
both. Nuitlior of tham can be aooepted lo lung a«i oonsotou«noii8 totitifipn

tu thoesiHton"') of thoso two indopondont factors, mind nnd mattor. Dont

it uot accord w'th your oommnn sonso that micid dries inont uf^iiicdly distin-

giiiah il[<clf fioin its nnrroiindinga ? When you walk throiij;h tho citj,

and Bea our Mountain, fo called, tho mngnificont bousos that adorn itii ido,

the Victctria BriJgo, our churches ai.d v..irohou(io8, is itnot iinpoasiblo for

you to coiil'uund tlicso objoctivo ronlitios with yo\irsolf? No loss cloarly

dnos tho Fdul iiii!tin;;uiKh itself from tho mattor mora ulo.<ioly related to it as it«

bodily organism. In fact, unless tho«e two can bo distinguished from e<ioh

other, vi?,. tho cogni'.in^ Fuhjont, and tho object co;^ni7.cd, kn')wlo(l::;o is impoH-

siblo. Hut if I am asked to define fpccificnily what is meiint by tho Hiibjoct, or

the flubsliinco called mind, I cannot unswor bettor than in the words of ono whe

has ably discussed this point. " It has being, it has power to act, and it ha«

permanency, that i.s continues to exist independent of your thoui^hts oonoorninsf

it. Both mind and mattor possc.«& these qunlilics. Wo may be ablo to say

little about mind. Wo can say little concerning any thing that in simplo. I

know it cxitit3 by every act of sclf-consciouEness. I know it has power.— it ex-

ercises it over othor things, over its own thoughts and ovor the bodily frame.

Moreover I know it has permanency ; it is net a mere idea created by certain

forces and passing away when I ccajoto think of it. But if tho mind, like tha

body has tiic-o three (lualitio?,—being, potency, jiernianency— it is a substance."

This conclusion however depends on another stop which wo must now take in our

argument, specially against Dr. Maudcsloy, viz. thnt the wracUy of conirioui-

neaa cannot lie impeach' d ; und for this reason universal sceptisaim i» impossible,

it is self (hit ructive.

In attempting to nullify our faith in consciousness Dr. Maadcslcy destroys

the foundation of all his own arguments. If we grant him that for which he

oontcnds wo can no longer give credit to any of his statements. If conscious-

ness is not reliable, if " all men are liars," if the very root of our nature is a lie,

how can we accept tho testimony of tho person who gives us this unwelcome in-

formation ? Plainly, according to tho doctrine advanced, we can have no con-

fidence in our senses,—tho trustworthiness of these must fall along wicU tha

veracity of consciousness,—and yet do not tho very persons whoso views we
aro combating constantly assume that their senses are reliable, if not infallible,

while employed in conducting tho manipulations of physical science ?

But hero is another grave error in tho reasoning of this author in

this connection, and one which seems to have escaped the notice of his fiovoreat

critics. It is an error into which many have fallen, and whijh has led to no

small confusion and controversy in philosophy. It consiatu in confounding

tonsciousness with a j^roceas of dixcursive thought ; or in attributing to conscious-

ness what in no sense or manner belongs to it. Take tho example referred to

by Dr. Maudesley. " A man sufiforing from vertigo supposes that tho world

turns round." Grant that this is tho testimony of a person thus afflicted.

This is not a deliverance of consciousness pure and simple, this is a ooncluaion

arrived at inferentially, and its validity or non-validity has nothing to do with

tho question in hand. Because tho sick man's logic is at fault, it surely does

not necessarily follow that his consciousness is mendacious. And so in many

other oases referred to.—Both sane men and lunatics may be utterly wrong in

their logical prooesses, but in spito of these fftilures I oUng to the old dootrina


