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intuitive knowledge of the position of any remote stimulus is
realised:. we oul1y infer its position froin the I)articular consciousfles
of whicb the mind is the subjeet. Suppose, for instance, that the
eves are directed to a sinall luminous abject at a littie distance. A
remote stimulus is not iintuitively known even Io exist. Dr. IReid,
indeed, the founder of the Scottishi School of Philosophy, taught that
distant objects are immnediately perceived : but this doctrine will no
longer llnd a single intelligent defender. As Sir William Hamilton
has pointed out, Reid here fell into a ftaîl inconsistency. Those
metaphysicians who believe that inaterial objects have an existence
at al], apart from the mind, are naw uranimnous in admitting that
distant inaterial ob . cts. likçe the luniinous point rellerred to, are Dot
immediately perce ived; and I presume that Sir IDavid Brewster
would himself 8ubscribe to this view, when forxnally presented to hini.
This leads nt once to the resuIt, that; the visible position of a distant
object is indeflriite; for, the estiniata- which we fbrm of the position,
or of any of the relations, of a thing not immediately known, is liable
ta variation. I)ifii'rent persans, and even the saie per8on at different
times, xnay fori extreînely different estmmates of the position of a
point. But if vi.sible direction be thus indefinite, it cannot be capable
of being expresscd by a definite law, eithier that of Sir David Birew-
ster, or any ather.

It inight be thouglit, indeed, froin a superficial view of the
subjeet, that. in opposition ta wvhat lias been saiu, impressions made
upon the retina are determinately referred ta particular directions.
ils not; every one. it may be asked. familiar with the fact that, objecta
often appear w-here the observer kiîows thein not ta be, and where,
nevertheless, lie cannot hie]p faincying thein ta beP An object ia
known to lie at A. The sense of touch ass4ures us that it is so. Yet
it appears ta be at B. We are ohjied, iii spite of ourselves, ta refer
the visual impression ta a stimulus in the position B, th)ough our
reasan is satisfied that sucb reference is erronieous. No t ffort, as
Sir David Brews4ttr says, in describing a case of the kind, ie suffici-
ent " ta dispel the illusion." Does not this prove that impressions
made upon the retina are instinctively rererred ta particular deflnite
directions? PI answer: no. Take thie simpleet of ail examples. To
an observer Iooking at an abject; reflected from a plane inirrar, the
image appears (ta speak popularly) behind the mirror. NL\ow here
undoubtedly a determinate effect is produ'-ed ; an effeet whieh no
kaowledge possessed by the observer, nor any effort of hie wilI, can
rnodify. But what is thi8 deterininate effect ? It is the imageforrned;
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