
ON IBERNICISMS IN PHILOSOPHY.

indeed, the phrase invariability of sequence be
in itself understood as involving the idea of
necessity.

It is because Mr. Mill rejects the idea of
causation, and avoids the word, that lie is
driven to define our idea of matter as resolvable
into a " potentiality of sensation." This is no
necessary part of the philosophy which traces
all our ideas to experience. Locke, who was
the great apostle of that philosophy, describes
matter as that which " causes," or "has power
to produce» our sensations. And so does Mr.
Mill when lie speaks as a Logician* and not as
a Metaphysician. This, so far as it goes, is a
fair account of at least the skeleton or frame-
work of our conceptions respecting matter, al-
though I am very far from admitting that it is
a complete account, or anything like a com-
plete account, of all that enters into those con-
ceptions. Every analysis of mind, like every
analysis of matter, in order to be a true analysis,
must account for all the elements to be found
in the subject of examination. I do not think
that Locke's an.lysis'fulfils this condition. It
appears to me that there are elements in our
conception of matter-especially as that con-
ception has been enriched by modern science-
of which Locke's definition takes no account.
But at least it does not commit the blunder of
looking at one of these elements, and that one
of the most prominent, of defining it, of ex-
amining it, and then deliberately rejecting it as
non-existent.

The same objections apply, as it seems to
me, to all attempts which have been made to
reduce the idea of moral obligation to the fear
of punishment, to utility, or to any other princi-
ple but itself. They all labour under the same
insuperable fault of wilfully discarding an ele-
ment of thought, which is nevertheless recog-
nised in'the very terms of the argument by
which it is explained away. How it comes,
from what source derived-these may be more
or less accessible subjects of speculation. But
there it is ;-differing in kind and in quality
from all the supposed elements of its composi-
tion, and admitted so to differ in the very
comparisons which are drawn between them.
Torture it as you will, it cannot be made to
confess that it has been changed at nurse.

*Mill's "Logic," Book I., c. iii., §§ 6, 7, 8.

In like manner the attempt in biological or
physiological science to get rid of the idea of
"life," or to reduce it to simpler terms, breaks
down into similar confusions. Professor Hux-
ley, in his ingenious and in many ways instruc-
tive essay on the "Physical Basis of Life," has
tried to represent life as a mere name for the
properties of a particular kind of matter called
protoplasm, and says it is as absurd to set up
these properties into a separate entity under the
name of Life, as it would be to set up the pro-
perties of water as a separate conception under
the name of "aquosity." But in the conduct
of this argument Professor Huxley is compelled
by the necessities of thought, reflected in the
necessities of language, to contradict himself.
If life be the property of protoplasm, and no-
thing else, it must be mere tautology to speak
of "living protoplasm," and mere self-contra-
diction to speak of " dead protoplasm." And
yet Professor Huxley uses both expressions
over and over again-and must use them, if he
wishes to distinguish between separate ideas,
although it be in the very endeavour to con-
found them.

Professor Huxley complains that it is a frivol-
ous objection to urge that "living protoplasm"
can never be analysed, because the life of it is
expelled in the very process of analysis. The
conclusion defended evidently is, that we are
safe in assuming the composition of dead and
living protoplasm to be the same. Very well,
be it so,-then so much the more evident it
becomes that the life or the deadness of the
protoplasm depends upon something entirely
different from that physical composition which
is alike in the living and in the dead.

Nor does it mend the matter to ascribe the
difference between life and death to some un-
detectable difference in physical "conditions,"
as distinguished from physical composition.
This is merely to hide our conception of one
kind of difference which is clear, definite, and
immense, under a word chosen because it sug-
gests another kind of difference which is
obscure, indefinite, and minute. We may call
life a " condition," and deadness another condi-
tion, if we please. But this does not alter the
fact that if the difference between life and dead-
ness does depend on any physical difference, it
is one undetectable, and belonging therefore, at
best, to those "substrata of phenomena " which
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