faculty of inward or

outward perception. It idealizes, in other words, the

matter of our direct and presentative knowledge. It then
decomposes its conceptions, fixes upon one or more ele-

ments contained in them—abstracts these from the rest,

and makes these abstractions the grounds of classification.

To it belongs memory, the mediate knowledge of the past

;

imagination, the mediate knowledge of the conceivable

and possible, and, if Mr. Morell admits such a thing as pos-

sible, prescience or the mediate knowledge of the future.

He calls this complement of faculties, logical ; and we
think the epithet well chosen to designate representative



1850.] The Philosophy of Religion^

in contradistinction from presentative knowledge, because
it is in them that the mind is specially coffitative—it is in

them that the laws and necessary forms ofthought, which
it is the office of logic to investigate, are conspicuously
developed. In presentation the mind knows-An represen-

tation the mind thinks. In presentation there is an imme-
diate object apart from the mind- -in representation no-

thing is directly given but the acts of the mind itself. In
presentation the mind may be regarded as comparatively

passive—in representation it is wholly and essentially

active. In presentation, accordingly, the prominent mat-
ter is the object of cognition—in representation, the cate-

gories of thought. There are two points, however, in

Mr. Morell's doctrine of the logical consciousness, against

which we must enter a solemn and decided protest. The
first is that our conceptions cannot exactly represent our
intuitions—that the remote and ultimate object, as given
in an act of mediate and representative cognition, is not
precisely the same as the immediate object in an act of
direct and presentative cognition. The other is that the

understanding cannot enlarge our knowledge of numeri-
cal existences—that we can only think the precise, iden-

tical realities which have been given in experience, and
can infer and prove the substantive existence of nought
beyond them.

In relation to the first point we can only speak of what
strikes us as the prevailing doctrine of the book—for the

author is so vague, vacillating, and inconsistent in his

account of conception, that we freely admit that he ap-

pears in two passages to teach the doctrine for which we
contend. But as a general thing, he maintains that the

understanding is exclusively conversant about attributes

or properties. " It has to do," he informs us, " entirely

with the attributes of things—separating, scrutinizing,

classifying them, and adapting them, by the aid of judg-

ment and reasoning, to all the purposes of human exist-

ence." " Thus every notion," (conception,) he tells us in

another place, " we have of an external object—as a house,

or a tree, or a flower—is compounded of two elements, a
material and a formal. The matter is furnished by the

direct sensational intuition of a concrete reality, and this

is perception ; the form is furnished by the logical faculty

Vol. III.— No. 3. 66
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virhich, separating the attributes of the object, as given in

J)erceptiou, from the essence, constructs a notion or idea

(conception) which can be clearly defined and employed
as a fixed term in the region of our reflective knowledge."

And again: -^
'

" Of mere phenomena we can gain a very good knowledge by
an intermediate or logical process. We can have the different

attributes presented to us as abstract ideas ; we can put these

attributes together one by one, and thus form a conception of

the whole thing as a phenomenon ; but this cannot be done in

regard to any elementary and essential existence. Of substance^

for example, we can gain no conception by a logical definition
;

the attempt to do so has, in fact, always ended in the denial of

substance altogether, considered as an objective reality ; it be-

comes in this way simply the projected shadow of our own facul-

ties. The only refuge against this logical skepticism, which has

uniformly attached itself to a sensational philosophy, is in the

immediacy of our higher knowledge—in the fact that we seo and
feel the existence of a substantial reality around us, without the

. aid of any logical idea or definition, by which it can be repre-

sented or conveyed."—^ 37.

'? Mr. Morell surely cannot mean that through any repre-

sentative faculty, original ideas can be imparted of attri-

butes and qualities which had never been presentatively

given—that a blind man cap be instructed in colours by
a logical definition, or a deaf man in sounds. Every
simple idea, whether of qualities or not, must, in the first

instance, have been conveyed in an act of immediate
cognition. What we understand Mr. Morell as teaching
is, that the conceptions of the understanding do not ade-
quately represent the cognitions of intuition—that the
phenomenon does not mirror the whole reality—that there

is something given in perception which cannot be media-
ted by an act of mind. It is true that this mysterious
something is described as the essence or substance of the
thing perceived ;

and it is equally true that essences or

substances are only matters of belief—we neither see

them nor feel them—they lie beyond the boundaries of

knowledge, whether presentative or otherwise. But we
maintain that whatever can be perceived or immediately
known, can be also imagined or conceived. We can
frame an image or notion which shall exactly correspond
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to the whole object of an inward or outward perception.

We can represent all the essence that we ever knew.
There is no difference between the remote and uhimate
object in an act of representative, and the immediate and
present object in an act of immediate and presentative
cognition. Unless Mr. Morell admits what we under-
stand him to deny, that the vicarious knowledge involved
in conception answers exactly to the original knowledge
given in intuition, he must maintain that the knowledge
of any existence, but that which is now and here present

in consciousness, is impossible. All else becomes purely
ideal—our conceptions cease to be representative ; for the

very notion >of representation implies a reality apart from
itself which, as represented, is known. To affirm that

the representative does not truly mirror the original, is

to invalidate the only conceivable process by which we
can pass from the ideal to the actual. It is to deny the

fidelity of our faculties, in the irresistible conviction which
we have of the reality of the original, though mediated
idea, and thus to lay the foundation of universal skepti-

cism. To illustrate by an example, memory is the medi-
ate knowledge of the past. The house, or man, or flow-

er, which we saw yesterday, and remember to have seen

to-day, has no longer a present existence in conscious-

ness—what we now contemplate, and immediately cog-

nize, is not the thing itself, but a conception which we
feel to be its representative. According to our author,

however, this conception is partial and inadequate—it

does not embrace all that we saw—the most important

part—the only part, indeed, which was real, has been

omitted. But consciousness assures us that we distinctly

and adequately recollect our perceptioii of yesterday—the

whole perception precisely as it was experienced—that,

to accommodate the language of Mr. Hume, the present

idea is an exact transcript of the former impression. If,

now, consciousness deceives us in this case— if it lies in

pronouncing that to be an adequate representative which
is partial, maimed, and defective—what guarantee have
we for its veracity in any case ? and how, especially,

shall we prove that memory and all our powers of medir

ate knowledge are not faculties of mere delusion ? Mr.

Morell, it seems to us, must deny all objective existences
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apart from the mind, or he must admit that the under-

standing can frame conceptions exactly commensurate
with original intuitions. This we conceive to be the fun-

damental condition of the certainty of all representative

knowledge. We see no alternative between pure idealism

and this theory of the understanding. When it abstracts

and fixes its attention upon one or more attributes-^-per-

forming what Mr. Morell regards as its characteristic

functions—these attributes are not absolutely conceived,

but relatively, as the attributes of real things.
^.,' The other point, that the understanding cannot enlarge

the boundaries of knowledge, Mr. Morell seems uniform-

ly to treat as well nigh self-evident. - v^ko^^ v- • vi ausVi

*^ And yet this logical consoiousness, although it is the great

instrument of practical life, is entirely subjective and formal—
The material with which it has to do is wholly given in sensation

and perception ; all that it furnishes in addition to this are forms

of thought, general notions, categories, and internal processes,

which have an abstract or logical value, but which, when viewed
alone, are absolutely void of all "content."

—

-p. 16. ;

If Mr. Morell means nothing more than that the under-

standing can furnish no original ideas beyond the con-

tents of intuition, the proposition, though unquestionably
true, is far from being new. It is universally conceded
that no powers of conception, imagination, memory, or

reasoning—no processes of definition, analysis, or judg-

ment, can supply the elementary notions of the senses to

one who was destitute of the material organism. But if

he means, what the tenor of his argument demands, and
what we, accordingly, understand him to assert, that all

our simple ideas being given, the understanding or the
laws of thought cannot conduct us to the full conviction

of existences, lying beyond the range of present intuition,

the proposition is just as unquestionably false. What
transcends the limits of momentary experience can either

not be known at all, or it must be known through the
medium of the logical consciousness. If it cannot be
known at all, then human knowledge, in regard to exter-

nal things, is Umited to what is in immediate contact with
the organs of sense—in regard to internal things, to the

fleeting consciousness of the moment. We can know no-

thing of the past—we can know nothing of4he distant—
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we can predict nothing of the future. In other words,
all science is a rank delusion. Even our knowledge of
the material world, as embracing a wide range of exist-

ence, is an inference of the understanding, and not the
result of a direct perception of its amplitude and variety.

Upon the theory of external perception, which Mr. Morell
has adopted, it is intuitively obvious that we can perceive
nothing, or have a presentative cognition of nothing, but
that which is in contact with our material organism. The
sun, moon, and stars are not objects of perception, but of in-

ference—they are not directly, but representatively known.
We can immediately know only what is now and here
present in censciousness. .sp*tjrf*^^^;%ia j#»'|y y

"In the third place," says Sir William Hamilton, "to this

head we may refer Reid's inaccuracy in regard to the precise ob-

ject of perception. This object is not, as he seems frequently to

assert, any distant reality ; for we are percipient of nothing but
what is in proximate contact, in immediate relation, with our or-

gans of sense. Distant realities we reach, not by perception,

but by a subsequent process of inference, founded thereon ; and
so far, as he somewhere says, from all men who look upon the

sun perceiving the same object, in reality, every individual, in

this instance, perceives a different object, nay, a diflferent object

in each several eye. The doctrine of Natural Realism requires

no such untenable assumption for its basis. It is sufficient to

establish the simple fact, that we are competent, as consciousness

assures us, immediately to apprehend through sense the non-ego

in certain limited relations
;
and it is of no consequence what-

ever, either to our certainty of the reality of a material world,

or to our ultimate knowledge of its properties, whether, by this

primary apprehension, we lay hold, in the first instance, on a

larger or a lesser portion of its contents." And in another

place: " A thing to be known in itself̂ must be known as actu-

ally existing^ and it cannot be known as actually existing unless

it be known as existing in its when and its where. But the

when and where of an object are immediately cognizable by the

subject, only if the when be now, {i. e. at the same moment with

the cognitive act,) and the where be here^ (^. e. within the sphere

of the cognitive faculty ;) therefore a presentative or intuitive

knowledge is only competent of an object present to the mind
both in time and spa^e. E converse, whatever is known, but not

as actually existing now and here^ is known not in itself, as the

presentative object of an intuitive, but only as the remote object

of a representative cognition." . '
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Upon the hypothesis of Mr. Morell, accordingly, which
restricts the operations of the understanding to the spe-

cific contents which have been given in actual intuitions,

the worlds which astronomy discloses to our faith are

merely subjective forms and logical processes, and not

realities at all. AH the deductions of pure mathematics
are sheer delusions, inasmuch as they are the products of

the understanding operating upon the primary qualities

of matter, which alone are furnished in perception.

That the results which the Chemist has obtained to-day,

shall, under the same circumstances, be verified to-mor-

row—that like antecedents shall be attended with like

consequents in all the departments of philosophy, cannot,

with confidence be predicted, since that would be a pres-

ent knowledge of a future event, and involve a fact nu-
merically different from any which had ever been given
in experience. To say that the understanding cannot
compass other realities, beside the precise identical ones
which have been or are present in consciousness, is to

pull down the entire fabrick of human science—to leave

us nothing of nature, but the small fragment of its ob-

jects within the immediate sphere of our faculties—to

make us, without a figure, the creatures of the passing
motnent. All that can be maintained is, that the under-

standing cannot conduct us to the knowledge of existen-

ces involving elements wl^ich have not been derived

from some objects of actual intuition. But it may infer

and prove the existence of realities involving these ele-

ments in different degrees, and different modes of combi-
nation, from any that have actually fallen within the

sphere of consciousness. We can prove the existence of

the Sun, and yet we have never seen him. But without
a specific presentation of his substantive reality, we can
frame the conception of him by a combination of attri-

butes which have been repeatedly given in other instances

of intuition. We ascribe to him nothing but what we
know from experience to be properties of matter—and
what we know he must possess in order to produce the

effects which he does. We believe in the existence of

animals that we never saw—of lands that we are never

likely to visit—of changes and convulsions that shook
our globe centuries before its present inhabitants were
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born ;
and though we have no experience of the future,

we can frame images of coming events, all of which
may and some of which, as the decay and dissolution of

our bodies, most assuredly will take place. Were there

not a law of our nature by which we are deteimined to

judge of the future by the past, and a uniformity of
events which exactly answers to it, the physical sciences

would be impossible, and prudential rules for the regula-

tion of conduct utterly absurd. ;i

So far, indeed, is it from being true, that the under-

standing does not enlarge our knowledge of real existen-

ces, that it is precisely the faculty, or complement of fac-

ulties, which gives us the principal part of that knowledge.
Intuition supplies us with very few objects—it is limited

to a very narrow sphere—but in the materials which it

does embrace, it gives us the constituents of all beings

that we are capable of conceiving. The understanding,
impelled to action in the first instance by the presenta-

tion of realities, goes forward in obedience to the laws of
thought, and infers a multitude of beings lying beyond
the range of our presentation, some like those that have
been given—others possessed of the same elementary
qualities in different degrees and proportions. It is im-
possible to say how much our knowledge is extended

—

our knowledge, we mean, of veritable, objective realities,

by the processes involved in general reasoning. We can
form some conception of the immense importance of ab-

straction and generalization as subservient to intellectual

improvement, by imagining what our condition would be,

if we were deprived of the benefits of language. How
much better, apart from speech, would be our knowledge
than the crude apprehension of the brute'/ He has, no
doubt, all the intuitions of the primary qualities of matter

which we possess, but he knows them only as in this or

that object—he has never been able to abstract, general-

ize, classify and name—and, therefore, his knowledge
must always be limited to the particular things now and
here present in consciousness. He can have no science.

To us, it is almost intuitively obvious that the under-

standing, as the organ of science, is pre-eminently the fac-

ulty of knowledge. Intuition gives us the alphabet—the
understanding combines and arranges the letters, in con-
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formity with the necessary forms of thought, into the
words which utter the great realities of nature, whether
material, moral or intellectual. Intuition is the germ—the
bud. Understanding, the tree, in full and majestic pro-

portions, spreading its branches and scattering its fruits

on all sides. Intuition is the insect's eye—contracted to

a small portion of space and a smaller fragment of things.

Understanding, the telescope, which embraces within its

S(iope the limitless expanse of worlds—"of planets, suns
and adamantine spheres, wheeling unshaken through the

void immense." ^^ ^ u' , ^ . , .^..,.r\. t

Mr. Morell has been betrayed into his inadequate rep-

resentations of the understanding as an instrument of

knowledge, by adhering too closely to the Kantian theory
of its nature as subjective and formal, without a reference

to the circumstances by which the theory, though essen-

tially just, must be limited and modified. We believe

most fully that there are and must be laws or categories

of thought—that there must be conditions In the subject

adapting it to know, as well as conditions in the object

adapting it to be known. Thinking is not an arbitrary

process—our faculties of representation do not operate at

random—there are forms of cogitation which cannot be
separated from intelligence without destroying its nature.

We care not by what nam^s they are called—they cer-

tainly exist—and it is the special function of logic to

investigate and analyze them. But one thing is set over

against another. These laws of the understanding are

designed to qualify it to be an instrument of knowledge.
They are the conditions by which a limited and finite

creature can stretch its intelligence beyond the points of

space and time in which its existence is fixed. The
laws of thought are so adjusted to the laws of existence,

that whatever is true of our conceptions, will always be

true of the things which our conceptions represent. The
operations of the understanding, though primarily and
immediately about its own acts, are remotely and medi-
ately about other objects. Its acts are representative—
and hence it deals with realities through their symbols.

If Mr. Morell had kept steadily in view the representative

character of our logical conceptions—he would have seen
that they must have respect to something beyond them-
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selves, which is not subjective and formal. He would
have seen that every operation of mind must be cogni-

tive—must involve a judgment. Every conception implies

the belief that it is the image of something real, that has
been given in experience—every fancy implies a judg-
ment that it is the image of something possible, that
might be given in experience. Attention to this circum-
stance of the cognitive character of all the operations of
mind, would have saved him from the error of suppos-

ing that the acts of the understanding were exclusive-

ly formal. Kant knew nothing of the distinction be-

twixt presentative and representative knowledge. His
conceptions,' therefore, involved no judgment—they were
not the images of a reality, as given in intuition—they
were purely the products of the mind, and correspond-

ed to nothing beyond the domain of consciousness.

Had he recognized the truth, that every intellectual act

is cognitive^ and every act of the understanding repre-

sentative^ he would have " saved the main pillars of hu-
man belief"—and while he still might have taught,

what we believe he has unanswerably demonstrated, that

space arid time are native notions of the mind and not
generalizations from experience—he would have seen
that, as native notions, they were the indispensable con-

ditions of its apprehending the time and space properties

of matter, and have accorded, consequently, an objective

reality to extension, solidity and figure, which his theory,

in its present form, denies—he would have seen that the

understanding is as truly conversant about things as

intuition—that the only difference betwixt them in this

respect is, that the one deals with them and apprehends
them directly—the other, through means of representa-

tives—and that, consequently, the conclusions of the un-,

derstanding, legitimately reached, must have a counter-

part in objective reality as truly as the cognitions of sense.

We are sorry to say that Mr. Morell, though professing

to adopt the distinctions to which we have adverted, falls

again and again into the peculiarities of the Kantian hy-
pothesis, against which they are a protest. Take the

following passage

:

"Perception, viewed alone, indicates simply the momentary
consciousness of an external reality, standing before us face to

Vol. III.—No. 3. 67
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face ; but It gives us no notion which we can de£ne and express

by a term. To do this, is the office of the understanding

—

the logical or constructive faculty, which seizes upon the con

Crete material that is given immediately in perception, moulds
it into an idea—expresses the idea by a word or sign, and then

lays it up in the memory, as it were a hewn stone, all shaped

and prepared for use, whenever it may be required, either for

ordinary life, or for constructing a scientific system. Thus eve-

ry notion we have of an external object—as a house, a tree, or a

flower—is compounded of two elements, a material and a for-

mal. The matter is furnished by the direct sensational intui-

tion of a concrete reality—and this is perception : the form is

furnished by the logical faculty, which separating the attributes

of the object as given in perception from the essence, constructs

a notion or idea, which can be clearly defined and employed as

a fixed term in the region of our reflective- knowledge." p. 45.

This passage, upon any theory but that of Kant, and
even upon that theory it requires modification, is abso-

lutely unintelligible. Upon the theory which Mr. Morell

professes to adopt, it is pure gibberish. " The under-
standing seizes upon the concrete material that is given
immediately in perception^ Now this " concrete mate-
rial" was the " external reality standing before us face
to faceJ^ Are we then to understand that the under-,

standing captures the outward object itself 7 If so, it

surely has matter as well ai^ form. But then it moulds
the concrete material into an idea^ dubs it with a name,
and lays it away in the memory. What does he mean,
what can he mean, by moulding an external reality into

an idea? But it seems that, in this moulding process,

though the understanding had originally seized the con-

crete reality, yet by some means or other, the essence

slipped between its fingers, and the notion or idea lodged

away in the memory, retains nothing but the qualities.

Now what is the real process of the mind which all this

nonsense is designed to represent? Perception gives us
the external reality in those qualities which our faculties

are capable of apprehending. We know it in itself, and
as now and here existing. Conception, or rather imagi-

nation, is an act of the understanding, producing an
image or representative of the object—it seizes upon no
material given from without—the immediate matter of its

knowledge is its own act—and that act, from its very con-
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stitution, vicarious of something beyond itself. " A rep-

resentation," says Sir William Hamilton,* " considered as
an o6;ec^,ns logically, not really, different Irom a repre-

sentation considered as an act. Here, object and act are
the same indivisible mode of mind viewed in two differ-

ent relations. Considered by reference to a mediate ob-
ject represented, it is a representative object—considered
by reference to the mind representing and contemplating
the representation— it is a representative act." Hence, in

every operation of the logical consciousness, what we
immediately know is not the external reality, but a modi-
fication of the mind itself, and through that modification

we know the external object. The form and immediate
matter, therefore, cannot be separated even in thought.

Mr. Morell indeed speaks of forms and categories of

thought in such terms as to imply that the mind creates

the qualities which it represents in its conceptions. This,
ofcourse, is to deny that its acts are properly representative,

to shut us up within the prison of hopeless idealism. The
laws of thought enable the mind, not to create, but to

image, figure or represent—they enable it to think a thing

which is not before it. But they do not enable it to in-

vest it with a single property which it does not possess

—

and they are violated whenever a thing is thought other-

wise than as it actually exists. The mind as intelligent,

and things as intelligible, are adapted to each other. iv%,

We may now condense into a short compass what we
conceive to be the truth in contradistinction from Mr.
Moreil's doctrine of the understanding, in the points to

which we have adverted. We believe then that this fa-

culty, or rather complement of faculties, possesses the

power of representing, and of completely and adequately

representing, every individual thing, whether a concrete

whole, or a smgle attribute, which ever has been pre-

sented in intuition, *'It stamps," in the language of

Aristotle, "a kind of impression of the total process of

perception, after the manner of one who applies a signet

to wax." This is the fundamental condition of the cer-

tainty of its results. For, as Sir William Hamilton ex-

presses it, " it is only deserving of the name of knowledge
in so far as it is conformable to the intuitions it repre-

sents." There is no separation of the essence from tjie

Hamilton's Reid, p. 809.
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attributes in an act of recollective imagination—what
was given in intuition, ^nd all that was given, is pic-

tured in the image. As representative, we beheve in

the next place, that the understanding is ultimately con-

versant about things—realities—and not fictions or empty-

forms. What it proves of its conceptions legitimately

framed will hold good of the objects which they represent

—its ideas are, ifwe may so speak, the language of reality.

In the next place, it is not confined to the numerical par-

ticulars which have been actually given in intuition. It

is dependent upon presentation for all the elements it em-
ploys in its representations—it can originate no new sim-

ple idea—but testimony and the evidence of facts—induc-

tion and deduction, may lead it—may compel it—to ac-

knowledge the existence of beings—which in their concrete

realities 5ave never been matters of direct experience. It

frames a conception of them from the combination of the

elements given in intuition in such proportions as the

evidence before it seems to warrant. Thus the geologist

describes the animals which perished amid what he be-

lieves to be the ruins of a former world—thus we believe

in the monsters of other climes—the facts of history and
the calculations of science.

After what has already been said, it is hardly necessary
to devote much space to the derailed and articulate account
of the distinction betwi:?ct the logical and intuitional con-

sciousness, upon which Mr. Morell has evidently bestowed
much labour, and to which he attaches no small degree of

importance, in consequence of the part which it is destined

to play in his subsequent speculations. His first obser-

vation is that " the knowledge we obtain by the logical

consciousness is representative and indirect ; while that

which we obtain by the intuitional consciousness is pre-

sentative and immediate?^ This is the fundamental dif-

ference of the two complements of faculties. Intuition, or

as in consequence of the ambiguity and vagueness of that

term, we should prefer to call it, Presentation, embraces
all our powers of original knowledge. Through it we are

furnished with whatsoever simple ideas we possess—it is

the beginning of our intellectual strength—the logical

consciousness, on the other hand—embraces all our powers
of representative knowledge—it builds the fabric of science
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from the materials presentatively given---it comprehends
all the processes of thought which the mind is led to carry

on in consequence of the impulse received in presentation.

If Mr. Mo^ell had consistently adhered to this fundamen-
tal distinction, and admitted no differences but what
might naturally be referred to it, he would have been saved
from much needless confusion, perplexity and self-contra-

diction, w/^i'-'ii. '*ii*^ ^i^^.fV-'?-/*^?'^ ^
J His second observation is that, "the knowledge we ob-

tain by the logical consciousness is reflective ; that which
we obtain by the intuitional consciousness is spontaneous."

This distinction, we confess, has struck us with amaze-
ment. In the first place, upon Mr. Morell's theory of the

soul—sponianeity is the indispensable condition of all in-

telligence—it is of the very essence—substance—substra-'
turn of mind. Reflection, therefore, is not something dis-

tinctfrom, it is only aform, of spontaneity. " The power
of the will," he tells us, " operates through all the region

of man's spontaneous life ;" "our activity is equally volun-

tary and equally moral in its whole aspect." In the next
place, upon any just view of the subject, what we are

authorizefd to affirm is, that all reflective knowledge is re-

presentative, but not, that all representative knowledge is

reflective. The two propositions are by no means convert-

ible. Reflection is nothing but attention to the phenom-
ena of mind. It is the observation—if you please—the
study, of what passes within. "The peculiar phenomena
of philosophy," says one* who has insisted most largely

upon the spontaneous and reflective aspects of reason

—

" are those of the other world, which every man bears

within himself, and which he perceives by the aid of the

inward light which is called consciousness, as he perceives

the former by the senses. The phenomena of the inward
world appear and disappear so rapidly, that consciousness

perceives them and loses sight of them almost at the same
time. It is not then sufiicient to observe them transient-

ly, and while they are passing over that changing scene

;

we m>ust retain them as long as possible by attention. We
may do even still more. We may call up a phenomenon
from the bosom of the night into which it has vanished,

summon it again to memory, and reproduce it in our
minds for the sake of contemplating it at our ease ; we
Cousin. Frag. Phil. Pref.
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may recall one part of it rather than another, leave the
latter in the shade, so as to bring the former into view,
vary the aspects in order to go through them all and to

embrace every side of the object ; this is the office of re-

flection.^^ Reflection is to psychology what observation

and experiment are to physics. Now to say that all our
representative knowledge depends upon attention to the

processes of our own minds—that we know only as

we take cognizance of the laws and operations of our
faculties, is too ridiculous for serious refutation. Even
Mr. Morell starts back from the bouncing absurdity—and
with what consistency we leave it to our readers to deter-

mine—reluctantly admits that, " there is evidently a sense

in which all the faculties, even the logical consciousness

itself, may be regarded as having a spontaneous move-
ment, such as we have described—a sense in which we
cast our knowledge spontaneously and unreflectively, into

a logical mould." In order to extricate himself, however,
from the contradiction in which he is involved, he invents

another meaning for reflective, in which he makes it sy-

nonymous with scientific. But we do not see that this sub-

terfuge relieves him. All representative knowledge is

surely not scientific—nor attained upon scientific princi-

ples. The elements of science must exist and be known
representatively, before scieij^ce itself can be constructed,

and reflection always presupposes spontaneous processes

as the objects of its attention. Without spontaneity there

could be no refleotively. There would be nothing to re-

flect upon. Reflection, therefore, is simply an instrument,

or faculty of one species of representative knowledge—the
organon through which science is constructed from spon-

taneous data—whether those data be the spontaneous facts

of presentation or the spontaneous processes of representa-

tion. All the faculties and operations of mind can be

made the objects of cotemplation and of study. If Mr. Mo-
rell, therefore, had said that our faculties ofpresentation in-

clude no power of reflection—that this belonged to the logi-

cal consciousness—he would have announced a truism—

but a truism about as important in reference to the object

he had in view, as if he had said that memory and imagi-

nation belong to the understanding and not to intuition.

His third observation is that, •' the knowledge we ob-
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tain by th6 intuitional consciousness is material, that \
v

which we gain by the logical consciousness isfo7'mal" Now'
formal, as opposed to material, amounts in ourjudgment to

about the sarpe thing as nothing in contrast to something,
'

That the understanding is a complement offormal facul-

ties, is a proposition which we not only are able to compre-
hend, but fully believe—that the knowledge we obtain by
meansof these faculties is /brmaZ, is a proposition which we
frankly confess transcends our powers of thought—a/orw
without something to which it is attached, passes our com-
prehension. The matter of knowledge means, if it means';

any thing, the object known. Now in intuition there is but
a single object, which is apprehended in itself and as real-

ly existing—in the logical consciousness, there is a double^
object- the act of the mind representing what is imme-
diately and presentatively known—and the thing repre-

sented, which is mediately and remotely known. The
matter, therefore, both in intuition and the logical con--

sciousness, is ultimately the same- -it is only differently^

related to the mind—in the one case it stands before us
face to face—in the other case, it stands before us through'

the forms of the understanding. Hence it is sheer non-
sense to speak of the logical consciousness as wMterlesSy^

which is equivalent to saying that it knows, but knows!
nothing. Mr. Morell, though expressing great admira-*

tion of Sir William Hamiltorrs theory, in which we heart-

ily unite with him, departs from it precisely in the points

in which it is absolutely fatal to idealism. '
v ,.. -t ^a«i

His fourth observation is that " the logical consciousness

tends to separation (analysis,) the intuitional conscious-

ness tends to tmity (synthesis)." Analysis and synthesis,

in the proper acceptation of the terms, are both expressive

ol purely logical processes—the one being the reverse of
the other. The idea of a whole is a logical conception,^

implying the relation of parts, and presupposing both an-

alysis and synthesis, as the condition of its being framed.

The induction of Aristotle, for example, is a synthesis

—

the deduction, an analysis. Presentation may give us
things in the lump or m^ass—a dead unity ; but the separa-

tion and subsequent recomposition of parts are offices which
belong exclusively* to the understanding. Mr. Morell has
admitted as much—" knowing," says he—" as we do too

*p. 59.



^

536 The Philosophy of Religion, fpAN.

welt, that the intuitions we obtain of truth in its concrete

unity are not perfect, we seek to restore and verify that

truth by analysis^ i. e. by separating it into parts, viewing
each of those parts abstractedly by itself, and finding out
their relative consistency, so as to put them together by a
logical and reflective construction, into a sytemalic and
formal whole. Hence the impulse to know truth aright
gives perpetual vitality and activity to the law by which
our spontaneous and intuitional life passes over into the

logical and reflective. Logical reasoning is the result of

human imperfection struggling after restoration." This is

well and sensibly said—and as it is a clear concession

that the logical consciousness tends to wwtVy—that the

very end of its analysis is an adequate synthesis—we can-

not but marvel that either of these functions should have
been ascribed to intuition. Kant's reason, accordingly,

which aimed at an all-comprehensive unity ofexistence—is

simply the understanding moving in a higher sphere

—

and its regulative ideas nothing but the categories under
a new name and translated to a different province. There
is no distinction according to him between the powers
themselves or the modes of their operation—they were con-

versant about different objects—Reason being to the concep-

tions of the understanding, what the understanding was
to the intuitions of sense. ^Sant, too, made his reason

seek after its darling unity or totality of being, through the

same processes of generalization, by which the understand-

ing reaches its lower unities and separate totalities in the

various departments of science.

The synthetick judgments of Kant, upon which Mr.
Morell seems to have ^shaped his conceptions of synthe-
sis, are not instances of synthesis at all. They are ampli-

fications or extensions of our knowledge—they are new
materials added to the existing stock, and are either pre-

sentative or mediate according to the circumstances under
which they are made. The discovery ofnew qualities in

substances is, of course, presentative, but what he denom-
inates synthetic judgments a priori, involve only sim-

ple beliefs—the object of the belief being unknown—as in

the case of substance—or an indirect and representative

knowledge of the object as given in its relations to the

things which spontaneously suggest it. In all cases in

I
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which the ultinjiate object known is mediated and re-

presented, in virtue of the essential constitution of the
mind, upon occasions in which other objects are the im-
mediate data of consciousness, the process belongs, ac-

cording to the fundamental distinction of our author, to

the logical and not the intuitional consciousness ; in these
cases there is a law of belief, necessary and indestructi-

ble, which authenticates the premises of a syllogism,

conducting us logically, not presentatively, from what is

given in experience, to what experience is incapable of

compassing--and which, therefore, cannot be immedi-
ately known. We grant that such judgments are intui-

tive—the grounds of belief are in the very structure of the

soul—they involve primary and incomprehensible cogni-

tions -but the objective realities apprehended in virtue of

these beliefs, are not themselves directly given in con-

sciousness. They are conceptions of the mind necessitat-

ed as vicarious of real existence. The conclusion ofsuch
a syllogism is not the simple assertory judgment of pre-

sentative intuition, something is, but the imperative and
necessary declaration of representative intuition—some-
thing must be ; it is not expressed by the formula some-
thing is, because it is actually apprehended in itself and
as existing—but something is, because the mind is inca-

paDle of conceiving that it is not. The mind does not

so much affirm the reality of existence as deny the im-
possibility of non-existence. This is the nature of the

synthesis in that class ofjudgments to which Mr. Morell

has referred—and how it differs from what all the world
has been accustomed to regard as the logical process in-

volved in a posteriori reasoning, we leave it to the rationa-

lists to determine.

Mr. Morell's fifth note of distinction is that, " the logical

consciousness is individual; the intuitional conscious-

ness is generic.^^ That is, if we understand our author,

the truths about which the logical consciousness is conver-

sant depend, in no degree, for the confirmation of their

certainty, upon the common consent of mankind, while

the truths about which the intuitional consciousness is

conversant are to be received in consequence of the uni-

versal testimony of the race. ^

"We feel conscious," says he, ^^ that there are certain points of

Vol. III.—No. 3. 68
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truth respectiDg which we can appeal to our own individual un-

derstanding with unerring certainty. No amount of contradic-

tion, for example, no weight of opposing testimony from others,

could ever shake our belief in the definitions and deductions of

mathematical science or the conclusions of a purely logical syl-

logism. On the other hand, we are equally conscious, upon due

consideration, that there are truths respecting which we distrust

our individual judgments and gain certainty in admitting them,

only from the concurring testimony of other minds, (of this na-

ture, for example, are the main points of moral and religious

truth.) Hence it appears evident that there is within us both an

individual and a generic eloment ; and that answering to them
there are truths for which we may appeal to the individual rea-

son, and truths for which we must appeal to the testimony of man-
kind as a whole."—p. 52—3. 'U' >;-•'-.'-:;',.> '.U'*.v:-"-V; :

'•

'>5 A'^.-iK:--^

^

He then goes on to observe that " the ground of this two-fold

element in our constitution, and the reconciliation of the respec-

tive claims of the individual reason and the common sense of hu-

manity, is easily explained, when we take into account the dis-

tinction whicn we have been developing between the logical and
the intuitional consciousness. It will be readily seen, upon a little

consideration, that the logical consciousness is stamped with a per-

fect individualism, the intuitional consciousness with an equally

universal or generic character. The logical consciousness, as we
have shown, is,formal ; and it is in those branches of knowledge
which turn upon formal definitions, distinctions and deductions,

(such as Mathematicks or logic,) 4ihat we feel the most perfect

trust in the certainty of our individual conclusions. The under-
standing, in fact, is framed so as to act on certain principles,

which we may term laws oj thought^ and whatever knowledge
depends upon the simple application of these laws, is as certain

and infallible as human nature can possibly make it. The laws

of thought, (or in other words, the logical understanding) pre-

sent &Jixed element in every individual man; so that the testi-

mony of one sound mind, in this respect, is as good as a thou-

sand. Were not the forms of reasoning, indeed, alike for all,

there could no longer be any certain communication between
man and man. The intuitional consciousness, on the other hand,

is not formal but material ; and in gazing upon the actual ele-

ments of knowledge, our perception of their truth just depends
upon the extent to which the intuitive faculty is awakened and
matured. The science of music, for example, is absolutely the

same for every human understanding ; but the real perception

of harmony, upon which the science depends as its material basis,
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turns entirely upon the extent to which the direct sensibih'ty for

harmony is awakened. And so it is with regard to every other
subject which involves a direct element of supersensual truth.

The intensity with which we realize it depends upon the state of
our intuitional consciousness, so far at least as the subject in

question is concerned. Here there are no fixed and uniform laws
of intellection, as in the logical region, but a progressive inten-

sity from the weakest up to the strongest power of spiritual vi-

sion, or of intellectual sensibility.—pp. 53—4.

We shall need no apology to our readers for these long
extracts, when they reflect that the distinction in question
plays a very prominent part in the author's subsequent
speculation's, especially in relation to the origin and de-

velopement of the religious life, and the foundations and
criterion of religious certitude. The whole force of the

argument for that species of modern realism, which is

involved in the modern doctrine of progress, and which
Le Roux has so eloquently expounded and the socialists so

coarsely practised, is here presented. The individual is

nothing—humanity is every thing. The genus man is

not a logical abstraction—not a second intention—but a
real, substantive entity ; and mankind is not the collec-

tion of all the individuals of the human race, but some-
thing which, though inseparable, is yet distinct, and to

which each is indebted for his human character. Some-
thing of this sort seems to be implied in making intuition

a generic element, in contradistinction from understanding
as personal and individual, and depending for its perfec-

tion, not upon the culture of the individual, but upon the

developement of the race. Something very like it is direct-

ly affirmed, when our author teaches that -
.

" Intuition being a thing not formal, but material—not uni-

form, but varying—not subject to rigid laws, but exposed to all

the variations of association and temperament, being in fact the

function of humanity, and not of the individual mind—the

only means of getting at the essential elements of primary in-

tuitional truth, is to grasp that which rests on the common sym-

pathies of mankind in its historical developement, after all in-

dividual impurities and idiosyncracies have been entirely strip-

ped away."—^. 55.

But, bating the vein of Realism which pervades this

and the other passages we have quoted, the proposition
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of the author, so far as it has sense, is that the operations

of the understanding are as perfect in each individual as

in the whole race collectively, and that its deliverances

cannot be affected by an appeal to the testimony of man-
kind—that what it pronounces to be true must be true to

M5, though all the race should unite in contradicting it.

We can never be assured of the certainty of intuitional

truth, however, without comparing the deliverances of

our consciousness with the consciousness of other men

—

the touchstone of certainty is universal consent. The
understanding, in other words, vindicates to itself the ab-

solute right of private judgment—the intuition appeals to

the authority of Catholic tradition. This is the thesis.

The arguments are : 1st. That, in point of fact, the most
certain truths, those about which we feel it impossible to

doubt, are the truths of the understanding—he instan-

ces, mathematicks and logick. The example of logick

is unfortunate. That science is not even yet perfect.

—

There are sundry points upon which logicians are

not agreed, and others intimately connected with the

subject, to which hardly any attention has been paid.

The Apodictic Syllogism has been thoroughly investiga-

ted—but will Mr. Morell venture to say the same of the

Inductive ? Will he pretend that any writer upon logick

has kept steadily and consistejitly in view its distinctive

character as a science of forms, and never interpolated or

corrupted it with considerations of matter ? As to math-
ematicks, its conclusions are certain, and certain precisely

because it deals with hypotheses and not with realities.

But, then, it is a prodigious leap from the proposition that

some truths are certain within the circle of the under-
standing, to the proposition that all truths peculiar to it

are certain—that because it admits of demonstration at

all, therefore it admits of nothing but demonstration. The
same process ofargument would establish the same result

in regard to intuition. What can be more indubitable to us
than our own personality—our indiscerptible identity

—

the existence of our thoughts, feelings, and volitions ?

" no amount of contradiction, no weight of opposing testi-

mony from others, could ever shake our belief" in the real-

ity of the being which every man calls himself, or those
processes of intellect which consciousness distinctly af-
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firms. What human understanding can withhold its

assent from the great laws of causality, substance, con-

tradiction, and excluded middle 7 These are all intuitive

truths—we receive them on the naked deliverance of con-

sciousness ;
and we can no more deny them than we can

annihilate ourselves. Certainty, therefore, is not peculiar

to the understanding, as contradistinguished from intui-

tion. But, says the author, some intuitional truths—those,

for example, of morals and religion—are uncertain ; in

so far as we depend upon the single testimony of our own
minds. But are not some logical truths uncertain also ?

Is every thing demonstrative, reduced to apodictic cer-

tainty in the sciences of morals, government, politics,

chemistry, botany, and history ? Is it not a characteris-

tic of the evidence upon which the ordinary business of

life is conducted, that it admits of every variety of degrees

from the lowest presumption to the highest certainty? Is

there no such thing as a calculation of chances ? and no
such thing as being deceived by logical deductions ?

—

The author somewhere tells us that the " purely logical

mind, thpugh displaying great acuteness, yet is ofttimes

involved in a mere empty play upon words, forms, and
definitions ; making endless divisions, and setting up the

finest distinctions, while the real matter of truth itself

either escapes out of these abstract moulds, or, perchance,
was never in them."* - '" ^; ' ' -' '^i ' ^ ^; *^;Ky:

One would think, therefore, that it was not so infalli-

ble after all. As then certainty is not restricted to the

understanding, nor the understanding to it, the same
ground of appeal, from private judgment to the verdict of

the race, exists in reference to its deliverances which the

author postulates from the testimony of intuition. The
argument is valid for both or neither. 2d. His next posi-

tion is, that the intuitional consciousness is susceptible of

improvement, of education, developement. The logical

consciousness is fixed and unchanging. If we admit the

fact, it is not so easy to discover its pertinency as an ar-

gument, so far as intuition is concerned. We may grant

that if the understanding is the same in all minds, the

testimony of one is as good as the testimony of a thou-

sand—but it does not appear that because the degrees of

intuition are different in different minds, therefore each

* pp. 16-7.
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mind must appeal to all others before it can be certain of
its own intuitions. One man may see less than another,

but it does not follow that he is dependent upon the tes-

timony of that other for the assurance that be sees the

little that he does see. We cannot comprehend why he
should not know that he sees what he sees, however little

it may be, as well as others know that they see their

more. But it is positively false that the understanding is

not susceptible of progress and improvement. The powers
of reasoning and of representative thought can be devel-

oped and educated—have their germ, expansion, and
maturity, as well as the powers of intuition. The laws
of thought may be fixed, but the capacity of applying or

acting in obedience to these laws, is by no means fixed. It

is a capacity which requires culture
;
and the multiplied

instances of bad reasoning in the world, to which our
author has contributed his full proportion, are so many
proofs that man must be taught to reason and to think,

as well as to know. There is an immense difference be-

twixt the logical consciousness of a Newton and of a
Hottentot ; betwixt the logical consciousness of Newton
at twelve and Newton at fifty. These laws of thought
are the same to all men, and to the same men at all

times
;
but the men themselves are not the same. If these

laws were always faithfully^ observed, error might be
avoided ; but the amount of truth that should be discov-

ered, would depend upon the degree to which the facul-

ties were developed, and not upon the laws which pre-

serve them from deceit. But unfortunately there is a
proneness to intellectual guilt in transgressing the laws
of thought, which is as fruitful a source of error as defect

of capacity is of ignorance ; and each is to be remedied

by a proper course of Intellectual culture. But if the ar-

gument from fixed laws proves the understanding to be

fixed and unchanging, it may be retorted with equal force

against the progressiveneness of intuition. It is true that

Mr. Morell afiirms that this form of intellection " has no
fixed and uniform laws;" but this is an error arising from
the relation in which he apprehends that the laws or forms

of thought stand to representative cognitions. They are

the conditions^ not the matter, of this species of intelligence.

They are not the things known, but the means of know-
ing. They solve the problem of the possibility of medi-

' >
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ate knowledge. Now corresponding to them, there are, in

all instances of representative cognition, conditions in the

thing known, which render it capable of being apprehend*
ed by the mind. The qualities, phenomena—properties-

which make it cognizable—make it capable of coming
within the sphere of consciousness—are laws of intuition

as certain and fixed as the relations of things to the
mind. In other words, the adaptations of things to our

faculties are as truly laws of intuition, as the adaptations

of our faculties to think them are laws of the logical con-

sciousness. Hence, if the argument from the reality of

laws cuts off the understanding from an appeal to uni-

versal consent, it cuts off intuition also, and we are shut

up to private judgment in the one case, by the same pro-

cess which shut us up to it in the other. It is no distinc-

tion, consequently, betwixt the understanding and intui-

tion, to say that the one is individual and the other generic.

They are both equally individual—both equally generic

;

both belong to every man, and therefore to all men j both
may subsist in different degrees, in different men, and in

the same men at different times, and both are consequent-

ly susceptible of education and improvement.
The truth is, Mr. Morell has entirely mistaken the pur-

pose for which philosophers are accustomed to appeal
from private judgment to the general voice of mankind.
It is not to authenticate t|ie deliverances of intuition—not
to certify Us that we see when we see or know that we
know—our own consciousness is the only voucher which
we can have in the case. Every faculty is its own wit-

ness. In the case of the understanding, others may point

out fallacies and guard against errors, but our own minds
must perform the process, before there is any logical truth
to us. In the case of intuition, the voice of mankind
cannot help us, if we are destitute of the power, or if it

is unawakened, nor add a particle to the degree of clear-

ness with which we apprehend existences, nor to the de-

gree of certainty with which we repose upon the data of
consciousness. Others may suggest the occasions upon
which the intuitions shall arise or indicate the hinderan-

ces which prevent them ; but the intuitions themselves
are and must be the immediate grounds of belief. From
the very nature of the case all truth must be individually
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apprehended, though all truth is not necessarily appre-

hended as individual. /^E^ivate judgment is always and
on all subjects the last appeal. Nothing is truth to us^

whatever it may be in itself, until it is brought in relation

to our own faculties, and the extent to which they grasp

it, is the sole measure of our knowledge. But there is a
question upon which an appeal to common consent is an
indispensable means of guarding against error, misappre-

hension, and mistake ; and of rectifying inadequate, false

or perverted judgments ; but that question happens to be

one which concerns directly the operations of the logical

understanding. It is simply whether reflection exactly

represents the spontaneous movements of the soul. The
distinction betwixt reflection and spontaneity has been ably
and happily illustrated by Cousin

:

"To know without giving an account of our knowledge to our-

selves ;
to know and to give an account of our knowledge to our-

selves—this is the only possible difference between man and
man; between the people and the philosopher. In the one, rea-

son is altogether spontaneous
; it seizes at first upon its objects

;

but without returning upon itself and demanding an account of

its procedure ; in the other, reflection is added to reason
; but

this reflection, in its most profound investigations, cannot add to

natural reason a single element which it does not already pos-

sess ; it can add to it nothing but^te knowledge of itself. Again,
I say reflection well-directed—for if it be ill-directed it does not
comprehend natural reason in all its parts

;
it leaves out some

element, and repairs its mutilations only by arbitrary inventions.

First to omit, then to invent—this is the common vice of al-

most all systems of philosophy. The oflGice of philosophy is to

reproduce in its scientific formulas the pure faith of the human
race—nothing less than this faith—^nothing more than this faith

;

this faith alone, but this faith in all its parts."*

This is justly and beautifully said. It is assumed that
all rninds are essentially the same—and when the ques-
tion is what are the phenomena of consciousness—what
are the laws, faculties, and constitution of the soul—this
question can only be answered by unfolding the nature of
its spontaneous movements. In these the constitution of
the intellect is seen. But from the fleeting, delicate, and
intangible nature of the phenomena, it is extremely diffi-

cult to reproduce them in reflection, and make them the

* Phil. Frag. Pref.

r



1850.] The Philosophy of Religioni 645

I r

'

objects of scientific study. It is no easy thing to recon-

stitute the intellectual life--" to re-enter," in the language
of the distinguished philosopher just quoted—" to re-enter

consciousness, and there, weaned from a systematic and
exclusive spirit, to analyze thought into its elements, and
all its elements, and to seek out in it the characters, and
all the characters, under which it is at present manifested
to the eye of consciousness." This is the office of reflection.

As the phenomena which it proposes to describe are es-

sentially the same in all minds, every man becomes a
witness of the truth or falsehood of the description.

Common consent is a criterion of certainty, because there

is little possibility that all mankind should concur in a
false statement of their own intellectual operations. It is

particularly m regard to our original and primitive cogni-
tions that this appeal to the race is accustomed to be
made. One of the acknowledged peculiarities which
distinguish them, is the necessity of believing, and of this

necessity universal agreement is an infallible proof. We
wish to know whether any given principle is a primary
and necessary datum of consciousness—whether it be-

longs essentially to intelligence ;
and this question is an-^-

swered by showing that it is a characteristic of all minds.
But in all cases in which reflection appeals to the testi-

mony of the race, that testimony is not regarded as the
immediate ground of faith, but as a corroborative proof
that we have not fallen into error. It is the deliverance

of consciousness which determines belief; and when it is

found that every other consciousness gives the same de^

liverance, we are satisfied that our reflection has not been
partial or defective. But if the voice of mankind is

against us, we feel that we have erred somewhere, and:,

consequently retrace our steps—analyze thought with
greater minuteness and attention ; and thus make the

verdict of the race the occasion of reflection being led to

correct itself. This is the true nature of the appeal which a
sound philosophy makes to the testimony of mankind.

—

The question is, what are the phenomena of spontanei-

ty ? Reflection undertakes to answer, and the answer is

certified to be correct when all in whom these phenomena
are found, concur in pronouncing it to be true. Each man
answers for himself from his own consciousness, and the

Vol. III.—No. 3. 69
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philosopher feels that there is no further occasion to re-

view his analysis. He has been led, for example, to an-

nounce the existence of the external world as an original

datum of consciousness. He thinks he finds in his belief

of it that criterion of necessity which distinguishes primi-

tive cognitions, but it is so hard to seize upon the sponta-

neous phenomena of the mind with certainty and preci-

sion—that he may mistake prejudice, association, or an
early judgment, for an original belief He appeals to other

minds-^he finds the belief to be universal—he is con-

firmed consequently in regarding it as necessary, and
therefore natural ; and hence he is satisfied that reflection

has, in this case, exactly described spontaneity. It would
appear, therefore, that instead of saying the intuitional

consciousness is generic, and the logical, individual, it

would be much nearer the truth to assert that the spon-

taneous consciousness, in all its operations, whether intui-

tional or logical, is generic, or essentially the same in all

minds ; and the reflective^ individual, or modified by per-

sonal and accidental peculiarities. And this is precisely

the distinction which Cousin makes. Reason, which,
with him, is synonymous with intelligence, without re-

gard to our author's distinction of a twofold form—in its

spontaneous movements is impersonal—it is not mine nor
yours—it belongs not even to^humanity itself—it is iden-

tical with God ; and upon the ground that " humanity as

a mass, is spontaneous and not reflective," he declares

that " humanity is inspired." Reason, on the other hand,
in its reflective movements—when its deliverances are

made the object of attention, analysis, and study—is sub-
jective and personal, or rather appears to be so from its

relations to reflection, while its general relations to the
Ego, in which it has entered, renders it liable, though in

itself infallible and absolute, to aberrations and mistakes.
" Reflection, doubt, and skepticism, appertain to some
men," such is his language, " pure apperception and spon-

taneous faith appertain to all ; spontaneity is the genius
of humanity, as philosophy is the genius of some men.
In spontaneity there is scarcely any difference between
man and man. Doubtless there are some natures more
or less happily endowed, in whom thought clears its way
more easily, and inspiration manifests itself with more

,
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brightness ; but, in the end, though with more or less en-

ergy, thought developes itself spontaneously in all think-

ing beings ; and it is this identity of spontaneity, together
with the identity of absolute faith it engenders, which
constitutes the identity of human kind." The distinction

here indicated is just and natural, but it is ^^ry far from
the distinction signalized by our author. '^ '^ ;'!

4 His sixth and final observation that "the logical con-

sciousness is fixed through all ages, the intuitional con-

sciousness progressive,^ is but a consequence of his posi-

tions which we have just been discussing. We need only
detain the reader to remark that the author has evidently

confounded the progress or education of the faculties

with the progress and improvement of society. The pro-

bability is, that among any cultivated people the degree

to which mind is developed is not essentially different in

one age from what it is in another. The thinkers of the

present generation, for example, have no greater capacity

of thought than the Greek philosophers, the schoolmen,
or philosophers and Divines of the sixteenth, seventeenth,

and eighteenth centuries. The present age may know
more, in consequence of the labours of those that have
preceded ; but as its greater amount of knowledge, under
the circumstances of the case, involves no greater amount
of effort; and as it is healthful exercise, and not the num-
ber or variety of objects that elicit it, which developes the

mind, Society may be in advance in point of knowledge-r-^

the standard of general intelligence maybe higher, while
yet the standard of intellectual vigour and maturity may
be essentially the same. The tyro now begins where
Newton left off"—but it does not follow that because he
begins there, he has the capacities or intellectual strength

of Newton—all generations, mentally considered, are very
much upon a level. Every man has to pass through the

same periods of infancy, childhood, and youth—but in

reference to the objects which occupy attention, each suc-

cessive age may profit by the labours of its predecessors,

and thus make superior attainments in knowledge, without

a corresponding superiority of mental intensity or power.
The progress of society, therefore, is not due, as Mr. Mo-
rell seems to intimate, to the progress of intuition—it is not

that we have betterfaculties than our fathers, but that we
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employ them under belter advantages. Their eyes were
as good as ours, but we stand upon a mountain. We
need not add that we have no sympathy in the mystic

reahsni which dreams of a destiny of humanity apart

from the destiny of the individuals who compose the

race—a destiny to which every generation is working
up, and which is yet to be enjoyed only by the last,

or by those in the last stage of developement—we can
hardly comprehend how that can be a destiny of hu-

manitt/, in which immense multitudes, to whom that

humanity belongs, have no imniediate share, and to

which they stand in no other relation than that of pre-

cursors and contributors. Least of all do we believe that

any progressive developement of human nature as it is,

will evor conduct any individual to that condition of

excellence in which the " whole sensibilities of his na-

ture" are brought " into harmony with the Divine—with

the life of God" This consummatipn requires a trans-

formation as well as education—renovation as well as

progress. We must be new creatures in Christ Jesus, be-

fore we can be partakers of a Divine nature.

Having explained the distinctions betwixt the logical

and intuitional consciousness, Mr. Morell proceeds to ex-

pound their connection and dependence. He represents
" logical reasoning as the resij^lt of human imperfection

struggling after intellectual restoration." The case is this

:

The harmony of our nature with moral, intellectual, and
religious truth has been disturbed and deranged, and the

consequence is " that the power of intuition is at once
diminished and rendered uncertain. The reality of things,

instead of picturing itself, as it were, upon the calm sur-

face of the soul, casts its reflection upon a mind disturbed

by evil, by passion, by prejudice, by a thousand other in-

fluences which distort the image, and tend to efface

it altogether." To correct our defective and imperfect in-

tuitions, we resort to the double processes of analysis and
synthesis. We separate the parts, compare them with each
other, and from the perception of their consistencies and
adaptations, re-construct our knowledge into a logical

whole, which shall more faithfully correspond to reality

than the original intuitions themselves. Upon this re-

markable statement we hope to be indulged in a few ob-

servations.
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As logical or representative truth is based upon and nei

cessarily presupposes presentative, it never can be more cer4

lain than intuition. Demonstration is strictly an intuitive

process. In the pure Mathematicks, the conceptions involv-

ed in the definitions, which are the subject matter of the

reasoning, are not regarded as representative—\hey are the

things and the only things to which reference is had—
and every step in every demonstration is a direct gazing
upon some property or content of these conceptions. As
the logical consciousness only reproduces the elementary

cognitions of intuition, it can add nothing to them—it can
neither increase their intensity, remove their obscurity,

nor directly reduce them to consistency. It must faith-

fully represent them just as they are. Inconsistencies in

our reflective exhibitions of truth may indeed send us
back to our original intuitions and make us repeat the oc-

casions on which they are produced, so that we may ques-

tion them with more minuteness and attention—but it is not
the intuitions which we suppose to be defective, but our
accounts of them. We seek to correct the inadequacies
of memory by the completeness of consciousness. If a
man's powers of intuition, therefore, are deranged upon
any subject, no processes of ratiocination will cure him.
Logic is neither eyes to the blind, nor ears to the deaf.

And if a man is destitute of the moral faculty, reasoning
will be utterly incompetent to put him in possession of the

notions of right, duty and obligation—or if his intuitional

faculties are defective and disordered—he can only rea-

son upon the defective and distorted conceptions which
faithfully represent them. He can never have clearer no-

tions till he is furnished with sounder faculties. It is

true that logical exposition may be the means of awaken-
ing, developing and maturing intuitions—but then the lo-

gical expositions must come from others who have actu-

ally had the intuitions described—or from the God that

made us. They cannot come from the man to be awak-
ened. So that his logical consciousness cannot stand to

his intuitional in this relation of a help. We cannot com-
prehend how Mr. Moiell, without departing from every
principle which he has previously laid down, and upon
which as occasion requires he is not backward to insist,

should represent the logical understanding as a remedy
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for dimness of vision. Did Adam have no understanding
before the fall ? Are the angels without it? and shall we
drop it at death? Is it an endowment vouchsafed to the

race only in consequence of the moral confusion and dis-

order which have supervened from sin, and are we to look

to it as the Holy Spirit by which we are to be renovated

and saved ?<>>; ifJ ;?«• j^rvlu-i/ -t^ .-. •:::'.'in> ._^:!i -^'ly ^.^, .'..;*?,- •^s

The true View of the subject we apprehend to be, that

the understanding is designed not to cure the disorders

and remedy the imperfections but to stipplement the de-

fects of the intuitional faculties. It is the complement of

intuition. Finite and limited as we are, presentative

knowledge can extend but a little way—and the office of

the understanding is to stretch our knowledge beyond the

circle of our vision. We are so constituted that what we
see shall be made the means of revealing more than we
see. Presentation and Representation—Intuition—Induc-
tion and Inference—are all instruments of knowing—and
by virtue of the constitution they describe, man is

able to penetrate beyond the limits of time and space to

which consciousness is evidently restricted. It is, there-

fore, distinctly to add to his knowledge, to complete his

constitution as an intelligent creature that God has given

him imderstanding. It is^true the necessity of an under-
standing implies defect—mtuition is the highest form of

knowledge—but it is a defect which attaches to all finite

creatures. They must either supplement intuition by infer-

ence—or their knowledge must be limited in time and space

to the sphere of their personality. It belongs to the Om-
nipresent God alone, as He is uncircumscribed in His be-

ing—to embrace all things in a single glance of unerring

intuition. Creatures, however glorious and exalted, from the

very limitation implied in being creatures, can never dis-

pense with the faculties of mediate and representative cog-

nition—this is the law of their condition—and a funda-

mental error which pervades Mr. Morell's whole account
of the understanding is that it is not a faculty of know-
ledge. Had he, in this point, risen above the philosophy
of Kant, many of the paradoxes and inconsistencies of his

treatise might have been obviously avoided. He professes

to be a natural realist—and as such contends, and very
properly contends, that we have faculties by which we

'
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can immediately apprehend existencies—but his theory

of the understanding, instead of being constructed in har-

mony with this hypothesis, instead of making it that com-
plement of powers by which the mind can represent to it-

self the properties and qualities of absent objects—instead

of treating its categories and forms as the conditions in

conformity to which its representations shall be adequate
and just—has made it the organ ofthe rankest delusions—
of the most contemptible and puerile trifling. -^ x*,i.;r ?.,.•

Our author takes occasion to caution his readers, " in

the outset, against the supposition that the distinction'*

which he has elaborately expanded between the intuition-

al and logical consciousness, "is any thing at all novel in

the history of mental philosophy. So far from it," he af-

firms, " that it is almost as universal as philosophy itself,

lying alike patent both in ancient and modern specula-

tion."* This we cannot but regard as a mistake. Our
acquaintance with the history of philosophy is small,

but we know of no writer previously to Kant, who took

precisely the same views of the nature, office and opera-

tions of the understanding—and we know of no writer

but Mr. Morell who has restricted reason or intuition ex-

clusively to the faculties of presentative cognition. It

would require more space than we can, at present, devote

to the subject, to discuss his ancient authorities, but we
cannot forbear a word upon his modern examples. To
begin with Kant, we very frankly confess, that in his Cri-

tical Philosophy, we never could distinguish betwixt the

operations or modes of action which he ascribes to rea-

son and those which he attributes to the understanding.

They seem to us to be exactly the same faculty, or com-
plement of faculties, employed about different objects ; and
in this opinion we are confirmed by an authority which it

is seldom safe to contradict. "In the Kantian philosophy"
—says Sir William Hamilton—" both faculties perform
the same function—both seek the one in the many—the

idea {idee) is only the conception (begriffe) sublimated into

the inconceivable—reason only the understanding which
has overleaped itself." Intellect directed to the objects be-

yond the domain of experience, is the Kantian reason^

within the domain of experience, the Kantian understand-

ing. Intellect in search ofscientific unity is understanding

—

p. 27.
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in search of absolute unity—the reason. Employed about
the finite, limited, contingent it is understanding—employed
about the correlatives, the absolute, infinite, necessary, itas

reason. Or in one word, as the faculty oixhe conditioned
is understanding—as the faculty of the unconditioned^^t

is reason. But if the science of contraries be one, the facul-

ty in each case, as an intellectual power, must be the

same. There is, accordingly, amuch closer correspondence

between Mr. Morell's logical consciousness and Kant's
speculative reason—than between Kant's reason and Mr.
Morell's intuition, and Mr. Morell's intuition, in turn, is

much more analogous to Kant's sensibility than to his

reason. Mr. Morell's intuition is the presentative know-
ledge of supersensible realities. Kant pronounced all such
knowledge to be a sheer delusion. Mr. Morell's intuition

is exclusive of analysis. Kant's reason reached its high-

est unity through processes of generalization. Mr. Mo-
rell's intuition has no fixed and permanent laws. Kant's
reason had its ideas as his understanding its catego-

ries. Between Kant's practical reason and Mr. Morell's

intuition, there are some striking points of correspondence,

but they are points in which Mr. Morell is inconsistent

with himself. Both attribute our firm conviction of the

divine existence and of a fi^tlire life to our spiritual cra-

vings and the authoritative nature of conscience—but in

thus representing them as a want on the one hand, and
an implication on the other, oi^r author abandons his fun-

damental principle that in intuition, the object reveals

itself.

Neither is Mr. Morell's intuition precisely the same
with the principles of common sense or the fundamental
laws of belief of the Scottish school. These were not

faculties presentative of their objects, but vouchers of the

reality of knowledge ; and as to the Eclecticks, they
make no such distinction between reason and understand-

ing as that signalized by Kant, Coleridge and our author

—

but treat the categories and ideas promiscuously as laws
of reason or intelhgence. " The one catholic and peren-

nial philosophy—notwithstanding many schismaiic aber-

rations" is not that all objective certainty depends upon
the actual presentation of its realities, and that the under-

standing cannot conduct us beyond the circle of sensibili-

ty—but that all knowledge is ultimately founded on faith.
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and " the objective certainty of science upon the subjett-

tive necessity of believing." If Mr. Morell had meant by
intuition nothing more than "the complement of those cog-

nitions or principles which we receive from nature—which
ail men, therefore, possess in common, and by which they
test the truih of knowledge and the morality of actions,"

or if he had defined it simply as the faculty ofsuch princi-

ples, we should have regarded him in this matter beyond
the reach of any just exceptions. But this is not his doc-

trine.

The importance of the points upon which we have
been insii^ting, will appear from their application to the
great problems of Religion. What is God ? What vouch-
ers have we for the objective certainty of His being, and
what kind of intercourse can be maintained betwixt Him
and His creatures, are questions which will be variously

answered according to varying views of the nature and
extent of human knowledge, and the offices and opera-

tions of the human faculties. We have already seen
that, in describing the developements of the higher stages

of the intuitional consciousness, Mr. Morell has confoun-
ded the intuition of a principle with the presentation of

an object—representing our inference in relation to the

Divine existence, authenticated by the necessary law of

causation, as a direct perception of the Deity Himself.

—

His language in many places will bear the interpreta-

tion that our knowledge of God is intuitive only in so far

as it rests upon original principles of belief—but there

are other passages in which he unquestionably teaches

that God reveals Himself as an immediate datum of con-

sciousness, and that we know Him in Himself precisely

as we know the phenomena of matter, or the operations

of mind. These two sets of statements are really incon-

sistent—an unjustifiable confusion of intuition and pre-

sentation—but it is easy to see how they have arisen in

the rationalistic school. The law of substance has been
marvellously confounded with the law of causality, and
an inference from an effect to its cause has, accordingly,

been treated as a perception of the relation of a quality

to a substance. The proofofa cause has, in other words,

been taken for the presentation of a substance, on the

ground that the effect is a phenomenon which, as it can-

VoL. III.—No. 3. 70
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not existf cannot be perceived, apart from its substratum

or " fundamenial essence." To affirm, therefore, in con-

sistency with these principles, that the external world

and ourselves are a series of effects, is simply to affirm

that they are a series of phenomena which must inhere

in some common substance, and of which they are to be

regarded as the manifestations. " In my opinion," says

Cousin, " all the laws of thought may be reduced to two,

namely, the law of causality, and that of substance.

—

These are the two essential and fundamental laws, of

which all others are only derivatives, developed in an or-

der by no means arbitrary." Having shown that these

two fundamental laws of thought are absolute, he pro-

ceeds to reduce them to identity: "An absolute cause,

and an absolute substance, are identical in essence, since

every absolute cause must be substance in so far as it is

absolute, and every absolute substance must be cause, in

order to be able to manifest itself." To reduce causality

to substantive being, and effects to phenomenal man-
ifestations, is to deny the possibility of a real creation.

—

Substances as such cannot be relative and contingent—to

make them effects is to make them phenomena. There
can, therefore, be but one substance in the universe ; and
all that we have been accustomed to regard as the works
of God, are only developernents to consciousness of the

Divine Being Himself The world stands to Him in the

same relation in which thought and volition stand to our

own minds. This is the necessary result of confounding
causation with substance, and yet this is what Mr. Morell

has done, and what his psychology absolutely demanded
to save it from self-contradiction. At one time we find

him ascending, by virtue of the law of causality, from
the finite, contingent, and dependent to the infinite, ne-

cessary, self-existent—from effects to their causes, in the

very track of the argument which he affects to despise.

—

He finds God, not in Himself, but m His creatures. At
another time, " in loftier moments of contemplation," he
seems to stand upon the verge of infinity, and to gaze
upon " Being (substance) in its essence, its unity, its self-

existent eternity." At one time the great problem of rea-

son is to discover the power and wisdom which gave the

world its being, and impressed upon nature its laws ; at
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another " to find the one fundamental essence by
which!' all things are upheld. At one time, in a single

word, God is contemplated and known as the cause—at

another, as the substance of all that exists. This confu-
sion pervades the book, and is constantly obtruded upon
us in that offensive form which makes the Deity nothing
but the bond of union or the principle of co-existence to

his creatures. This is the plain meaning of all that eter-

nal cant about " totality and absolute unity"—about the

tendency of reason to synthesis^ which is echoed and re-

echoed in various forms, without any apparent conscious-

ness of its -wickedness, blasphemy, and contradiction.

—

The whole doctrine of the absolute, which has played so

conspicuous a part in German speculations, turns upon
this blunder. To get at the cause of all things, is only
to get at the substance in which all inhere and co-exist—
to get at Being in its necessary and fundamental laws

—

which, of course, would give all its manifestations.

Those who wish to see what this philosophy has
achieved in other hands, will do well to consult the pages
of Mr. Morell on the systems of Fichte, Schelling, and
Hegel ; and those who would appreciate its pretensions

to truth and consistency, would do well to study the mas-
terly article of Sir William Hamilton, upon the Eclectic

Scheme of Cousin. We shall add here only a few re-

flections, that the reader may distinctly see where Mr.
Morell's principles would conduct him.

In the first place Deity, as absolute substance, is neces-

sarily impersonal. The idea of individuality, or of

separate and' distinct existence, is indispensable to our

conception of a Person. But absolute Being- has no dis-

tinct existence—to distinguish is to condition it—to make
it a being and a bemg of such and such qualities, which
is to destroy its absoluteness. In the next place, it obvi-

ously follows that every thing is God, and God is every

thing. As absolute being, he is the generative principle

of being in all that exists. He is their essence—that upon
which their esse depends, and without which they would
be mere shadows and illusions. Just as far as any thing

really exists, just so far it is God. He is the formal and
distinguishing ingredient of its nature as an entity or ex*

istence.
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Hence, it deserves farther to be remarked, that there can
be no such thing as real causation. The law of substance

is made to abrogate the law of causality. The absohjte

is not a productive, but a constitutive principle—a funda-

mental element or condition, but not an efficient of existence.

It is no more a cause in the sense in which the constitu-

tion of our nature determines us to apprehend the relation,

than body is the cause of extension—mind the cause of

thought—or the sun the cause of light. Absolute beauty,

for example, is not the Creator, but the essential element

of all particular beauties—absolute right is not the produ-

cer, but an indispensable constituent of all particular

rectitude—and absolute Being is not the maker, but the

necessary ingredient or characteristic principle of every

particular being. There is then no creation—no maker
of Heaven and earth—no father of the spirits, nor former

of the bodies of men. There is simply ens reale^ from
which what we call creatures emanate, as its properties

and adjuncts. This doctrine is unblushingly avowed by
the great master of the Eclectic School ; and it is deeply

embedded in every thing that Mr. Morell has said of the

relations of the Deity to the world. We need not say
that a philosophy which contradicts a fundamental prin-

ciple of belief—which denie^tbe law of causality, or what
is the same, absorbs it in another and a different law, is

self-condemned. "

We affirm finally that every form in which the philos-

ophy of the absolute ever has been, and we venture to

say, ever can be proposed, necessarily leads to nihilism

—

the absolute annihilation of the possibility of knowledge.
The very notion of the absolute is inconsistent with the

conditions of knowledge—merging all difference in iden-

tity, and all variety in unity, it is evidently incompatible

with the nature of consciousness, which evidentlyimplies,

as Cousin has lucidly explained, plurality and difference.

The only consistent hypothesis is the intellectual intui-

tion of Scheiiing, "in which there exists no distinction

of subject and object—no contrast of knowledge and ex-

istence ; all diffierence is lost in absolute indifference—all

plurality in absolute unity. The intuition itself, reason

and the absolute are identical." But consistency is here

evidently maintained at the sacrifice of the possibility of
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thought. Fichte, though his confidence in his system
was so strong that ho staked his everlasting salvation on
the truth of even its subordinate features, yet cpn|f§se§
tiiat it was after all a mere tissue of delusions.

'

" The sum total," says he, "is this : there is absolutely no-
thing permanent, either without me or within me, but only an
unceasing change. I know absolutely nothing of any existence,

not even my own. I, myself, know nothing, and am nothing.

—

Images there are—they constitute all that apparently exists, and
what they know of themselves is after the manner of images;
images that pass and vanish without there being aught to witness

their transition ; that consist in fact of the images of images

—

without significance and without an aim. I. myself, am one of
these images ; nay I am not even thus much, but only a confused

image of images. All reality is converted into a marvellous

dream, without a life to dream of, and without a mind to dream

—

into a dream made up only of a dream of itself Perception is

a dream—thought, the source of all the existence and all the

reality which I imagine to myself of my existence, of my power,
of my destination, is the dream of that dream." ' ' '

-*/

Melancholy confession ! God grant that it may serve

as an awful warning to those who, with presumptuous
confidence, would plunge into the fathomless abyss of the

absolute! ...v;7,ff0 ;^-

The certainty of God's existence rests upon no such
flimsy speculations. Through the indestructible princi-

ples which are not merely, as Kant supposed, -regulative

laws of thought, but guarantees for the objective realities

to which they conduct us—we have an assurance for the

Divine existence which cannot be gainsayed without
making our nature a lie. Reason conducts us to God

—

its laws vouch for His existence ; but it is in the way of

inference from what passes around us, and within us.—
He has so constituted the human mind that all nature

shall be a witness for Himself. Every thing is inexpli-

cable until He is acknowledged. But we know Him, and
can know Him only mediately/. We spell out the sylla-

bles which record His name as they are found in earth,

in Heaven, and in ourselves. What is presentatively

given is not the Almighty, but His works—but reason,

from the very nature of its laws, cannot apprehend His
works without the irresistible conviction that He is. The
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principles are intuitive by which we ascend from nature
to its author, but the substance of the Godhead never
stands before us face to face as an object of vision, though
these deductions of reason are felt to have an objective va-

lidity independent of the subjective necessity of believing.

Let it be granted that our knowledge of God is medi-
ate, and that the understanding is a faculty of cognition,

and the whole ground-work of Mr. Morell's system is

swept away. All that remains to prove that the logical

consciousness may be an adequate medium of revelation,

and a competent instrument of religion, is to indicate the

fact that through its representative conceptions it can re-

produce every emotion which the original intuitions could
excite. The copy can awaken all the feelings of the

originfil. Vivid description may produce the effects of
vision. The peculiar emotions of religion, consequently,

are not dependent upon the power of gazing upon its ac-

tual realities. If they can be embodied so as to produce
what Lord Kames denominates ideal presence, the result

may be the same as if the presence were real. To this

principle painting, poetry, and oratory owe their power to

stir the depths of the human soul—to rule like a wizard
the world of the heart—to call up its sunshine, or draw
down its showers. * ^

The remaining portions of the book we must reserve

for another opportunity.




