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INTROLUCTION

It will in all probability be held that a similax
topic should be treated in a fagulty of Thilosophy rather
than in a faculty of Arta, nevertheless we feel pexfectly
Juetified in prementing it as s thesis in English Literature.
Nor oan the fao$ that it deals exoclusively with phil wsophiaal
opinions ocarxy weight in the nepative argusentation, on the
oontraxry, we opine that this point is direotly favorable to
an affirmatsive reply.

There is, nnd nlways has been, a strong prejudice 8«
gainst philosophy in any form, and a subaequent atteunpt to
oetracize it from all fields of historical or literary reseaych,
a8 foreign and irrelevant. ‘'/¢ should like to hasarxd the opl.
nion that the contradlotory progosition is true: that no ad-
vanced study in any sphere of history, literature, or secien.
ce, can be adecuately undertaken without a solid philosorhio-
al foundation, VWhat is wore, we naintain that no complete
and personal jJudgaent oann be pasued on the relative nmerits
of a .mn and age, even in the realm of Literature, without$ a
thorough comprehension of the philosophy underlying his work,
oz, (in the case of an age), of the principal idens that gave
%o that age its partiocular bent,

Some place or other it hns been said that "ideas rule

the world"”, and it is through the uttezr oonteapt with whioch



31dens axe regarded in our day, that the present age which
18 (as we had been told) the .oot clvilized, becsuse it has
done away with all 'fedieval superstitions, findes itself faoce
to face with the second world war in a quarter of o centuyy.
It is high time for the educated class to begim thinking,
thinking seriously, thinking practically, thinking quietly,
when everyone is oraving for sctiom , clanouring to do away
with something, anything, because they do not realize uhat
it is they want to dosmay with,

It was with sueh an objective in view that we began
this study of Coleridge’s phil sophy. Coleridge lived in an
age which in many respects was not unlike our own. The sud.
den development of nechanieal sciences, the awakening of a
spirit of libertyin human minds occasioned by the i’rench Re
volution, the shaking off of the aristooratic yoke effected
by the Social Reforas after 1815, and lastly the slleged
disooveries of the Zvolutionists, prowked an explosion in
the turmoiled ressons of sen; religiom was thrown to the
winds, and nan turned a page in his book of life to begin
anew an existence of Utilltarian iragaatism and 'hterialiam,

Coleridge -4 been born and%fé?d &\/Pthm intellco-
tual apheavel, and having salvaged the rudiuwents of his Falth
from the shipwreock of his youth, he plunced headlong into
the study of Fhil .sophy in order %o save his country from

what he percelved to be an Linainent nenace. During his



tife he wrole cousiderably, and for many years whem he lived
at Highgate, his host's roaidence was the gathering.place
of s group of adnirers who Llistened to iis TablewPalk se-
veral nighte a week, when Coleridge's health permitied., It
ie ohlefly through the influence of these wen that Coleridge
has survived as & philomophex, hism health preventing him
from writing in an orderly aanner, and of harmonizing hie
philosophiocal thought into s systematic whole®.

How since enlﬁridéa‘s entire life was dewted to
the search of truth in the field of philosophiocal seiences,
it seens cuite evident that a zeal sappreciation of the mmn
and his contribaution to English ZLiferature ceamiot be had
without a previcas satudy of his phil sophieal tenets. Fox
$f anything is reflected in his work it must be his philo.
sophi of life. Here we do not reiexr to his poetical works,
although what we said of his works in general applies %o
these aeg well, "servatis servandis”. e speak exclusively
of his prose which forms the far greatery part of his contri.
busion to English Literature, foxr in the seven voluges of

L Goleridge tells of his liberation brought about by =
study of the Kantian Fhilosophy in the Biographis Literaria,
ps 204 8q, Here too, he tells us how he broke amay from Unl.
tarianism, to which he had ndhered sinoce his Cambridge daya.

2 Coleridge's health was greatly impaired by the une of
opium, and from 1816 till 1854, the very years when he should

ha roduced hio prestent ammunt of work, he was confined %o
a8 cg.baﬁ in the howe of Iy, @illian a% ﬁighgata, London,

where he attempted to couwbat the enslaving habit contracted
by the nse of lawndanum.



his published works, six are in prose, and these deal, a
few ohapters excepted, with philosophy or theology.

It 15 evident then, that if the real Coleridge is
to be known, this knowledge »ill not be =lcaned from an in.
tensive study of his poetry without considering his prose,
and this latter if it is to be understoo@, nust be ordaiped,
srranged into a synthetio struocture, for Coleridge did not
put it down on paper in this form. Ulevsrtheless we cannot
sappose that 1t uld not exist sas a l.pziocal unit in his nming,
for it 1is proper to the huaan aind to unify its cognitions,
and 1t is this work which we have atteupted to do in a very
limited sphere.

We said that our study was limited in scope, even
in the philosoypilical domain, Indeed, there is one depart-
sent in Coleridge's phil-sophy vhich we shall ignore conple-
tely in this study, not because it doees not :erit considera-
tion, on the contrary, we are inolined to set it up ns a mo-
del for all stadents of literary analysis; we speak of his
literary oritiolam, In this field he did ploneer woxk in
Bnglish Literature, and he is to be co...ended.

It is to his phil pophy proper, that is ns a system
of thought, oontaining the fundaunental rules o. reasoning,
the principlee of science the nature of knowledge, the na.
ture of the world from A cos.ologlical :»tandpoint, the nature
of ian, and all issues that . 1ll .ollow from the answer ; iven

to these queries . all these proble.s natural to the airious



snimal that is man, are to be anewered by the  hilosophez.
Row it is to be noted, for herein lies the motive whiech prompt-
ed the present study, Coleridge has been precented to the
thinking world, especially to youth, nund Christians in 8 mow
re cuphatie manner, =e the msn best cmpanle of equipring
their mind with the methods necessary for cisciplined intel.
lectual combat, and the arms with which they umy defend their
Faith and dexnonstrate its rationability. Some mdairews have
gone further <nd stated that if Coleridge is to roamin ifanor.
tal, it 18 chierly due %o his philosophical and theologienl
contributions. Yrofessor Creenough Thayer shedd puts it
thus: "And yet it is our belief; that in thie latter characa-
ter - in the capaclity of s Lhilsupher and Theologian -
Coleridge ic to exert His gremtest mnd best influence. Af.
ter his influence upon loctry and Belles Lettres shall have
dipappeared in that mopt vital snd therefore most shifting
of all processes -~ the everevolving develspent of a national
literature - the cvireet:on ~nd impulse which his apeoulstive
opinions have ;iven 10 the rnplish thinking of the nineteenth
century, will foxr n lo)ng tine to come, be as distinct nd
unmistakable as the Guif.Strean in the Atlantie™®,

Even in the field o/ phil sophy proper however, we

do not intend %o present ~n ¢ .austive ntudy, ¢ should 8.

3 Introductory Luocay, morke, 1, 1.



ther limilt our consideratlons to the development of Gole-
ridge's vieuws on one of the most Intricate and acute pyo.
blems with which the thinkey of today hnas %0 cope, ramely:
the problem of human knowledge, Indeed, the human intel.
leot haes, since the birth of Nowinslism, tried more or less
happily %o vindicate the posibility ana the value of 1its
cognitions. That the justification has often been less sl
cessful is warrsnted by the ever increasing number of ckeptlos
of all tonea end colorz, and to our mind, the capital polnts
of our soecisl and private life, the existence of God, and
the subsequent obligatians)will never find & universsal sac.
geptation until the nature, po-sibilities and limits of
the human aind have been likewise universally accepted., PFor
4o thie enigms, as a fountain from which they have gushed
fozth, all great heresies whether, dtheism, Agnosgticism,
Rationalism, Pideiem or Tradltionaliom, c¢an and must be
traced.

Coleridge claims to supply an answe®. /¢ propose
to present it impartially, 28 he presented 1% himself., 'ie
do not wish to entexr inte a ocontroversy, our intentionis %o
offer to the reader sn mnbissed synthesis of Coleridge’s so.

lation to the problem of the days What is the value of huvau

cognition?



PEE PHILOS ., dY

"I repeat the question then: is it likely, that

the £aith of our ancestor:. will be rectained when
their philosophy is rejc oted, - rejected a priori,
as bageless notions not worth injulring into, as
obsolete errors which i% would be slaying the slain
to confute?"™,

As Dr, Shedd so juuliciously remrk: in his Introdno-
toxy Eseay to the 'Aide to .iellection', the philosophy of
Coleridge must be gathered from hic works rather than quoted
from them. In order to accomplish a li<e task, a penetras-
ing insight is required into the paychology of the mn and
the influenges which affected his intellectual and worsl li.
fo. Por with Coleridge, re are in s coniinual flux by at
least half of his literary career, and no one, %0 our know.
ledge, has yet presented a blography orthy of the mn. e
are oconsequently linmited in our research thronghout our
study, but especlally in this nnd the following .iivisions
of our wrk, wherein we deal .ith his phil sophical and

theologioal tene ta.

4 Coleridge, Stiatosmn’s fanuel, Arpendix H., vorke. I,
Ps 480,



It beoomes necesuary then, in endeavoring %o sysice
matize hie phillosophical dosirines, W serrerate that whiel
is certainly bhis throughout hiy Life, or <% lesst in his
latter years apd that “hiot he rojunted after it had <erved
its purpose &8 a etep. ing-store seraibting his %o atinin
highez smamits on the wuandain of truth, real or apparent.

We have stated that Colevidge's ,.oil sophy is %o be
gathered ¥ather Lhan quoted rrom hic workes, The reason foy
this becomes .uifest hen »e oconsldey that Goleridge never
elaborated, nor gave full -nd snconcvitional sdherence to any
system of speculative thought, Ile was an eclectic, having
o0llected here and there, snd assinilated in renarkable styls,
the moast abstruse and difficult doctrines :ropoanded by the
German philosophers Ksnt, Shelling, Fiohte, Schlegel, Leid.
nitzs. And it is to Kant that he geens to have given his
firmest ascent, 1% would be interesting to know j-st how
this intellecetusnl friendship was brought abous, bud the lan-
quiry would lead us nstrays ic shall be content with a
brief recording of the state of mind in whieh we find our
friend when he wrote the Alds %o Roflestion nnd the Blogra-
phia Literaria from which we gather neaxly all of his philow.

sophioal opinions wlth which e are concemed. J¢ mhall

b Coleridge, Biographia Literaris, chapler 9, lorks, o,
247, 266, 260, 262, 265. 1t may be noted that later Coleridge
pubiiaha tracts on ‘uelling and Fichte.



deal mainly with the evolution of his philosophioesl opinions,
pointing oud when 1t is nece-oary or useful, the zocompany.
ing changes in his theolopical positions.

CHAPTER 1.

THL_LVOGUTION 02 G0TuRLARAY 2 iy ],

§ I. General Position and canges of evolution.

Having sough% after truth in the v ipirieal philosophy
of the eighteenth gentury, especislly that ol L-ocke, Berkeley
and Hartley, he turned away cisguted, for his keen mnind quiock.
ly penetrated the subterfuge of the fundanental argnaents
which form the skeleton of %this suierficial and inadaguate
explanation of humn knowledge 8. fortunatcly he oame &
orose the worke of Plato and P1l.tionus along with the oonen-
taries of Platonis phll-sophy and theology devel ped by
Gliovdano Bruno and the =nglish philogophers iy Fhilip Sydney
and Fulke Greville 7, It i probably at 4 iw ting, - while
the battle for intellecetual ~uprevaoy was boing waged in

bis mind between the muiiscorced yemante of meterialism

6 With reference %t there philosophere Colexidge states
that he 'could find in neither of them an ab'ding place for
@y reason”. Biog, Lit, .orks 3,247, Of. Jdtatessan's innusl
Appendix L, Worke I, 478.484.



and the new prinoiples of idealism gleaned in the writings
of Plato and his followers, . %that the reading of Avietotle's
De Anima, De Memoria and the inrva Naturalis, along with gaint
Thomas' Commentary of the latter work, effected in a decisive
manney his diwrce from etorialistie philosmphyaﬁ

Here we are at croucs.roads. lny Vivine Trovidenoe in
the intimacy of it¥s Eternity decided and decreed that thingse
shonld Jollow am they aid, iu wsubjeoct forx co.jecture. Pozr
our paxt we ave inclined to believe that had Coleridge read
the rest of Saint Thoums or Ariutoile, Lngland would have
produced one of the most hriiliant phil sophical ninds the
woxld has ever known. Instead, Coleridge fell into the
company of Spinoze and it is established beyond doubt that
for & long time he geve his whole.hearied assent to Geraan
panthelsm. Hor the vest of his life, the above.nentioned
Gernan philosop..erm were his sole masteys, Prance and her

intellectunals remmin isolated Prom him for political ressona.

Y Ibid, He re’lers to the 'comentarvies of the Theolozia
Platoniea of the illustrious Floventine; of YTroelns and
Geanistius Tletho; 'De Iamcnso et Innucerablli” and 'De la
egusa, prinocipio et uno”, of the philosopher of Nola, who
oould boast of a Sir Phillp Sydney and Fulke Greville nmmong
hie patrons, ' Works 3, 249.

8 Biog., Lit, Vorks 3, 217.222. How favorably he was im.
sessed by thece works of the Stagyrite and the Angelioal
gbator may be gathered from this passage of the Blograghia.
"In ne much as latey writers have elther deviated fyvom, ox
added to his dootrines (Arimtotle's), they appear to me %o

have introduced either error or groundless supposition”.



In fact Descartes is the only one for whoo he ocums to
have had any ndmiration.

With this in nind, we .nust consider another point.
What wag the motive of Col. vidge's philosop ool jorsulte?
We have already stated that 1t was not werely, nor ;rima¥.
11y, love of speculntion, Had this Leen the case he would
have construclied o wmagnif.cent edifice of Lis owun, not ne-
cesserily one which would stand the gbor s of internal ori.
ticism, but one caprble of oatching the fanay, sund gaining
the admiration oi the r.swex, Mor Coleridge had the 1 ic
of words, a8 rich immginntion and could entice when he 80
deaired.,

Ve would readily compare Coleridge im Lis quest
for truth to an Augustine, if o1 course ihe oo iporigon
bears only on this point, fox C.leridge 1is not a 3aint.
However he does seen t¢ be sincere, nd we Aeenm it neces.
sary to beay this in mind trrouachout our study of his
philosophy. Coleridge iz obsessed Ly one problem - the
selvation and defence of the J.:riztian falith.

We have seen that Coleridge lived in +n age wien
Materialistie philogophy wns ra.pant throu nout the oxld
of thought, outside the Oatholic Church® . But if the

9 Even Pmtestant D.vinc: have and still du ¢ ik « is,
witness Dr. .@mysb in his ivellninsry Eseay in the Alds to
Refleotion. (lorks, vwol. I. ppe LuD.101); alse 1xoiesser
mirhead in; Coleridge ~3 (hilosipher, Introduction, ppe
28430,



cauge of spiritaal philosophy was an abrndoned onc in o-
ther parts of the world, then is sis ‘oubly true »  drcalb
Britaln and A wrica, where We =nierialisi of L cke and
the Scotch Sehool reigned supre ce 1% uas against this
eneay of spiritual cognition that Iolevidge was to wage
fierce and ingessant war, P he 38w in an lutuitive ple .
¢e, that although Materialisa i -hé and . id pretend o
defend the Chrictian sche », or ot the vouy loust, ro min
indiiferent to i%; it was neverthelems, an under dning
foree - consequently it was < gueution oy tiuwe beforve
the human intelleot revolted against 4 ig revealesd b
surdity. oz absurdity 1% u.t be, 10 wn Lhari contrée
diction with reason; and this was exactly the rulation
between the Mysteries of the Christian Xkeligion snd the
tenets of .mterinlism . vuark contradliction,

lle thereilore threw ~ll the w.ighi o his atinek
against lterialiawm, and it 2, rears quite in conforaity
with his state of mind to ~ryoup L1l his philosophy around
two problems ¢o intimately connected that they might be

woven into one 10,

10 Goleridgez 0 sur oo, 4ld not estoblish this osyn.
thetic unity, nt least it does not appeax In rzint. lever.
theless we feel that his philosophy ocan be uiue wified,
Later on we shall treat . ith Dy, ialriend'y atnte ent to
the contrary.

Cf, ops oits Irefmoe, ps 16,



£8t. The problem of humsn knowledge, which hag .t nuclous
in the distinotion between renson nnd updersitanding,
and oulminates in the eutablishment oX the nature of
48l .

&nd. The lmpossibility of proving the existence of God by
demonstration; consequently, the mecensity of adapi-
ing the Kantian innste ideas of God Soul, and Immorfal-
ity.

In this paper we shall deal only with the rirast
point, referring occasionnlly to the mecond whenm it is
neocegssary (o explain certain attitudes taken by Coleridge
in relation to the first.

e affirned a moment oo that the Ziret step in
Coleridge's proz.essive philosophical reaction was a
flight froxa the grous .mterisliss ~f Locke and the Hootch
philosophers, Three distinot pusses geen to mark this in.
tellectual evolution. ey awve not cut out in distinot
pattern in his works, hut from the date of publication of
his worxks we cun gatner, i least approximately, his state
of mind at that psrticular period., worover we have been
able to gather from a certain number oi his letlers facts
which have helped us to put a li:ical sequence %o this
evolution in his thought. Slnce however, the division is
gomewhat arbitrary, we saall ~lways grogeed by stating

what ig absolutely certal., and in second place only, shall



we put down what is mmtter [or conjecture.

8 2. The rejeglion oy Hariley.

It is iaspoosible o state with -bLsolute acouraocy
at whal time Coleridge perceived the inconsistency of the
Haxtlean theory of Assooistion vwith Liis doeirines on nature
al and revealed reliiion, oul abandon Hartley's .chool he
did, and that betu.cen Jeptenber 1796 and .ay 1798 L%,
Indeed it secems evident .4 Borceley (after whom he named
his second som) had supplonted Hartley iy his estesa.

Why Berkeley had becoue nla favourite is much dis.uted
agong Coleridge's viographers, he didficulty avises from
~this, that to abandon iv.tley's theory oi Association and
adopt Berkeley's secas a reifrogrension rather than 8 pro.
gression, and one go evident that Coleridge could not help
seeilng it. OD». duirhead presents a plansible solution:
"The difficulty vanishes if we remelber the dilferxcnce betw
ween the earlicr empirical 3vrieley %o whom "esse” ig "per-
cipi” and the later Pl-tonic to whom "esse” is “"coneipi”,
and the diacovery of 4% is uilffercuce wags litseld one ol

the important stepas inm Coloridge's philiuophloal develop-

aent" 120

L1 Muirhead, ops cit. oh.l, Berkeley and ipinoza, ppedb.
45, Of, Letters XXILI, XXV, Potter, 559, L62

12 1h1a, po 46



If it be true howevcr, thet ot thiu early «~tage
Colerldge had already nbendoned the Assvoiatlonist t.eory,
we have no proof that the srgu.ents vhich he puts forth
sgainst this dootrine in the Bilographia wexe mo olearly
and definitely ioravlated in his wind B, mig argunent
is ocontained in s yefutation of the theory of Association
83 advanced by Sir Jases ‘wokintosh, which le sumaarily
that of Hartley, Locka,ﬁobbes and %o a grest extent at
least, of Bexrzeley.

It is certain tiat -4 the fiae -~ren ithewse chape
tera of the Blo-raphia were svitten, Soleridge had alrcacy
seen the fallaagy, =% lesst in part, o7 the ildealintic doc-
trine of ldenuity which « vnall present laiex, buat evea
if this were not the case, *ae refulaiion in westlon
eould have hveer well définec in his 1ind, for 1t treats
with another aspent os the cunestion of <noulcdpre, with
a more ele entary phase, nwl,; thot ox sense perveptlon
alone., The Coleridgean con.eution .y be reduced to thisg
that the 4s.ocliaticnivt theory L+ nut o definlbe answey

to the pxoolem for 1% )resu;iopes ag o, ociﬂaing}imeas of

12 o solve the question dciinivoly it would be neoew ¥y
to know at what dste Colcridpe rend t: ¢ wory nf ‘ristotle
and Seint Thomas. '8 & ontter of rrot, the refutation sdvanc-
¢d mgainst the Associationist thenry in the Bloprnbia 18 C6re
tainly identieal with thot prevect « by the "chool wn Jor nwes.
We would not po as £y ag V¥, wireead, hovever, and stste _
that, "1% would be @ nmistale %o attributc w fuiv ouxly <riod
the devastating eritiscisa of dortle, N oh ne [ave 1n chupe
ters V.VII of Biog, Lit," (ope cilbe | ilisup Lood Deveropwond,
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which assoolation 1g to ne the origin snd omuse.

Po the perylexing ;uczle that toc huwnn netuxe, no
a principle and fount oi coprnition, presents to the phil .
sopher and psychologist, two -olutions were oifered, one
assigning to our copopitionn an exclusively internal comse-
Idealism; snother, in the opponite extreme, c.ampioning the
cause of an exclusively external apcnoy-idmtcrialism, and
that, under o very spocific form)mhe Law of A.soolation
a8 advanced by Sir Jeaes .iackintosh, clsiaing e 1lts Jound.
er Hobbes, while ito the prest lartley evolved the honor
of having perfected the system.

It is not our intuntion to po into the historieal
study of this dootrine with CGolexlii e, 'The entize Jilth
chapter of the Blographin, in which this historical aper.
gqu is offered, can be suiwmrized cuite easily. Flryst of
all, Coleridge denies the contentlon that the sysfem hrd
its origin with Hobbes., Cr the conteayy, it ls Jrom Des.

cartes that Hobbes would iave ncaulred the &o&twine.14

Pe 46, note 2.), we would rathor ad wt that the point .uch
remaln unknown, without affiwning one way or the other,
Cf., Letter XLV, Potter 588.90.

Y yiorks 3, 209-2L0s 'hethor or not this be true is
of no importance to us, Lo'ever it scens thot Coleridge
erred in sssligning thip webrine %0 wnearics in De lethode,
The American editor has & no.e which Jfavours ~uy npinion.



Ouxy suthor then goes on to atate that Descaries showed
Lhow gonerio images (sbstyact ldeas) are fomed by a me.
chaniocal assooclation of rerrcsentations in the senses,
stored up in the uemory, which sssocimtion ls due to the
interdependence of the matier in which they are impressed,
But proceeds Goleriﬁge)even Descaxrtes, was not the first
to for.aulate the law of jusociabion in & philossphical
language, Vives, and dtimiely Aristotle, had given the
law its "fullest ané most perfect cnunoiation” 15. Colex=
idge then states briefly the fundnientals of Assoociation
according to the Stagyrite as: 1) connection in time,

2) vicinity im space, o) dependence in ocsume and effeat,
4) likeness, 5) contrast 16,

In the subsequent chapter, Coleridge shows the
fallacy of the ilartlean theory, basing his refutation
entirely on the doctrine handed down by Aristotle. The
mechanico.materislistic explanation would have it that
sll ideas are to be accounted 10y by the rhythmie oscil.
latione of the brain.nerves, .hat consiitutes the ldess
themselves, iy the Lorce uropasgated by these oseillations,
in suoh wise that an identical foroce will be the cause of
aifferent ideas 17. Consesnently in this materialistie

15 vorks, 3, 217,
16 Wiorks, &, 2R0=-221,
¥ works, 3, 218, 228-251.

11



12

version of the origim nnd nature of ideas, it is neoessary
to exclude all possibility of spiritual percey.tion, or im.
material representation of wnterial reality,

This is precisely the point to which Coleridge takes
objection, for if the human mind is caprble of no other ine
tellectual operation, than that of having objects of percep-
tion forced upon itself from without, in an entirely haphaszard
fashion, independent of any internel principle which ig oa-
pable of considering vhatsoever 1% vishes, of concentrating
the attention on thoughte relative ic any subjeot within
the range of its cognition, then, it is utterly rfoolish
to speak of g will, ap spiritusl intelleet in uan, %o aen.
tion the naune of God, for all these supposed realitics have
theiy only existence in the ®ierial sounds that fora thelrx
nanes and the perrections wve apcribe to them 18, Coleridge
however, does not tax Hartley with tne exrors contained in
these conclusions. On the contrary, e excnerates the "ox-
cellent and ypioase Hartley <froa ~ll uvlaue, for ~unrtley did
not urge his principles to their l,gleal conclusionss The
point which Coleridge is out to nske ls all the wore patent,
He wishes to show how this mat.rialistic philosophy, while
pretending to defend the O ristien Econo.y, if ap,lied lo-
gloally, will effect it: very ccotruetion.

18 yorks, 3, 232.234, In €nch, in this hypothesia, wan
would not realiy act, but be noted upon.



To all this we way add thot Coleridge also rejeot-
ed as insuffiocient, the Dualisu of Descartes, 'The Hylozolsm
of Spinoza and Leibnitz, and in genvral all gystess of aspo~
clatlionigm or isolationiam of cubject kunowing, and objeet
knows The answer is to be found in 8 "hypostasis " of the
two. How this is realised, we shall mee imusdiately 19,

§ Se mﬁ ﬂgﬁ;;gg Qf Idwt;tx-

This rejcotion of Materialisa in 1t¥sy srosseat
end most patent form left Coleridze eapty-handed. His
mind was nuch too penetrating, and his intelloaetual ochw
riosity 4oo keen to be content with a nezative posifion.

He wag in quest of n aysten cnadbling hia ¢ ¢atnblish o
link between his natural resson -nd his ™iith, so for want
of better, he turned to Shelling and his doctrine of Iden.
tity, Thic is the second step.

With regard to this dootrine ag adopted by Coleridge
many questions arise, Some however are not only beyond the
soope of our work, but boolutely irreleveant %o it. Others,
on the contrary, would be of great use, bult thelx polutlion
is imposmible with the mterials at hand, ‘b us illustrate

our neaning.

19 yorke, 5, 289-246,
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Whenoe did Coleridge derive hi: theory of Identity?
Did he assimilate it fyom the writings of olling and
Spinoga or Fichte, ox was it the rroduet of his own nind?
Did Coleridge arrive at thio doetrine altopethey indepon.
dently? 1£ not did he merely copy it from anothey, or fi.
nally, d4id he reslly asssinilote it ag ome inkes his own
the good he finds elsevbere?

We think that the firat question must rocelve a
negative answer, Coleridge hiunself in faot does not clain
en absolute independence {rom hic fellow Idealists, and
it seemg hardly probsble thaet such would be the casc. Hor
does it follow that the accunnilion of plagiarism launched
by certaln of hip biographers i:s true., Indee we are if.
clined to disagryee with this accusation, which as a matter
of fact hae lost moot of its welight singe the defence nade
by Sarsh Coleridge has been ruhlished 27, 'hatever the
case be, the outcome ir indifferent to us. Je do not cave
how Coleridge cmme sbout his wrtter, we are serely study-
ing the opinions that B¢ launched for the first time befo..
re the Lnglish.speaking world, to see what their Intrinsie
value is,.

For our purpose % en, we shall state with Coleridge

that he wag influenced in roae small measure by this spohool

20 0fe. Introduction to the Bilographis Literaria, by Sarah
Ooleridge, works, 3,
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of Ideallists, at lesst in as .uch nu he found a confiruation
and fuxther development of dootrines which he had claborat-
ed and conceived in an cle wertaxry forw, in his own intelw
leot 3]..

In speaking of t.2 influemce cxzeroized by Idealienm,
a8 far ag 1t mocceits and .ropouads $he theoxy of Ideutity,
s woxd must be said of Coleridge's Panthelisam. o admite
having accepted for a ti ¢ any of Ypinma's vews even onm
gubjects of "wral and eliglon, mnd he proiessed for a
long time considerable ad diration for Shelling <3y lowa
evex, 88 early as 1825 he rejects the "(substautin una ot
unica) of Spinoza, of which all phensueun, all partiocular
and individual things, lives, aines, thoughtis, snd actions
are but modifications™ 2%, On mceocunt ol thiu open denial

of sdherence %0 Spinosza's pantheism, critlcs have glaimed

2l 15 i1s the influence (ot least as o mindaowm), which
Opleyidge himself admits having received from ﬂuhaliing.
It iz taken from the Bioge Lite: "It wounld be 8 wewxe act

of Justice to myself, were I %o wayn my yeadexs, that an
ldentity of thought, oxr even similarity of phvase, will
not be at all times a ocertain proof that the passage has
been borrowed Lrom Schelling, or ithat the vonceptions wevs
originally leawned fro hims ‘ny of the woet striking
ropenblances, indeed, all the wmin ond fundemondal ldeas,
were born an& mntared in ny mind befere I had ever seen

& yage of the Jer.mn phil sopher”. .cproduced by ilolson
Coleridge in preface %o ™hle Talk. {Wovks, 6, pe 248.)
L, wﬁ!’kﬂ, 3. 263

&3 ¢f. Introductory henay, ‘oxks, 1, pe @l Also ifuivhead,
ops olts p. 47,

&3 A1ds %0 Refleation, Works, 1, ps, 211,
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ths$ CGolexidge had abandoned all Prnthe.sa, -nd have pone
so far a3 to propose his philosophy ns the best defence of
the Christian doetrine put forth in Lnglish 24,

Unfortunately we ave unable to agree with this
assertion; on the contrary ue veleive that OGoleridge wae
the sdvocate of .anthelsm in a mach wre subtle form, cons.
clously or unconaciously. The whole argument oenlters around
the doctrine od Identity of subjest and object. In aiher
ing to this theory, Coleridge made hiuself the protagonist
of Pantheism in its most cubtle form; we refer to spiritual
Pantheisms The doecirine is found in several of his works.
Let us exanmine briefly ithe argunent advanced in the Biow
gzaphis. It runs as follows:

"Trath is correlative to being and consequently,

know ledge without a corcesponding reality is no know.

ledge, HNow knowledge is e.tuer conditional or abaolube.

24 Pnig is the oase with Professor Shedd. He states

in his Introdunctory Emsay:

" dnd in the first place, we think this aothor to be re-
cormended and confided in, as the foremost and ablest En.
glish opponenet %o iantheism, ‘e do not speak o. forual
opposition %o this, the -wst power:ul nnd sncceessfnl of
all oyetens of false phil sophy, «or Colaridge has left
on record no professed and finished vefutation of Hrdnoza
or Saohelling, but we allude to the whole plan and strugt-
ure of the philosophy which he finally adopted and defended,
a8 in its ouwn nature the noot effectual preventive of the

- Pantheiar, and thc best pocitive rcredy fo¥
22°£§%%” gptgg, % he Found out of thas country which
hag furnished both, the most virulent bane, ond the wul
werful antidote.” {Works, L, ps L7)e later «e shsll give
e regt of this quotation when we denl aoxsc rpeclsically
with the argnsenta advanced by the followers of the English
philosopher, Por the moment i% suffices to have presenied
their condention.
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But since comditionsl knowledge deponds upun an absolude,
it is futlile fo link a sevies ol conditional ftogzether -
we must ultimately come te 1 nbsolute or elue have no
knowledge. It would be as remsonsble to say that an ine
finite series o. blindwen voes not need a guide, because
it is 1afinite, =8 %o say that conditional knowledge veeds
no absolute because ite gerles is infinlse., dNo! infinite
blindness does not supply the place of light. Consequent-
ly, we must come to an nbsolute which iy, simply beonuse
it is, and communicates %o all others their ceriainty.

Row this prind ple must be gge, for if it were two, one
would refer %o the othew, Ne.thed can it be an objsot
(thing), for an objsct is inooneeivamble without a subjest
as antithesis (ocune perceprtnm percipientem supyonit). Nox
ean the prineiple be a sublect as contradimiinguisbed
from an object, fo¥: unicaiyue peraipienti aliguid obji-
citny perceptums Theyeforxe it jg she identity of both.

The principle iz the Jum ox I am, sud 1t usy be
desoribed as a perpetual celf duplication of one and the
sane power into object and subject, which presuppose each
other and can exist only as antlthesis.

If a man be asked then how he znows that he im, he
can only ansgwer: sum quis suas.. sua ula Deus caf, or

otill more pnilosophically, sum .uia in Deo sum® 25,

——————

20 Works &, B4B.345; of, ibid, 536.340,
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He then goes on to show how lhe  rineinle of "0Ow
gnoscendl et essendi”™ is the will and the objeet of trngw
cendental phil sophy alme, while the liait of natural phiw
losophy is the objective field (~s far ~g %t is exolusively
objective).

" The result of both", he addg, "would ve the .rinciple of
a total and individual philosoph¥e.s. In other words phi-
losophy would pass into rellrioas, and r.llicion becose ine
clusive of i ilusuphye ¢ bu2in ith the 'I gnow .ayoelf”,
in oxdexr to end nith the obaolute 'T ~."s ¢ prrceed
from the self, in order to lose and find all self in
God" 26.

It is useless %o curry our inyuilsitics further, and
all critiocs agree that when Le wrote these lines, Joleridge
%88 certainrly » Pantheist., Ad drers of Coleridge however,
have clai ed when confrounted with this difficulty, that
Coleridge abandoned Fantheimm the day he pgave up the theory
of Identity and scoepted the cistinection between renson and
underegtanding a1, Without ~nbicipeting on this Tinal phase
of the ewolution of his theory o. cognition, we chall newxoly
state that although Colericpe certainly .id nbrndon the sys=
tem of Identity, =nd perhaps .Jox thot mmitex, wcliberately

26 joyke” 548,

27 Preaisely the coptention sdvanced by ~hedd. Introdustoxy
Egsay, Vlorks, 1, Zl.
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renounced all affiliation to Spinoza, he never in our opi-
plon, sucoeeded in freeing himself from the intricate neshes
of Panthelsm; and what ic nore, his systen of thousht conw
taing the vexry elcaents whish lead %0 it.

CHAPTER 1II.

BB DISTINCTION B.1MLuUN UilLLRITANDING AND R.A30U.

The last step in this climb Lrom lsterialisn, uas
indeed, %o free him fron the snares of .sterialictie ’an.
theism, this we do grant, although at the tlme CGoleridge
himself .1ay well have bees unware of if. “le xofer to his
sssamption of the wootrine of a8 specific difference belween
the "jntellectus et ratio". [lae .o ient of this point in
his philosophy sy be pathered fro. thesc noxds: ‘L.tLl you
bave .mstered itl.e fundr.waoial divference, in kind, vetwcen
the reason and the understanding as Laculties of the hurmn
mind, you omnnot escape & thousmand alfficultievs in philow

sophy. It ls pre-eminently the fradus ad ihil sochiam" 28,

i

28 mgyle Palk, dated imy 14, 1B30D. .orks, u, 9ld.
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For Oolexidge however, and thoss of his school,
this problem is intimstely connected with anciher, 0% Yo
they with two, namely: . the distinction between Lature
and Spirit, and the nature or comptituent elecments of
Ideas. Let us examine these questions separately. They
meyit consideration, for, as he himself saye, they are bhe
corner-stone of his philosophionl odifiocse,

Before beginming the expogition proper, we would
ask the reader to be attentive, smd especially patient. we
are entering on new ground, and we must proceed slowly. Bs
peecially to the student of Scholsstie Fhilosophy, the enw
tire procedure appears a8 a hodge-podge, an undigested mus
of seattered ideas, faxfetohed, often %times even fanlagiloc.
This cannot be helped, for although we have coordinated the
matter into as logiceal a whole as possible, aftey gleaning
it here and there in Ooleridge’s works, we have been forced
to mintain his teruinology, and frequently to reproduce
the texts wverbatim, in order to avoid a misrepresentation
of his preeise meaning, which unforiumtely ls not always
cleax,

§ I, Bature and Spivit oF Notural and ¥oiv.tual.

a~ Purpose,
This is outlined by Ooleridge himself in

his Aids to Reflection, in the Aphorisas on sipizitual Relie
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glon Indeed,s In the "Reflections Introdistory %o Aphorism
X {On Origimal 3in)", he says:. "I enireat the intelligent
Readey, who has taken 'w as his temporary puide on the
straight, but yet, from the number of oroas ronds, diffi.
ould w8y of religlouws incuiry, %o halt a momens and con.
gider the main points which, in this last division of my
worsk, have been anlready of fered tor his reflection, I
have attempted, then, to fix the proper meaning of the
words, Hatare and Spivrit, the one being the sntithesis
$0 the otherx...
These views of the 3pirit and the Will as spiritual,
foxm the grownd.work of my shexe” 29,

Prom this pasasage it is quite cleay thst the ¢sts.
blishment of a distinction bvetween Nature and ipirit is a
fundsaental point in the philosophical line of argucentation
for Coleridge. Indeed, were thie link %o fall out of his
¢hain, the endas would be of little uwse. Let us thevefore
considexy attentively what 1s Nature and what iz Spixis.

Dw Dgg&ﬂ&gigﬂ of maturgn

In an extrecly general sense, Coleridge has
defined N¥ature as, whatever io not Upirit, and conversely,
implying of eourse, that all things, beingos, %o be more
precise, oan be classified in thesme two catepories Jnst

29 works, 1, 263.264,



p8 if one were o say that all beings are cither white ox
else they axe not white. The disjunction is coamplete yet
the classificatlon 18 not very lncriminating boosuse the
geoond term, "not white", implies no limitations othexr thagp
the boundaries imposed by the vwoyd "white", The point bew
comes more pertinent when the inouiry is pushed a litgle
forthex,

Natare, again, is whatever is included in the "me
chanism of cause and effect" 20, and consequently is not ine
dependent in its origin or in its sequence. To alter the
formula, in the xealm of Natuve, of the Natural, there is
but one intermimable chain of causes nund offeogts in strict
relationship to one anothexr, But, argnes Colexidgs, "no
metural thing or act ocan he called originant, or be truly
said to have an origin in any other*. {of the same ordex,
1.0, Notural) °}, .. The reason? Because in the causal chain
of Natuye, the canses do not really exerciges a gaugative
influence, but rather serve us gueagiong, antec
agaln condugtoxs of oausative action.

It logioally follows fyom thim, that the complex
reality whioh we oall Mature is s foroe “subjeoct to the

law of oontinuity (lex continui; nam in natura non dstur

50 Worlﬂ, 1\' 154'
3L 1vid., 274.



saltus)”, which law our updcrstauding (the .ord is all-
important in the Uoleridgesn scheme) on account of ite A
ke~up cannot concelve Ror ‘oxrulate in relationships othey
than that of cause and effeot, This representation of real.
ity in the aontal {ramework of cause snd effect rag not, ne.
vertheless, objective correspondence in external roality,
bud is merely the creation of our uental faculties which of
necessity aust percdeive object: presented to the: through
the formg of osuse and effeot and in the catepories of space
and time.

Nature then, is the sum of that which 1s represented
and representable in the "forqs of space and time, and cube.
Jected to the relatlons of eause and effectdy; and the cause
and existence of which, therefore, ls %o be perpetually
sought for in something sntecedent., 7The word itself exw
presses this in the sirongest nanner possible: Hatuys, that
which is about to be boxn, thnt which iz always becoming” 33.
hence the idee of change, ol continuity, and nover of bew
ginning or end; and this 0 much so, that "the moment we

aspune an origin in nature, & true bezinning, an sotual

first -. that moment we vise abgve pnture, and are conmpelle

ed to assume z esupernatural power (Gen. 1, LJ)" o3,

%2 vorka,), 263,
w 1b1&0’ 2"-5#2730



To sum up we wounld deline Nature as that which is
representable in our o de¥ystanding in the treppings of space
and time, in fanotion of ocause or effeot, and holding of ne.

cessity an internediate position in the ocnuzal chain.

¢~ Definition of Hpixidt,

Accerting the methed of ciclusion, we can state
with Coleridge that Spirit in the "sntithesis" of Nature
and everything it comprehends. Consequently, whatever ool
not be conceived in the [oras of space and time, whatever
contains in t&self the owyinciple of ite own origin, or is
eapable of originating ite own askions: this is Spirit!

The Spirit, Spiritnal, Supermatural, 1z to be found
(1f we may use the expreassion), at both ends of the chain
called Bature, Indeed, the latter Tinds ite rrinciple nand
itg culmination in the forier, Just as God is the 4lpha and
Omega of the entire Creation. Il e cannot fatiom the
depths of this abyse called Spirit, theve is no neec forx
astonish ent; on the contrary, to atteapt to mea:ure ite
rrofundity by means of the laws of Najture would be an abe.
surdity, for 1t would be judging the Upirit by the laws and max.
ims of Hatter, the Supersenstous, by the scnsuous. Nor does
pur inempreity provide a motive for rejecting the Spiritual
and its valaes when the voice of our conscilence and light

of our reason testify to its existence 54,

4 works, 272.274 {in note).
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d- The Distinction between Noture and dplrit.

From the definitions iven above, the reader will
have no diffioulty in pervceiving, not only the faet, but
the nature of the digtinction establiched by Coleridge bet.
ween Hature and Spirit; nor will it be less easy %o observe
that the two can never become identical in tie order of
reality by an ineveange of one and a diminntion of the other.

It ie not a case of differing more or less in the snme do.

aain, not a question of digparity of degree (ss Thoaists
would say), but in kind (epecifice), In fast, there is
no doubt that the "Jplritual’ as defined, pertains in no

msnner whatsoevey 4o the "Hatural’, but is, as he designates
it himself, 'Super.Natoral”,

Even the bagis of his argunentation demands that
fhe oonclusion establish cither a apecific divergence or
pone at all, for, although he does not formulate it in zo
nany words, it ig evident that he is yatiocinating from the
sxioms, “omme agens agit secundua naturam propriam”, and
this other, "agere sequitur esse’.

It is little wonder then, that oritics sae in thias
"snbatantial distinetion’ édedbe=tion, an lupregmable rock
on which all uaterialistie .»nthelsn ~wnt break itselfa..
for surely the chnannel dred ed by Coleridge between Nnture

and Spirit, .datter and "ind, (fecianism and ill, can never
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be bridgea 285,

In order toassure a better understanding of this
eapital point of the Ooleridgean philonsophy, we feel jus-
tified in reproducing at lengih a note affixedi to the "Re.
flections Introduoctory to Aphorism X" of the Aids to Rew
fleotion.

"It has in its oonsequences proved no trifling
evil to the Christian world, that Ariptotle's definitions
of Hature are all grounded on the peitty and rather rheto.
rical than philosophieal antithesis of nature to art - a
conception inadecuate to the demands even of his philosophy.
Hence in the pmwgress of his ressoning, he confounds the
Natuya naturags (that is, the sum total of the facts and

phenomena of the senses) with a hypothetical natura nnturans,

a Goddess Nature, that hne no bettexr claim to a place in
any sober ayastem of natural philosophy than the Goddess
Maltitudo; yet %0 which Aristotle not rarely gives the

name and attributes of the Surreic Being. 'The result was,
that the idea of God thus identified with this hypothetioal
nature beoomes iteelf but an hypothesis, or at best but a
precarious inference from the incoamnen;uxate preasisses and
on disputable prinoiples: while in other passagzes, God 1s
confounded (and everywhere in Aristotle's senuine worksd,

includea in the universe: winleh most grievous eryor it is

85 view put forward by Dr. Bhedd in tle Introductory Ese
say, Vorks, 1,16-1%7, Of, .inirhead, Coleridge as ihilosohcy,
P 118,
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the great and charasteristic merit of Flato to have avoid.
ed and denounced" 96,

The import of this passage iz tre endous, and its
veritable weight will become more manitfest when we enter
apon the possibility of proving the existence of God by
denonstration, +#or the moment, let ug call to attention
a point whiach we mnade a few momentm® ago, in oxrder to en-
lighten its ueaning. We stated that the zap between Nature
end 3pirit could not be filled by running the materisl of
one into the other, because the two are or a different ne-
tare, they belong to different spheres; in other words, the
distinotion between the two is ome of kind and not of degree,
Moreover, since Nature ie that whioch can be represented only

i d ppace, and Spirit is that whioch can
peyex be represented in these same forms, it follows neces.
gsarily that the knowledge ~7nthered from llature ocan never lead
to a sipilax knowledge of the Hpirit. It would be as ridi.
oulous as saying t.at by looking at a barrel of apples long
enough we would be driven to :ee Angole, HFor it is with
our Understanding that we cee the :henomens’ of Nature, and
the veason why =e can see¢ themn, is becnuse they are tied
dowa to categories of space and time} to which our Understand.

ing is limited, DNow Jpirit of its nature cannot be rerroduo-

%6 yorks, 1, 263-364 (in note).



ed in these categories, oconseque tly a priori, it is
silly to atteupt ita ocapture with this faculty and ite
instrunentis, But this point wil] be developed more thoe
roughly when we deal with the distinction between Unders.
tanding and Reason., The vane problem should arise im the
refutation of the proofs of the existence of God by demons.
tration from cause to effect, i.e. froa Hajure.

e-. The Theoxy of Lvolution.

In all our research work, at least that done first.
hand in Coleridge’s writings, we enocountered nothing that
expresses oxplicitly our Author's opinion on the subjeot
of Evolution., Doctoy ‘fuirhead however, in his exoellent
book conseorates the fourth section of his chapter on the
Thilosophy of Nature to this sudblect.s He had in hand when
preparing his volume, nanuscripts which we are unable to
trooure. From these he has quoted two or three texts in
which Coleridge's opinion {in as much as one was forued in
his mind) on the subject is ex;ressed, >rom these texts
Dr, .lnirhesd would argue that nothing in Coleridge's reason-
ing implies that he would have treated the problem of Evol.
ution with contemp®, but would have oonsidered the problem
without prejudice as one treats any reasonable hypothesis.
In order to fmoilitate a treat.ent of the point at issue,
we take the liberty of reproduoing textunlly the oitation
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despite 1ts oonsiderable length.

"And here once for all, I beg leave to remark that
I attach neither belief rnor respeat to the Theory, whioch
supposes the human Race to have been graduanlly perfeoting
itself from the darkest Savagery, or atill nore boldly
tracing us back the bestial as to our Larvae, contemplates
dan a8 the last$ metawrphosis, the gay Immge, of some
lucky species of Aj;e or Baboon., Of the two hypotheses
I should, indeed, greatly prefer the Lucretian of the iar.
turiency of our liother Earth, some score thonsand years
ago, when the venersble klder was yet in her Teens, and
her human Litter sucked the amilk then oosing from the counte.
less Breasts of warm and genial }ud., MFor between an hypo
thetical ... oY single Incident or FEvent iﬁ a state and
during an epoch if the Planet presumed in all respeots dif.
ferent froa iss present condition, and the laws of Nature
appropriaste to the saie,.., anterior of neoesazity %o all rclual
experience, and an assertlon of a universal process of NHature
now existing (since therc is the saie reason for asserting
the progession of every other race of animal from m0.1¢ lower
species as of the hunamn race) in contradiction %o all ex.
perience, I oan have no hesitntion in preferring the forner,
that, for which idothing oan be s314, to thnt againat which
Everything oan be snid., The Higtory I {ind in my Blible is
in perfeot colnoidence with the opinions which I should form
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on Grounds of Experience and Common Sense, But our belief
that dan firat appeared v.ith all his fagulties porfeot and
in full growth, the antigipation exercised by virtue of the
supermatural act of Creation, in nowise contravenes or
weakens the assertion that these faoulties... in eash suc.
ceeding Individual, born acocorxding to nature, must be pre.
ceded by 8 process of growth, and consequently a state of
involution or latenay, correspondent to each sucoessive mo-
ment of Developuent., A rule sbetracted from uniform Results,
or the Facet of a sum put by the 'nster's indulgence at the
head of the sum to be worked, may not only rendex the Boy's
Task shorter, but without vuch assistance he might never have
mastered it or attained the experience, from whioch the Rule
might (have been derived ?)." And again: "When experience
is poesible and in points that are the fit subjeots of
experience, the absence of experimental proof is tantamount
%0 an experinmental proof to the contrawy. Lx. ¥ If a 18n
should seriously assure me that he had in the course of his
Sravels seen a Tree, that produced live Barnacles as its
fruis, I ocould not in striot 1l .gic deolare 1% contrary to
all experience; for he would be entitled to reply, "Nol
for I believe it on my own," But if a Theorist$ shoald
assext such a fact only because in his opinion it would be
a rational account of the present parentage and existenoe

of Barmnacles, in that onse I should have a right to ocharac.
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terise his conjeocture as against all experience” 37.

How Dr». !Muirhead could arrive at his conclusion
mexely from the 3tatement advanced by Coleridge in these
texte io beyond our ken. In faot, his conolusion does not
geen %0 be drawn from the above stateasents. It is baged
mugh more on some {to our mind) far.fetched external evi-
dence of negligible weight, Beocause Goleridge sympnthised
with some of Giordano Brumo's views and “found it possible
to reconeile Bruno's speculations as to the birth of man,
which wexe not less heretiosl than Darwin'®s, with the divine
origin of the whole choir of Heaven and the furniture of the
Eaxthieeeors and to attribute to him” a TPrinociple, a Spirit,
and el quencs of riety snd ifure 'orality not surpassed by
Pénelon "~ suggesis that he would have had the insight to

see® the distinetion between a biolngioal acecountd of the
process in time, and the inner law or Idea of the Universe
a8 a gpiritnal 7hole, of whioh the prooess is only the
outward manifestation, and which is the proper subject

of & philosophy of Nature” 8,

I is undenisbly true that Coleridge adaired Brano,
and we have already referred to two of the lattex's workse

with which Coleridge was faniliar. It 18 with n certain

37 unirnesd, op. oit. 132.154, British Mseam 113,
Egexrton 2801,

%8 ibid., 134-138.



note of ironical sadness that he remarks how the Fhilosoghex
of Nols was burnt as an athelist by the ‘idelators of Rome” 99,
The reason why we prefer to think that Ooleridge would not
adnit a theory of Evolution, however, even if his mater
the "Nolan’ mintained one is thiss Coleridge according %o
all reliadble oritics was the propounder of & system of
thought which excluded the possibility of admitiing 'iate.
rialistic iantheimn 40, Now Giordano Bruno most certainly
was s {aterialistic iantheisd. Acocoxdimg to the latter, the
world is merely sn evolution of the great wonad whioh is
God, and this to0 such an extent that God and the world ave
zeally one. The basis of this dootrine is the Copernic-an
theoxy which foxr Bruno becans a fixed idea, and his vexry
deternined purpose uwag to establish a soientific unity oz
oontinuity in the phenomena of the Universe. In establish.
ing this link however, he identified as one subetance, nattey
and spirit, body and soul, He went$ as far as %o claim that
the Holy Ghost was the soul of the world ‘1.

Now 1t seems to us gquite evident that thie philosophy
is in dirveot ocontradioction with that of Coleridge, st least
on the fundalental point of the dietinotion between Nature

® Bi0g. Lit., Works, 3, %49,

40 yo gzeat streas on the word latexinlistic Pantheisn.
Pantheism alone will not do.

41 ¢or, Ency., Brit, and Catholic Enoy. artiole Giordano
Brano,
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(whioh 18 identiocal to what Giordano Bruno oalle unatter,
body, phencmena), and 5pirit (whioh for Bruno is soul and
spirifh For with Bruno there 1s no such distinction possi-
ble, there 1s no differcnce in kind, bat only one of degree,
depending on how far the reality in question is from its
source, the Great lonad from which all evolve, God.

We admit that Coleridge was taken in by the idea
of continuity in the order of Nature, and he nust have ad.
aired Brano for the center of unity which he provided for
his Philosophy of Nature, but we fail to mee how Goleridge
could have admitted any evolution of .man from inferiox 8pe-
cies in time, unless we are ready to admlt that Coleridge
would have deliberately oontradicted himself, This must
nevexr be supposed, but proved definitely., DNor doea Dx.
Muirhead's distinotion between a "biologioeal acoount of
the process in time, and the inner law or ldea of the Uni.
verse as 8 Splritusl Whole', render the problem any easler
of solution. It 1s notacontroversy to be settled by biolo.
gical arguments, or again 'experimeninl evidenoe, 1%t is a
point to be made, primmrily, by sound metaphysics, There
is place for a biological discussion wnich we may adnit
(although the hypothesis has never been proved with any
anmount of ocertitude, and it remnins at the very best a hy-
pothesis), but 14 mast remain withan the limits aesigned

to 1t by reason, that is, to evolution vctwecen belngs of



the same speocies, and not jump from one oxder %o the other,
such a2 would be the case of the evolution of the human
soul from a brate 42,

| Our oconclusion would them be that Coleridge never
adveneed arguments in favour of Evolutionist theories, and
we have no reasons to say that he would have favoured Dar.
winism had it been in vogue im his day 43, 0on the gontrary
we find very plainly stated in all of hio works s clear and
precise distinotion between Nature and Spirit whieh precludes

all posaibility of an evolution of the one to the other “.

42 With regard %o this entire problem we would refer to
a treatent of the theory of evolution from & seientifio
point of view by A.W, !foCann in "God ox Gorills"., He seeus
%o show qnite conolusively that the "evidence of the Origin
of Species” as .{uirhead oalls it, does not amount to very
much, Ap a2 aatter of fact he rejeots the entire scientifio
proof, OCf. chapter IX, 'The Swan Song of Darwiniasm, 116.123.

40 e say if it had been in vogue. It was, but not a.
mong the class of people who 8t1ll called themselves Christians
and retained the Supernatural truths contain i. Holy Writ.
Durin {friod in guestion there was a wave of Gernan Li.
bemlgsm aml ‘lodernism in England,

4“4 Coleridge has a lovely text in cl-se relation to the
gubject of the origin of man, whish to our mind manifests
quite olearly that he was not syunpathetio to Lvolutionist
doctzine.

" Life is one universal soul, which by virtue of the c¢nli-

vening Bresth, and the sni’orming Vorxrd, all orgunized do-
dies have in common, each after its kind, This, there. Jore,

an !.mimal.a posaess, and iman a8 an aniaal, Bub _1:1 788 1m

, 3, God trangfused into .mn n higher pLfE, sng

nthed: - gven a vag (that 18, soll-0Ube

: n itgelf"s Iniro-
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§ 2, Tha Naturc of Ideas.
a-_Intxodugtion,

We have already seen that Coleridge's first step
on the road of FThilosophy »8 repards his .uery into the
aystery of the organism of human cognition, wae taken in
the direction of Jensism. But he did not rexain there
long, for he soon realized that the solution offered by the
disoiples of lLocke, Hartley and the .sterialis$ :3chool in
general was no solution st all, Indeed he saw that rather
than explain the po.5ibility of real intellectual cognitiom
for man (in acoordance with his nature), and analyse its
intimate operation, it led to a disastrous impasse, namely:
tha$ 2an no more than brutes, rossecses intellectiual know.
ledge.

How Ooleridge iturned to more capable minds to seek
the necessary light, we stated suwanarily. We must now go
into the problem thoronghly in order to uiscover the fac.
tors encountered by Coleridge in the genesis of human oo
gnition ss he understood it, rnmd the ordination and funo-
tioning of the intellectunl cognitive apparatns. The ques.
tion st issue is that revived by the philosophers of the
Oritical School since the time of Desoartes who provided
the psychologionl bent %o the scientifio nngle of philoso-
phy. The origin of this new phase in the @iaphysical field
finds i%s upshoot in the Nominalist upheavnl and in the sub.
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sequent Idealism and Subjectiviam,

From Descartes.on, the philosophical preoccupation,
the Aristotelico.Thonistio excepted, iu exclusively towards
the origin, conditions, and walidity of our knowledge. The
all.important queries are: "Can I know? What can I know?
What 1s it to know that I know?". And again: "How do I
know? How do I know that I knowt", Coleridge, being outside
the fold of Aristotelico.Thonmistic though$, launched into
the in uiry, with an attitude of partial skepticism. But
his point of view is not without a certain vantage of rela.
tive importance. By his Reli ious Creed, he holds aa irre-
futably established, that wsn iz endowed with a spivitual
soul destined to an Immortal hereafter. Now this soul is
equipped with faculties of the saue nature, that is, su-
perior to those of brute =nimals -. the Will and the Reason.
By these faculties, man, Image of his Oreator, com.unes with
the Divinity in a twofold activity: knowledge of the Spirit.
ual and the Supre.e Spirit, and in consequance, he is yprinoli.
ple of his own tendenoy in the Spiritual Orbit.

But the rcach of the human intelleot 18 not oonfina.
ed to these limits, PFoyColeridge, the exictence of spi.
ritual and sensnous knowledge wns never nt stakc. Be 0w
oepted thie knowleuge ne a fact, and one that dewsnds a
rational explanation., Theve rwst be a special mechanis:

with a very speciilo mode of operationm to n:count ‘or wan's
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cognition. The inques$ then revolves round the problem of
the natare and walidity of human cognision. The method of
procedure is logiocal, namely, to study the nature of %the
cause by the nature of the effecst, ncoording to the axiom
of the Schoolnen, that the for.er must be at least propor-
tionate to the latter., I%$ 1s precisely this feature of the
Critioal FThilosophy that we wish to investigate with Colera
idge., ‘e do mot think it neoessary to bring to the ibre onoe
again his philosophioal neanderings with L.oke and Hartley,
oY on the other hand, with Berkeley, Schelling and 3pinoasa.
Let us rather enter ime diately into his treatiaent of the
problem alomg the lines of Kant and, from & certain angle,
Hegel.

b- The Objeat of our Cormition,

That this be the l;giocal point of departure is patent
to anyone in the least way (maili~r with the .xthods of phi.
losophical inquiry, In oomplisnce with this fundamental law
of method, Goleridge divided the total sum of exstant beings,
Unoreated and oreated, into two clscses tabulated Nature
and Spirit., The principle of his division is in major pars,
one of psychologiocal order., Thet is, it finds the motive
of its seleotion in the purpose which Coleridge has in view,
namely, of solving the problen of huoan knowledge, which is
of gayochological issue. This remson alone would suffice %o
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account for his starting ypoint, but there is another which
seeus % bear nore weisht. The Universe is no wmore to ue
than what we know it to be, It may "de facto™ and "in se”,
be a great deal different, possess nmany wunlities,be popu-
lated by asny beings of which we are ignorant; alil ihig in
hypothetical .. what is, iz what we know to be.

How since all things are not known in the saze nane
ner, nor by means of the sa:uc faculties, Coleridge divided
the beings into two distinct cate ories, or worlds, to speak
nore conoretely. One pertmaining to 'lature” whioch we con.
tact through the senses, inrelation to oause and effeat,
and represent in the forae of space and time; another, the
world of "Spirit” which we cannot perceive with our senses,
nor represent in the for:w of space and tinme and which bears
no relationship to cause and effect.

This world of "Nature" then, is represented (pre-
gented would be more consistent with Coleridgean terminology)
by and through the senses, external and internal. It is
primarily the object of animal perception, and it is present
in man, in the same manncy, and in as much av, he 18 an a.
nimle OComsequently, by Shis knowledge of this world of
"phenomena” :mn is in no wise supexior to the brute 45. The

reason is very eimple. The fasulty by whigh knowledge of

45 Cf, infra., The distinotion between Understanding and
Reason,



o9

the Batural (phenomenon world) is aequired, is the Unders-

tanding, which faculty ..an and brute have in comaon due to

thel» convening in a comion genus, animale Now this sini-

larity will be greater or less, ncoording to the pexfeciion
with which they realise the plenitude of animal.being. What
is of greatexr interecat to us for the wo.aent howevexr, is not
precisely this covnunion besween man aud the brute, due %o

a comoon facalty of sense perception, but the weciianism of

that faculty.

How does our knowleuge come to us turough the sen-
ses? There is, aays Ooleridge, a tworold elenent involved
in the prooess of acquiring this sensuous knowledge, one
external, and one internal. 1nhe scruple is in assigning
to each of these factors its proger function. iay we be
permitted to remark that it was not without considerable
difficulty that we built up this logioal whole preseniing
the Coleridgean view on the acquisition of iknowledge through
sense perception, for in his own works, the dooirine is not
anified, but is scattercd and without any tangible link.
Consequently we shall quote quite frecly, often times to
a8 considerable length, in order to allow the reader to judge
for himaself, whether or not our interpretation of the Au.

thor's words is correct.
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o- The "Pyresuppogitiong”.

Ooleridge does not begin his criteriologioal inquest
after the manner of the absolute Skeptics. On the contrary,
there are many points tnken for granted (praesupposita, con-
sequently the tilile of this paragraph) at the very outset,
In faot 1t aseems that for Coleridge there is no point of de-
parture possible other than this "aprioristic” ome. A brief
enumeration of these presuppositions will consequently not be
vain,

Ooleridge, as we have stated, adnits not only the
posaibility of human knowledge but the fact, and he never
questions the validity of this knowledge, He admired the
anount of sclence, speculative and practical, acounulated
by the metaphyecioiasns and solentists of all ti.es, and %o
question the wealth of this treasure of knovledge was very
renote from his mind. He does not tax all existing nsystems
of metaphysics with debauchery ns ¥ant had done, but his
olarion-call, his "reveille"”, sounds to England especinlly,
and his plea 1c in favour of a rcturn to the old beaten
paths of true speculative science. Ilis nmission is not oon.
oeived as that of an innovator, of n universal liberator
or redeemer, but rather of an evangelist, desirous of ane
nouncing to the English people i.e happy tidings of an oXe
tant philosophy oapable of libercsting thep from the shackles
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of Materialism, This view 15 well expressed in the Ausho¥'s

preface to the Aida to Refleotion:

" Bat likewise it is and long has been, 1y conviotion,
that in no age since the first dawning of scienoce and
philysophy in this island have the truths, interests,
and studies which especislly belomg to the reason, ocon.
templative or pramotiocsl, cunk into such utter negleot,
not to say contempt, as during the last century. It is
therefore one main obJeot of this volume to establish
the position, that whoever transfers to the understend.
ing the priaacy due to reason, 1l-ses the one and spoils
the OLheY scosvsvosvrrossessossaserssvansssvernosnsanse
Reader!-. You have been “7ed in n land abounding with en,

gble in arts, learning, and knowledgeg manifold, this nan
n 46

in one, this in another, few in many, none in all
Enough then or Coleridge's general point of de
parture., Let us now consider another which we dare call the
ocorner-.stone of the Coleridgean intelleotual edifice. It 1is
to be found in the .ioral and neligious Aphoriams and mention.
ed oy recalled several times in his Yorks,
" The position of the Aristoteleans, nihil in intellectu
quod non prius in sensu, on vhioh L cke's Lssay 1s ground-

ed, is irrefragable: iLocke erred only in taking half the

46 works, 1, 116-116.



42

truth for & whole $ruth. Comception 18 gonsequent on
pezceptions What e cannot imagine we oannot in the
proper sense of the word conseive" %7,

Is is curious to note that OGoleridge did not ac-
oept this Aristotelean prinoiple, relative to the scquisition
of knowledge in the asense intended by its formulatox. On
the contrary, the use he 1akes of the axiom thwarts the
very purpose for whieh Aristotle intended is. 'The txuth
1s that Coleridge gives to this Aristotelean principle a
Leidbnitsean oxr Kantian tinge which perverts it., He makes
an exception to the universality of the prineiple, which
exception is paramount % an addition, It may be worded
thust There is nothing in the intelleot whieh has not cone
throngh the senses, exoepting ocertaln foras (e.g. of spaoce

and time) whioch the understanding supplies of 1teelf 48.

47 works, 1, 154,

48 1, &ealini with the third fonction of the Understand.

ing, generalisation we have:
"I¢ 18 obvious, that the third funotion includes the
aot of ocomparing one objeoct with another, The aot
of comparing surroses in the comparin% faoculty ocer-
tain inherent forms, that is, modes of refleating
not referable to the obJeet rcilected on, but pre.
deternined by the constitution and mechanism of the
understanding itself, And under some one or othoy
of thense forms, the resenblances and differences
aust be oubsumed in order to be conccivable, asnd &
fortiori thereforo in order to bhe comparable.

Viere it not so, how could the fivst comparison
have been poseible? It would involve the abourdity
of measuring a thing by itself, But if we think on
some one thing, the length of onr own “no%, or of
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In other words, whereas sriritual cognition, for Aristotle,
is had by the abstracting of a spiritual imnaterial form
from material determinations and individuel charascteristios;
by & sort of subtraction of gqualities fro: a whole whigh is
material in 1it: constitution, in order to have as a remainde.
exr the saae being devoid of 1tz materiml trappings ond cloth.
ed only in spiritual gardb: for Coleridge, the same knowledge
is to be héd by the addition of universality by the intele
lect, Briefly, universality is not drawn, nbetracted from
individual representation present in the phantasa, but add.
ed to the sensible pioture by the intelleot (undcrstanding
a8 8 faculty of the intellect in the omse of mmn) 49,

iow these forms which are supplied by the unders-
tanding have no corresronding reality in the exterior world,
The world "rerceived”™ and the world "concelved" constitute
an antinomy for Coleridge =o for Kant, It is the opposi.

tion between the 'nouaenal’' and 'jhenoamenal' worlds. But

our hand and arn from ti.e elbom.joint, 1t is evident

that in order to do this, we must have the conception

of meagure. DNow these antecedent and o8t general ocon-
ceptions are what is meant b, the constituent forms of
the understanding: we oall them constituent beonuse

they are not acruired by the understanding, but are
implied in 1ts oconstitution. As rationally might a
cizcle be said to acquire a centre and clroumference,

as the understanding to acquire these its inheremt forms
or ways of conceiving, This i- what Leibnitz amsant, when
to the old adage of the leripatetics, Nihil in intellec-?
ta quod pom prius 1in sensu.. there 1s nothing in the un-
derstanding not derived from the senses, or - thexe is
nothin% conceived that was not previously perceived,
he replied . praeter intellectum ipsum, except the { )
nnderstnnding iteself," {Aids to Refleo,, Aphoxisms on



the opposition oan be solved by removing the conditions of
sense from the things in thewselves. Indeed, if the modi.
ficatlons and deter.inations of space nnd time necesearily
imposed or superposed to reality by tre understanding are
applicaole only to "phenomena™, in order to determine the
"noumens " we must abstract fyom these for.e of time and
spaoes In other worde 1t is imperative to rise shove this
subjective clement inherent to sensient cognition if we
ever inteni to settle tiie difficulty, apparently insurmount.
able, as to the nature of things 50. Now %@ only poseible
way of doing this is by establishing the distinetion bet-
ween sense (and the faculty j deing aaoording to mense, the
understanding), and thou-ht {and the fmoulty ocorresponding
to it whioch acts independently of genae, though not always
in the same nannex). Hense is rasaive, receptive, and the
peroeption of objeots exterior to it, will differ according
to the subjective state of the receiver, which as we have
stated, infallibly modifies the objeot perceived, Intel-
ligence on the contrary is active, and its activity is ua.
nifested by the rerresentations 1t creates for iteelf of

exterior objeats, external reality, independently of all

Spiritaal Religion Indeed, Arhoxs VIII, comuent,
Ylorks, 1, 247.248, in note).

49 ow closc 1B the rewse.Llonge of this dootrine to the
xantiMQ Qfl o&lim. 1' 164-1"20

50 works, 1, 248-250,
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modifications encoantered in sense rerception, OConseguent.
ly these representations are odjective, oorres;mnding to
realisy. In other words, these re:resentations have a
"noumenal”’ and not only a “phen-smenal” vnlue; tiey do not
depend upon the conditions (resceptive) of the knowinr sub-
Jeot, but are the product of the reason exclusively, whioh
reason is the same in all .en 51.

So far we have seen that Coleridge adalts the uni.
versasl faot of huanan cocnition, and 1erely '.ishes to bzing
baok t0 light the true explanation of this knowledge. N
gain, knowledge begins for us by experience, sense percey-
tion, but 1% does not oon7e in its entirety f£ro: or through
the senses., This point 1® oa.itall "o be surc, the undersa
tanding supplies an elenent of cognition in the inherent
forms of aspaoce and $ine, But it must be renebered that
this knowledge coordinated in the categories ol sjace nnd
time, does not renetrate to the "nouen” of reality, 1t
does not reveal what lies under the surface of things, *“he
substratum, it chowa u- only ithe “"rhenoaensl” asrect. In
8 put-shells it puts a vell over the nature of thinng, w0
that they are hidden from view, nand only thely sil--uetie
is p‘ioeivnd. How then do we acquire knowle.pc of the recal
nature of reality? Through the operntion f .other facully,

the reason.

51 works, 1, 251 in note.
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But the reason is not limited to one wode of ope-
ration. It has a twofold funation. Hirst, a logioal uase
by which, according to the principleés of contradiction and
identity, ideas genersal or abstiract, are arrived at, These
ideas express the common oharacters of senge experience; all
of this proocess, and ite output, ersaining to the order of
phenomenon or Nature. 3Jeocond, s real use of the reason,
whioh consiste in the formation of ideas altogether inde.
pendently froa sense perception. These iueas Go not pre-
exist in the reason, prior to all experience, but are ;re-
gent in the intelligence in s ,otentiml, latent foru, ns
laws of aotivity of our nmind 52.

d- The blee

We have with Coleridge studied an angle of the
genesis of humn knowledge 53. and we have seen that man,
by hie xeason, perforis & twofold operation; oue, in rola.
tion to the funotions of the understanding, and another, al.
together independent of this faculty of sense. The produet
in bosth cases however, receives the common appellation of
"idea", ioes the word have a idéntloal sense in both in.
stanoces, or is it limited in 1ts proper gignifioation to

52 works, 1, 484. of. 1bid,241 where this distinotion bes-
ween speoculatdve and practical ruason is developed nt length.
Here we mexely mention in ns much a® it is neocussary fox our
immediate purpose., Ve shall desl with the distinction ex proa
fesso later on.

52 the reader may wonder why we have not treated of the
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one of these effeots of mental activity (and if w0, to
which), the other receiving that denouination only by an
analogy, and that mnetachorical; or again by grammtical a.
buse? The answer is to be had only by a study of the esuence
or constdtutive elenents of ideas,

To Coleridge, the importance of this precision is
paramounts He states it thus:

"Let me by all the labours of my Life have answered hu%
one end and taught$ ae many ss have in themaselves the
conditions of learning, the true impor$ and legitimate
use of the term Idiea and the inocaloulable value of Ideas
(and therefore of Philrsophy which is but another nams
for the manifestation and application of Ideas) in all
departments of Knowledge snd theiy indispensable pre.
gsence in the Sciences which have a worth ss well as a
Value %0 the latursliet no lese than to the Theologian,
to the Statesnan no less than %0 the ioralist” be,

Several times he oomplains about the abuse of the
word "idea", stating that ti.ie loose termimology is the

eanse of 80 much confusion of though$, snd the subsequent

Yole of judgmenis in the Coleridgean l=wheml structure. I%
has seened more logical to reserve thie rather ocomplicated
"apparatus” till the end of our dissertation, Consequently
it will be dealt with in treating of the distinotion between
Understanding and Reason,

4 13,0, ps38, condensed. Quoted by Iuirhesd, Coleridge
ag Philosopher, oh.5, 89,
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deplorable abandoninge of true metaphysies., In his comnent.
axy or rather, "Notes on ‘aterband”, in vegard to "juery IVI,
Pe235", 1.

"Let ue Reep %0 the terms we bDegan with; lest by the ohang.
ing of words we .iske & change of ideas, and alter the very
state of the question.”
he states:

"This misuse, or rather this omium.gatherum expansion

and gonsequent extenuation of the word, Ides and Ideas,

my be regarded as a cal-mity inflicted by !, Locke on
the reighs of William III,, “ueen Anne, and the first
two Geoxges" 55.

Wish the importance of the incuest in mind, let us
come to the point, and oonfront the difficulty. Why does
Coleridge deolare the probles in viow,of such noment$? Why
does he deem his life-work an acooaplishment 1f he succeed
in putting this one point across? Besause it is fundamental
to Fhilssophy that the nature of Ideas be clearly and evey
present in one's mind, {(We do not use the expresslons, un.

derstood, or conceived.. they implioste the conclusion).

56 Literary Reaains, 'iorks,V, 409, aof, ‘iorks, 111, 212
in note:

"I here use the word idea in ¥, Hune's senne on account

of 1to general currency among tle .npglish netaphyslclana;

though against ay own j:dgwent, for I belleve that the

wmgne use of this word has been the cause of much errvoy

ang confusion."
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On the other hand, the explanstion of the nature of ideas
presents a serioum &iffioulty, e shall allow Coleridge to
introduce it himself,
'3peak to a young Liberal, fresh from the Edimgburg or
Hackney or the hospitals, of free.will as implied in
free.agency, he will perhaps confess with a amile that
he ie a necessitarian, . proceed to0 assure his hearey
that the liberty of the will is an impossible conception,
a oontradioction in terme , and finish by recommending a
rerusal of the works of Jonathan LEdwards or Dr. Crombie".
And in the note he adda:
"In fact, this 13 one of the distinguishing characters
of ideas, and .arks at once the difference betweon an
idea (a truth.power of the reason) and a conception of
the understanding; namely, that the former as expressed
in worde, is always, and necessarily, s contradigtion in
$exas” 56,

The same idea is expressed in the Aphorisms on Spie
ritual Religion Indeed, and this time the statement is acooma
panied with a sunimry explanation,

"Yen, this is the test and ci:aracter of a truth so ailfixmed,
(in the Reason; consequently an idea), that in its own ;¥0

per form it is dnoonceivable., for to conceive is a funcw

56

Works,VI, 33, “On the Congtitution of the Chuxch and
3tate”.,



t%on of the understanding, whish can he exersised on.
ly on subjects subordinnte thereto. And yet to the
forme of the understanding, all truths must be redaced,
that is %o be fixed =s an objeoct of refleotion, and to
be rencered expressibles And here we have a seocond
test and sign of a truth so affirwmed, that it oan
come forth out of the woulds ol the understanding ol
ly in the guise of two contradictoXy concegtions, each
of which is partislly true, and the conjunct.on of

both oonceptlions becounes the representntive or exypres.

sion (the exponent) of a truth beyopd gonception and

inaxpxeasiblge Exanples: before Abraham was, I am,

-'God 18 a olxole, the centre of which is everywhere,
ané oiicumference nowwhere., The soul is all in every
part” 51.

The difficulty is indeed great, at iirst sight 14
even appears insurmouniable, for ldeas (scoording to the
gsubstanoce of these cuotations) imply an incepacity of being
defined, HNevertheless, Coleridge hiaself inslasts on the
fact that the nature of things (the truth, the nounenon)
is t0 be expreseed only by a notion oxr a definition; by a
ooncepiion of the understanding; counvequently the antinony

that arises betwecen an idea and t.c definltion of the same,

57 Works, 1' 262



The solution of thie contradietion now sollicits our atten.
tion.

The total sum of Being in the universe, we have
seen, is divided into two olasses, Nature and 3piris, Co¥e
responding exactly to theee two worlds "ad extra™ there are
in man two faculties, the understanding and the reason., Now
$he funoctiones of the understanding are the peroeption, re.
produotion, discernwent, and combination of phenomensa of
Bature, It operates as follows: the first phase is one
of sensation, occasioned by lipressions of external objects,
in the senses., Foll:;we the embodying of these pexceptions
( pexception 1s seneation referred %o an objeat) in the
forms of space and time produsing an inage of the phenonenon
pexceiveds Third in order is the formation of a notion o¥
conception by generalization or abstraetion 58. Pinally
there is the notion of the notion alresdy foymed, this lat.

58 Let us again remark that abstyaction in the Ooleridgean
sense of the word differs "toto aoelo” from the Scholanstic,.
With Ooleridge it means a fixing of the attention upon en ob-
Jeot, a concentration on one feature which it has in comnon
with other objects, from which is mede theo gencralisation
or universal concep% Phis view is well presented in the
A1ds %o Reflection in deseribing the mechanism of understand.
ing: "Thus the whole process may be reduced %o three nois,

all dopendin§ on ané suppéeing a previous impression on
the senscs: 1rnt, the appropriation of our attention|
secopd {and in or&e: of the continuation of the first

%%%i!ﬁﬂ!%ﬂ!; or the voluntary withholding of the stten.
n; and, third, generalizntion.” Worka, 1, 247, in
note.



ter is reflection "’.

The reason, in opporition to thie, is the faculty
by whioh we know the world of Ypirit, the Nouaenon or es-
sence of things, and not only theiy external nanifestatione
Jdoreover, in its operation the reason is easentislly inde.
rendent of Nature and external phenoiena, It is an aotive,
oreative faoulty, and it 1= precisely because reason ;rodnges
i1%s representations of reality by itself, and is not affeot.
ed in sheirxr production by the subjective ocrnditions of the
understanding which modify reality, because of this, the
knowledge acquired through the reason is objective, and it
is to this latter that the term "ldea" is sirictly appliocable,.

Henoce the disparity between a notion (a conception),
which is a representation of reslity, altered by subjeotive
elesents in such a manney thet the truth bshind the screen
cannot appear, and an ides which is a réplioa (better an
identifigation) of the exterior reality, in the reason.

Yo shall now endeavour to evolve thig description
of ideas, We shall proceed by defining them ne;atively
(saying what they are not), nnd then affirmatively (stating
what they are, in as much as this is possible due to their
very nature), finally we shall juote s few exaaples from
Golerxidge.

8 Biographia Literaris, viorks, IIT, 234, 388534,



1 - NezaMvels.

The happlest way of presenting the distinction
between ideas and other mediums of knowledge is hinted at
by Goleridge himself in Appendix E $0 the itatesuon's B
naal, it is by supplying a glossayy oconteining the terus
2t Btake and establishing their meaning., This he does, and
our intention 19 to present the same definitions or descrip-
tions, with this difference, that we shall present them in

chart-form 60,

Represeptagion (Presentation is better). is most gencral
teym of speoculative intell.

t&. 3ensatiop-oonscioue prosentation as refering to subf.
exolusively,

-l
th~ Poxcertion - The same if refers to object

¢t If this latter is immediate and individual-.-Intuision
H

t$ If this latter is mediante and by means of a ocomnon
charaoter--Conoception,

: If conception is external rnd sensuous--iagt oy
Cognition.
-3
t 12 nental and free from forus of the understnnding-e
Rosion (1f realiged.Cognition).

Now an idea is nelther+ + Sensation, nor reroeption,

And oonsequently since these two terms include all the others,

60 workse, 1, 464,



it naturally follows that it is none of the other modes
of cognition here naned.

Box is an idenm a.geries of oxganised aonceptions
such ns & theorye Granted that a theory may bear the
ol sest reseiblance to an idea of all presentations ao.
quired through the senses, yet because it is a cognition
acquired through experience, consequen$ly phenomenal, sube.
Jeot to change with the :utation of the phenomena on which
it is based, it oannot be an idea, 3But if the theory oon-
tains an idea, that is, if instead of repeating to satiety
the same phenomena, the theorist puts aside all the general.
isations (features comnon to, and involved in all the ex.
periments) and gives the law formulated either in terms of
a power (suoch as t'.e law of polarity), or again in terms of
nathematical aymbols, he will soon have a theory which har.
boars a law, not only regulative, but constitutive. The
exanple whioh Coleridge 2ives of this ls the theory of elece
trioity.

"Compaye the interval with the progress made within less
than a century, after the discovery of the phenomena
that lod {mmediately %o the theory o' elesiricity. That
here as im many other instances, the theory was BUpPOrie
ed by ineeoure hypotheses; that by one theorist two hetero.
geneous fluids are assumed, the vitrious and the resinous;

by another, a plus snd a uinue of the same {luid; that a
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third conslders it a aere modification of light; while

a fourth ocomposes the electrical aura of oxygzen, hydrogen,

and cal-rio; . this does but place the truth we have

heen evolving in a stronger and clearer light. For

abstract from all these suppositions, or rather imagine

ations, that which is comion to, and involved in, them

all; and we shall have neither notional fluid or fluide,

nor chemical compounds, nor elewntary mstter, - but

the idea of two . orposite . forxces - tending to rest

by equilibrium..., These zive the lawees" 61.

How to understand the meaning, to gresp the full

significance of this <istinction between theory and idea, it

ia necessary %o oconsidex the positive zide of the question.

Po the attentive reader, the scrutiny of the chard
in the preceeding seotion must have occensioned an impmsse
in our incuiry, Ve have stated that the Colexidgean ides
is neither individusl (partioular), ». Intuition (sensuous
of conrase, since we were dealing with sense perception),
nor gencral (universal or abstraot), a Conception or Motion.
Logically then the render may ask himaslf; what can it be if

1% is neithexr partioular nor universal?

6l e Friend, 3econd 3ection, Lssay VII, Works,ll, 434-
426,
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The faot 1s that, for Coleridge, idems are neither
the one nor the other, or rather neither one as exclusive
of the othexr, but they are both st the sanes time. Nor is
this state.ent contradictory in his senge, slbeit such s
propoaition is not easy to grnspe This however was %o de
expected from what had preceeded., Nevertheless, we shall

sttenpt an explanation,

A. Identity or subjective and Objective Realitye.

We shall begin by saying that an ides is that which
is at the sane time subjec.ively and objectively real. This
is a mere repetition of the sbove.stated opinion that ideas
are particular-.universal, the point of view accounting for
the difference im the phraseology., Indeed what is present
in our aind (reasom) is necessarily there in a non.aaterial
state, apiritual in fact because of the vexy nage.up of that
facuity, oonsequently universal. Nothwitsheteanding this
aniversality, there is a partioularity, and there needs
be one if ideas are %o be feplioau or things as they exiast
in themeelves, By this particularity, singularity, we 4o no%
refer %0 the ocondition of objests such as we perceive them
shant=—ne ae we go about the stirects, MNo: We must not forget
that this sensuous perception is fnlse, more precisely, in.
adequate;. for it does not afford us a knowledge of things

a8 they are in the.aselves, but as we pioture them %o be. It



67

is not noumenal knowledge, bdbut phenomenal. '!e repeat this
to boredom, but we deem it nécessary. the particular is
precisely that principle whieh inforus, animates, gives
reality to specifie beinye., Ideas in their Hapoot of "rar.
ticularity” are individualized foris.

The distinguishing ¢tralt of an idea is that it is
identical to somnetning else. In other words, there is a perfeot
identity between somsthing in our resson and sorething out.
side of our reason., The similarity is so perfeot in all
respects that shether we on:sider tue one or the other 19
perfectly indifferent, In fact 'owever, we aust considey
it in one or the other, Tt this identical reality ls ocon
sidered as existing in =n object, 1t becomes a subject, ané
pexforas the functions of a subjeot; it unites, coordinates,
glves the escence and constitution and individuality to the
object in which it 18 found, Considered in this respeot
it is called, eays Coleridge, a law, If on the contraxy,
i1t is oongidercd as existingin s subject, as a presentation,
a duplicate, a double of an exterior vreality, i en, it be-
comes an ohject and pousner.es objective reality. It is
called gg_gggg_ﬁz.

0f this ocorrelativity of Law and Idea Coleridge
provides many exa.ples. One whioh is a favourite with Co-

e

82 woyks, 1, 2193 11, 418 in note; VI ,3l; ¥, 38.
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lexidge is that gleaned from the Constitution of a 3tnte.
"No nobler or clearer example thinn thie could be given
of what an i1dea ir a3 contrmdistinguished from a conw
ception of the understanding, corr.spondent to soae
fact or facts, :uorun notme co:liunes concapiuntuy, «
the ocomaion ¢ aracters of which are taken together un.
der one distinet exponenet, hence naned s conception;
and oonceptions are internal subjective words., Relleot
on an original social contract, as an event or historioc.
al faot; and its ross imrrobability, not to say imposw
siblility, will stare you in the face. But an ever ori.
ginating sccial contrnet 23 an idea, which exists and works
continually and ei'icmciously in tle moral being of every
fxee oitisen, though in the yreater nuaher unconaciously,
or with a dim or corfused oonsciousness, - what a power
it is! Ae the vital power compare: with the mechanie}
a8 & father compared with a mould in wax or clay, such
is the powexr of ideap conmpared u.ith the influence of
conceptions and notions” 63.
If lawe and ideas are one and t.e sanse thing consi.
dered from a different standpoint, the question will neces.
sarily arise; what is their interdependence? Do they always

coexist? Is tiere any prliority of time between them oy only

63 Notes on Hooker, Literary Remmins. voxks, V, 38, 0f.
Church and State, VI, 32,



ore of nature? We know for exmaple, that nbetraoct notions of
s thing presuppose the thing ms existing from which they oan
be abatracted. How then doems the case stand when we deal
with ideas as understood in the Coleridgean idiom?

The answer is supplied by our Author himself in se-
veral of his Worka., Ideas being truth.powers oi the reason,
not depending apon sense perception for their origin, but
sponteneounsly issuing from the reason, do not suppose an
existing objeot of which they sre a mnere re,resentation,

Not only do they not suypose a rre-existing objeot, but it

is precisely the contrary that ocours. Idead, being the  rine
eigple, the Taw of reallty auust, in the order ol thought, be
oonceived as anterior to that of which it is ;rinoivple, Just
a8 crention suppoaes the ides of a COreator in the order of

existence 54.

B. Idea and few . thesis and antithesis.

This idea of dual relationship of sudbjective and ob.
Jective identity, of anteriority and posteriority, is well
expressed according to Coleridge in Greek mythology, with rew.
gard to the setiologieal study of the universe. In philosoe.

phical language it would read somewhat az follows:

Worke, VI, 36-26, O0f. 1, 15l
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8~ Wha$ is given as belonging to the chaosse
l- anterior to the chnos;
" materia subjeata et lucis et
tenebrarum” which contained the
“prothemenon’ of the theais and
antithesis,
1ll- the chaos;
which is a struggle between;
hypexchronis (ideai pronoiwoi)-.. the unde.
veloped, unproduced, She prothesis, of
which:
idea is the ihesais.
law (nomas) is the antithesis.

b~ The transcendant .onss and likewise individual "'Enas”..

or "Theol athanatoi, to Theion” (harmony), as distin.
gaished fyom 'O Theos's This is to be considered as
the lythagorean "munen nuuerantis”, and contenplated
a8 the identity. Now in this "Identity"” there is &=
nother conflie$ or division into:

Thesis- {to Theion) which besomes law (nomoe).
Antithesis - whioh is Ideg.

But what is the difference between idea and law? If

there is an identity between them, what makes one what 1t is

rather then being the othex?
Coleridge ancswers in termes to this effect:
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The "nomnos’ or law is essentially idea, with this
difference however, that it is idea gubstans., It is sn idea
that has gubgtantiated iteclf, becone real, as opposed to
idea, consequently " gubetang in pubstantiatio '+ The first
nxodugt of ite enexgy is the thing itself: ipsa se posuit et
Jam facla egt eng positums

From this we must conclude tiat in this "schisme..,

the thesis becomes nomos, or law, and the antithesls becoues

idea, but so that the no:mws is nomos, because and only bcocause,

the idea is idea: the noaos is not ides, only becsuse the idea

has not beoone nomos"” 65.

66 0n the Prometheus of Aesohylus (paper read at the Royal
Scciety of Literature, May 18th,., 18256.). ‘Worke, IV, 355358,
We $hink it useful to add here an explanation of the Colerid.
géanr use of this Hegelean finding, Coleridge exemplifies the
alleged truth of the position by means of geometry.

A line is the produotion of = point in space. The two 6x-
tremes of the line are its poles, and the point itself is re-
resented a9 the mid.point, the indiffence of the two poles.

grsphxaall we have the Jollowing:

Py I A

{(?) Thesis (A)Antethesis, (I)Panotun indiffer.
! ens.,

The secret of the whole system lies in thilt that (I) oan
be either (T) or (A), not rt the same time (for this would
mean their identity) bat sltewxnativelys (We note here that
there iz sn illogloslity to which one mme$ refer if he wish.
es to refute this eystem of opposition and resolntion.].
Coleridge developes this into a Fentsd in the following

mannere
I.Prothesis( identity of act and deing),
g-Thesis( being)  4- iesothesio(indifference) 3-Antethesis(act)
b-Synthesis(composition or equilibriun).
(Works, 1,218.9), Of, Lseay on Faith,
Worke V, 560 in note,
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Ca gggggignjgzg or Regulative?

3ince law and idea are corrclative, one being the

incarnation of the otier, the queation that logically follows
is in virtue of what intrinsio power do ideas have the quality
of realising themselves, and how is this done effectively?
This is the most intimate problem concerning ideas, touching
the very ocore of the guestions The problem presents itself
to Coleridge in the following .amnnex.

ldeas and laws are reci.ryocal, laws being but the
antithesis of ideas, ldeas existing in reality outside the
reason, They supily reality with its animation, ite subse-
tance, to which they give life in its p¥inciple, But this
may be done in two vways says Colerlidge, depending on the na.
tare of ideas, to wis: by regulating the agenoy of external
being, or, by producing this saqse reality as a formal coneti.
tative elcmont,

This then i the problem on hand, and in arfording
a solation ¢¢ the sage, the world is necessarily divided in.
%0 two cerape, and two only. (We speak of ocourse for Coleridge),
In philosophy, the point of separation or divergence is the
origin of idese, On this isrue two plausible positions are
possible, They are not adaitted to be both correet but Co.
leridge will at least tolerate the falame one in ag much as 1t
safeguards in ite concluasion, if not in its prineiple, the
spirituality of knowledge., They are the Plagtonic theory and



the Aristotelean, Plato with whom Coleridge coinocides subs.
tantially on this theor&. agintaing ideas to be in the remnon
as powers thereof imde;endantly of sense perce;tion 66, Aris.
totle, on the other hand, exglains the dootrine of ideas by
regoarse %o the prooess of abstiraction, which procese finds
its inciplence in sense perception. Ideas, then, for Aris.
totle are products of the understanding 6".

Fron this statercnt of the principal tenets of the
two great Greek thil sophers it is easy to see that the i.
dentity that will exist between idea and reality will not be
the saase in their resieotive schools of thought., To discern
the true system is no casy task, but the most sublime ;roblen
of metaphysics.

However the probler) desmnés a solution because 1ts
oonsequences are dire, 3trange as it Ay seem, it appearxs
that the guest of a solution ie fuiile, for we are horn eil.
they Aristotelean or Platonist, and Aristoteleans ocannot un.

derstand Flatonists, they cannot raise themselves to the

67 The only reason why the Aristotelian opinion ia taken
into consideration 18 beonuse it oonsludes %o the spirituality
of ideas (although the ter: in its present neaning was never
uged by Aristotle .. consequentily we speak of the domtrine
"quoad rem, non quasd no.en’); on the other hand the Hartleian
and Iookian Schools are ostracized because %they deny the very
possibility of such knowledge. All schools must therefore
be rednced %o two, for only two oontend for the legitimate
explanation of spiritual knowledge.



sabline heights of the pure reason, and conseguently, they
can never become Flatonlsts, The rcason is obvious. Aris.
toteleans are men who are lintted in the acquisitlon of theiy
knowledge to concepte asquired through tie understanding.
They %2y to explain ideas adequately by these conceptions,
and oconseguently they have not a proper idea of what en "idea™
iss AllL this is oclearly ex;ressed by Coleridge himself, but
in various parts of his works. /¢ ghall endeavour to quote
textnally, .mnipalating the quotatione only to put then in
order. laving spoken of the Tdea as a power of the reason
exclusively, and its subsoquent capacity of grodueing it-
self into being he atates:

"Whether this be true philosophy, is not the question. The
sahool of Axistotle would, of oourse, deny, the Platonie
affirn it; fox in this consists the diffexrence of the two
sehools, Both acknowledge ideas as distingt from the
mexe generalizations from obJeots of sense; both would
define an idea as sn ens rationale, %o which there ocan
be no adequate correspondent in sensible experience. But
acoording to Aristotle, ideas are rogulative only, and
exist only as funotions of ihe mind; - acoording to Pla.
to, they are aonstitutive likewise, and one in essence

with the power and life of natixetese”’ 68.

68 pyometheus of Aesohylus, Works, IV, 568.359.



"There are, ond oan be, only two schools of philosophy,
Aiffering in kind snd in source. .ifferences in degree
and in acoident, thexe may be .any; but these constitute
sghools kept by different teachers with different degrees

of genius, talent, and learning; - nuditora of philosophers,

not diffexeny philomsophies. JSohoo:s of psilology ( the
love of eapty noise) and micosophy are here ous of the
qaestion. 3ahools of real philosophy there ave baut two,-
best naied by the arch.gl ilosopher of each, namely, Pla-
to and Aristotle, Lvery :man oapable of philosophy at all
(and there are not .any such) is a born Flatonist or a
born Aristoteléan” 69,
"1l 40 not think it pos;sible that any one born an Arig-
totelian can beoome 8 “latonist; and I an sure that no
born Platonist can ever change into an Aristotelian. They
are the two elasses of men, besides which it is next to
impo:ssible to oconceive a thivd., Tihe one considers reaeon
a quality, or attribute; the other considers it a power,
I believe that Aristotle never could get to underastand
what Plato meant by nn idem..., With Plato ideas™Gonsti
tutive in themnselves,

Aristotle uas, and etill i, the coverelgn lord of
the understanding; - the faoulty Judging by the senses.

@ Notes on Hooker, Lit. Renalms, Works, V, 37.



He was a oconceptualist and never oould raise himeel?
into that higher state which was natuyal to Plato, and
hng been 5o to others, in which the understanding is
daistinotly oonteplated, and, as 1t were, looked down
upon Lfrom the throme of actual ideams, ox living, inborn,
essential trutha" 70,

“All this disquisition on the nngels (quoted before and
which he is oommenting) confixms my remark that our nd.
mirable Hooker was a giant of the race Aristotle versue
Plato. Hooker was truly judiocious, - a oconsunmate syn.
theeis of understanding and sense. An anmple and mos§ ore
dinate oconceptionalist, to the trangnil empyrean of idess
he had not ascended” ?1.

inally, with regard %o the Aimportance of the problem
we have:

"Whether ideas are regulative only, acoording to Aristotle
and Kant; oy lizewise oconatitutive, and one with the power
and life of nature, secording %o Plato and Tlotinus (...)
is the higheat problem of philosophy, and not part of its

nonenclature” 72.

70 ' 2 30, It is strange
Table Talk, in date o: July Znd., 1830, g
to note that Oole;idge refers to lideas as 5ggg;ghtrutha. Core

tainly there is not a great deal of disorepancy etweon in.

boxry nand inpate.
L works, V, 36

"2 worke, 1, 484.
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To ocouclude this inquiry into the nature of ideas
in the Coleridgesn senge of the woxd, ue would like to re.
fer:g final nuestion which mexits our attention due %o the
importance it bears im the proof of the existence of God.
e have pointed out that scoording %o CGoleridge ideme do
not originate in sense pevception, nor in the generalizat.
ions made by the understanding, Whence then, do they ha
ve thelr origint Two po:-sible solutiocns reuwdin .- e¢itheyr
they are innate as the Tlatonists affirm; or else, they
are parily innate partly devived from external reality.

To determine the Coleridgean view 1@ decidely difficult.
The task 1s rendered the more arduous for us by the lack
of nanasoripts which other writers have had at hand in
sreating the subleost. Although these disciplee of the Enw.
glish Fhilosopher quote the wmanuseripts to substantiate
thely stotemnentis and eonclusions, we cammot acgquire fxom
these fragaentary docvments a suvbstantial and complete com.
prehension of the whole. Neverthelems we shall discuss the
point ns it appears to us [rom the mamterials at hand, ad.
mitting that a more comprehensive study of the aarginal

notes left by Coleridge might nececsitate a modifiocation

in our position 75.

The fiyst text in whioh an allusion to innate idess

73 imirhead, Coleridg: as ihilosopher, Che3, 8 3 The
Mesning of ldeas, 96.103,



has been seen, nnd that, in fawur of the repudiation of

the syste i, i found in the Biogr-phis Liter ria where
Coleridge traces the ewlation of the Assooimtionist theo-

ry from Aristotle to Hartley, Relering %o the ocontribution
made by Lescartes in /alsifyimg the msense of the word "ideas",
Coleridge affirms:

"Les Cartes (=ie) hoving introduced into his philosophy
the fanoiful hypothesie of material ideas, . or certain
configurations of the brain, nhich were as so umny
moulds to She influxes of the external world, - Looke
adopted the ter: but expended its signifiocation to wshat-
ever is the immediate object of the nind's attention oy
consciousness” '3,

Drs uirhend weaves this text into t.e tissue of
his arguanent to confir  inls ausertion that Coleridge wase
not a follower of Zlato ond Descartes in 2s .auch ags they
adhered %0 the ’Innatences' of ideas 75.

In our estination this applicatio. of the text in
suestion is farfetched. 7The context is in no aannexr relat.

ed to the subjeot of ideas in the strict <ense of the woxd.

74 Yorks, 1lll, 214 in note,

76 Jduirhesd, ope oit, 101, ‘o far froa being establish.
ed by Descartes, he held tliat it had bcen rednced to
nbsardity, oy being connected with the ' noeiful hypo

thesis' of 'eonfigurationa of ihe br-in :hich were ns so
many moulds %o the i.’luxes of the external ~orlde"
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On the ocontrary the very ruarinie of the note is to explain
that, contrary to hie conviction, the Author is using the
word idea to deaignate the iaare 0. sense peroeption. Nor
do we find nayithing in Coleridge's text uhioh su:gests that
Goleridge is insinuating that the only ideas ndaitted as
existent by Desonrtes are these aterial ones, these 'oon.
figurations of the brain™, As a .aatter of fact e oan find
not’ inz in Descartes which Justifies .uirhead in his aupro-
sition. The i.sue m% vtnke is whether or not ideas, s8 truth.
powers of the reason, nre innate in the Coleridgean systen.
To prove the nepative -~uswer to this duery, Dr. Iuirhead
quotes Coleridge as rejecting Descartes' 'lnnate amatevial
tdeas”, In angwer to this we say that either Coleridge did
not understand the very fundamental position of Cartesian
philosophy, that is, tie¢ meaning of an innate idea in thie
system; or else Dr, Iuirhead hns ~b.ndomed the line of lo.
giocal argusentation, Iet us then exanine the two hypothe.

s¢e in turn to see iLhe result.

lst. Cole:idee does not understfnd Descartea,

Not only it is possible but .robable, however
we have nothing to substantiate the cusyplicion, tha% Coler-
idge did not grasp the entire uweaning of Caitesian philoa
sophy., Nor do we say thie in a diggaraging aanner. Ve
readily adilt that Jany rngles 0? the Cartesian system of
thought are absolutely beyond our . .rau;, ti.ey Just do not
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uake gensel And this see = but logical, beonuse any system
of thought starting from pre.ises of the natore of Desoay
tes’', using a vooabulary replete with newly coined words,
contsaining contrmdictory statements, will barfle even the
specialist. :ls nArltain for exnaple, confes;es that nt

times he cannot deterxnine precisely what Descaries menns

by sn idea 760

With this in aind, we are willing to allow a cer-
tain ancunt of latitude for interpretntion o a lhose text,
bat where there is clarity, where the language is precise,
then the words aust be taken at face value,

Let us comseque tly ask Jescartes just what he
means by an idea, and if he holds ithat these are several
im kind, we shall see if he has any that coinclde with
the Coieridgean in general; {inally we shall see to what
class of 1deas the above reported juotation from Coleridge
can be agprlied, .rom all this we will drow a Legitiaate
conclusion.

The first item to be noted 1s that the word ides
in the OSartesian idiom 1s analogous, it 1is applied to sense
psroeption as well as concepts (we use these ter:is for the

nomeut in their 1idest ascoceptntion).

76 "~uant aux textes du philosophe (Descartes) portant
aur la nature one de la pensse et des idfes, ils sont

sog*gn! gguig%gnes vcrtains cependnnt exorisent nette-
nens oettie orie’s J. ilaritain, Trois .s5formateurs,
261, note 30
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The root oi this tree of gknowledge taat is the
Cartesian idea, 18 to be found in his 'Cogito ergo sum",
In expounding the hidde: signif.cation of t:is his funda-
wental dootrine, he tells us that thought includes in its
conprehension all that is within us of which “e are imiedis.
tely sware, conscecuently, all the workings of the will, the
intelleot, the imagination and the senses, are entailed, It
is not surprising then to find that ideas, uiich are but a
kind of shought, should be the medium, the imisdiate percera
tion of whioh renders our thoughts consoioas. Coms:quently
ideas are to be found in the sensuous doaain as well as in
the astriotly intellectunal field., If we wished to delve deep
er into their nature we should say that unde: the common
heading of ideas must be cléss.fled all inmediate gonoceitions
of the mind, all pietures of things such as that of man,
of an angel or still of God.

Now according to Desoartfes, thewe ideas are three
in species: productive (factives) which are arbitrary conw
coctions of the imagination, and are types on which external
reality is modelled. (/e note the rese.olance wiih a qua-
1ity assigned to ideas by Ooleridge); adventive (adventices)

which we gather froa witiout, and sre Joreign to us; innate

(A {
which we possess frou oar birth *

7" 1he names whial we have given to these ldeas in in.
glish are of our own coining consequently wne added the French
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This division of ideas is based on their origin.
I1f we considor tie. from the point of view of internal cons.
titution we have ideas thet are not images, or griritual
idegn, and image or mmterial ideas (?), Our present re-
search has to do primarily w.th these image ideas., U016
of these imeges orxr figures, says Descartes are impressed
in our external sensee, others have their outline ;rinted
on ihe surface of a gland which is the seat o. the imsginata.
ion and oo.umon sense. Howevor, they are not ideas in as

augh ag they are todifications of the braim but in ns much

a8 the mind will consider thea1 iwieuiately when it inagines

o feels., 'ldeae nomine intslligo cujuslibet cogitntionis

foraaa illam, per cujus immedistan perceptionen ipsius e.
jusde. cogitntionis o nsclua sum; adeo ut nihil ponsim
verbis exprimere, intelligendo id quod diso, quin ex
hoc ipsua certun sit, in e cose idea.r ejus cuod verbis
1111is si:nificatur, Atque ita non soias imagines in

phantasia depictnn ideas voco; 1mo ipsas hig nullo modo

oo ideas, uaterus sunt in jhuntasis corporea, hog est

woxd in parentheses, In tlhe “vditatlons, the distinction
is thus exprcssed: "Ox, erntre ces iddes, les unes nic seublend
otre njes avec mol, les sutres @tre itrangeres et voniwr
du dehors, et les autres ¢tre faltes et inventjes pax
moiomene.” 2&e Idditatien, '3ditations !litarhysicues,
Paul Lemaire, Paris, Librairie Hatlier, pe 39,
cf, Lkend iLeseartes, Llovoura de ka 13thode, stienne Gilson,
316. 9034, 1.3." OOOhorC de ':1')1‘ e .
Etudee sur le r0ie de la pensje ..%disvale dans 1a
for iation du systéme Cartssien, E. Gilson, 206,



in parte nllqua, celebri depictme, sec tantum quatenus

aent san i an gerebri conversan informant” 79,

It seems well established in the text, that, for Desoartes,
it is not striotly upeaking, the idea that is material, "oOne
figurations of the br-~in', but theso configurations, in as
miach a8 they su;ply the mind with an object of refleotion,
of imm diste perceptions VWe should therefore conclude that
CoLeridge did not grasp the Cartesian .ueaning behind the
"image-idea" theoxy., But we have no reason to say that he
did not distinguish, with Descartes, betwoen these 1mage
ldeas, acquired through the senses, and their direct oppo-
cites - tne innate, or with the philosopher of Tort.Royal,
innete ideas are definitely not sontigursetions of the brain”,
They are pure gpi.itual ideas, Just as tiey are in the

Coleridzean schene 79.

78 Gils.n, Discours de la ‘5thode, Llda3519, Pe34, 1,3...
"eee G€ ltidde,.s's CI, liaritain, Le Songe de Descartes,
526, note 138, '

" welques.une; (de mes genaéea) sont coiie les imnges des
choses, et o'est A celles-la seules que convient propre ent
le nom d'id4es...' (Troiv. ‘eds, 3 5)e

"Entre ces Uigurei..s«ce ne sont pas celles qul s'ii.priqent
ians les organes des .;enges extfrieunr. ... .2is seule xnt

celles qul se tracent sur la su,erficie de la glande H,

ol est le sidge de l'imagination et du sens couwn, qui

colvent etre prices pour les iddes, c'esteA-uire ,our

les formes ou imares ‘ue l'Ame raigonnable considirera

1iansdiste. . nt loxrrque, 4tand unie getlite Jaehineg elle

imaginera ou mentira quel.ne objet". (Trait4 de L'Hoirue,

g 70),

79 Gileon, Discours ac la i3thode, v3i7,Ped4, L.20. It
1s sorthy of note however, that the Yeason for this foet 1s
different in the two cases, Wit. Jcseartes, as Gilson says,
the thing is necessitnted by the real distinction hetween
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‘loreover innate idees in the Cartesian sense are not
infused in a state of ‘ull perfection. ney are resent in
the soul only in an abortive atate, “Virtually"”, to use the
language of metaphysies, in ns much as they iarly an inde en.
dence from exterior roality i1or their produstion, and arise
exclusively from the reason, ox faculty or thought. Desoazre
tes in his usint language puts it s0:

"eesJo n'al Janais dorit ni Jugd jue l'esprit ait besoin

d'idSes naturelles {innses) qui soient jueloue chose de

aifféront de la facults ¢u'il a de pensex; wais recon-

naissant qu'll y avait certaines pensses qui ne procéd-
daient ni des objets du debors, ni de la «iternination
de aa volonts, male seuleient de la faculté que j'al de
[eneerecss 80
?rom this sumimry of the Cartesian dootrine of 1deas
(which is by no means adcguate, yet it sults our pur.ose),
we opine that two co.clusifons [oilow :uite obviously.
FPirst: that Coleridge {id not esteen Desoartes A; -
pellation of “.asterisl ideas™ %o be 1. acordance with the
ctriot meaning of the teram, and rightly so. On the other

nand Coleridge does not see Desoartes' point in its truoe

bo and soul., With Colerid e it is the uistinction in
kind betwcen urdevetnnding and reagon,

80 [.¢tre XCIX: in .lavechal, Histoire ue la Philosophie
Moderne, Tome ler,, Descarten, Te07e
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light, for the word idea doen not re ‘er to the broin inpres.
sion s cuch, but only in ~s much ~s it rovides the objeot
of innediate ,erception to the thought 8L,

Second: tiat innate ideas are in both .yuicus prace
tiocally identical, for «s we uipall show later in %l.e proof
of the e.lstence o. God, Co.eridge certainly .nintained the
existence of ideas very sialar to those -hich Lescartes
calls innate, {Cis note 102). ‘Jhatever be the case on this
point, woat re .ains certaln is that Ooleridge oannot be
said to have rcjcoted innamte ideas, because he repudimted

Descartes' iaterial ideas, for they are in no way oconnected.

§ 5, U.derstanding and Reason.

.

B IE‘&Q dugt;gg.

In gpeaking of Reason snd Unders-
tanding, ve must sention at the very outset, thnt no pro.
blen aseets nith more concideration, stress and #developuent
in the entire Coleridgean systhesis, i{ thc wrd may be used.
How it really for s the orown.head of Gole.idge's philosophic-
al thought as a means to an ef’ective defenoce of the Christ.

ian Loonony, more qualified oritics have exylalned 82, 1f

8l 14 does not foll w that we adopt Descartes' view on
this pointe ‘e only infer that Coleridge lends to Descartes’
words an extentlon which the latter did not zive to them hime.

self, ©Cf., note 75,
82 iarsh, Prell.ainary Essay, 0rks I, 95.99,
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our reconstruction of the Author's intellectual edifice
is %o be adequate, and [aithful to t.e plans tr~ced by
the architect, the point will require attentive considerat
ion,
Coleridge in t.e Aids to Refleaction, opens the
ex .xofesso discussion of the probvlem in a coarentary on
one of Leighton's Aphorisas, 'Faith’', says the Anglican
iivine, "elevates the soul not only above sense ~nd
gensible thing:., but above reason itself, As renson
correcgts the errors which sense night occasion, so
supecrnatural faith coxrects the errors of natural rea.-
son judging according to sense".aao We ask the reoader
to note well this last sentence, later on 1% will arford
a clearer u derstanding of the doctirine ne are stundying.
T0 imtroduce the disasrtation prope ., on the dip.
tinction between ithe Understanding aud ileason, we can find
no happier, no .ore conoise cxpression than that used by
Coleridge himself, and tnien fro. uarringtom. Ve shnll
be content with a verbatla reproduction:
“fhe derinitlion and ,.oper oharacicy of san - that, naa
iely, which should contra.distinpuish him f70 2 other

aninals - is to be tasen f£ro:a his reason rather than

8% Aphorisas on Spiritual “cliz.on Iaueau, Apboys VIIX;
Aid: to Leflectlon, ‘/orks, 36 sq. °%. Essay on Paith,
Literary Lecaains, torke, 7/, bole
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from his urdersstanding: in reonrd that in other creat.

tures there .ay be so.nething of/nnﬁemtanding. bud
there is nothing of reason™ 94,

However, in the preceding vords there might be
room for equivocation, the words understanding and reason,
not having a sufficiently specific determinations 7The pos-
8ibility of anbiguity will be rowved by the fo:lowing:

"ian may rather be detined s yations} than an intelli.
gent creature, in regard that in other creatures there
.08y be soaething of understanding, but thexe is nothing
of xeason” 850

Prom these guotations, we think that at the very
outset the proposition at stake 8y be atated briefly as
reads: That by whioch mn is s man, in ocontradistinetion
to intelligent aninals that do not posuess a human nature,
is reason, not und. rstanding., MFor that whioh distinpuisha
es a -mn from a brute is not intelligencc, but reason.

How this car be so, ic easy enough to grasp when we un-
derstand the mechan.sm of the faculties of huuan knowledge
ae described nbove in expounding the dilference between Na
ture and Spiris, lNature, we saw, was the sum of all that

is peroceived by the understandinge Heaainc now %o deter.

84 works, 1, 226
86 mhe Priend, The lending i lace, Easay V. Works,1ll,l4d,
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mine more minutely the nature of this faculiy.

b- dr d. 'Y

The simplest definition ils that which
describes it as "the faculty judging according to aenpe "69,
To oonclude then that this faculty is common %o wsn and
brute 1is logical, becnuse both possess senses through
which the phenomena of the externsl world beoconme known
to them, and thies by meana of real judgaentig. To oconfirm
this statenent Ooleridge describes two experiuvents taken
from Huber's Nataral History of Ants s iay we he perit.
ted to reproduce one of these masterpieces of animsl in.
tellectual notivity that have been observed not only hy
Héher, but by wany learned scientists, Prench, 3wisse,
English, Gernan and Italian,

"] . Hober pus a dosen hunble-bees undcry a bell.gzlass
along with a ocomb of about ten silken cocoons 20 une-
qual in height ns no$ to be caprble of standing stead.
11y, 'Po remedy thies two or three of the humble-bees
got upos the comb, stretched the-sclves over its edge,
and with their hemds downuwa:ds {ixed their Jorefeet on

the table on which the oo b :to0d, and so with thely

86 4148 to Refleotion, ‘orks,l, 242. The definition
is originally from Kant whenoce Leighton received it.



hind feet kep$ the oo from falling. <hen theae
were weary others took their places, In this conge
trained and painful rosture, frcsh bees relicved
thelr comrades at intervals, and each working in ite
tum, did these affeotionate little insects suacport
the comb for nearly three daye: a%t the end of whieh
they had prepared sutfioclent wax to vuild pillars
~ithe But these pillars naving aceidentally zot disa
pleced, the bees had recourse again to tihe sane naw
noeuvre, till Hlber pitying thelr hard oase, etc,

II. ' I shall at present deseribe the operations of e
single an® thas I observed suificiently long %0 ssa-
tisfy nmy curiosity.

' One rainy day I observed a laborer digging the
ground near the aperture which gave entrsnce to an
ant-hill. It placed in a heap the several frag.ents
it had sora,ed up, and formed tiea into soall pellets,
which it ceposited here and there upon the nest., 1%
returned constantly to the saue place, snd appeared
to have a .arked design, for it labored with srdor and
pezseverance. I marked a slicht furrow, excavated in
the ground in a atraight line, represented in the plan
of a path or gallery. The laborer, the whole of whone
novements fell under my imuiediate observation, gnve

it a greater depth and breath, and cleared out its
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borders: and I saw at lemgth, in which I could not
be decelved, that it had the intention 0. establish.
ing ~n avenue which was %5 lead frou one of the Bt0-
ries to the under:uround chaabers., Mmis path, which
was about two or three inches in length, and forued
by 2 single ant, wns opcned mbove acd bordered on each
side by a buttress o carth; its savity cn forue de
goutidre was of the most perfect regularlt,, for the
architeot had not left ~n atora 400 auch. 'The rork
of this ant wasg so ucll {ollowed and undcrstood, that
I could almest to a2 ccrtainty cuess its next proceed.
ing, and the very frag.ent it was nbout to remove. A%
the side of the opening where this path ter .inated,
was a second opening to hich it vas necessary to
arrive by souze road, The saie ant engaged in and
executed nlone this undertazinges It .Jurrowed out
and opened ancther path, ,arnllel %o t e fir:%, leav.
ing »etwzen eaci: o little wall of taree or cour lines
in heigh%. Those nnis uw o lay the foundation oif a
wall, chanwer, or ’allery, from working separately,
ocoasion, now and then, s want of ooincidence in the
parts or the sane oT different objects. Jueh exnirles
are or no unfrequent o curencc, but they by no reans
e barrars thei J/hat ollows proves trat the wrkian,

on digscovering hls errox, knew how to rectify ite A
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wall had been erectcd .ith the view ol sustining a
vaulted occiling, utill incomple’r, t-at bad been pro-
Jected fron ti.e wall o the opponite e¢i:maber. The
worksan ~ho began conatrueting 1t, had given 1t too
little eclcvation to neet tie opposite ,nritition upon
vhich it was to rest, Had it Jeen continued on the
original plan, it auet infallivly have et the wall
at about one half its ".ei-ht, and this 1t was necessn.
Ty %o avoid. Thie state of thinze very roreidbly claime.
ed 1y attention, uwhen one of t.e ~»ats arriving at the
place »'.u visiting the »orka, appeared to be struck
by the dlfficulty shich yresenied itself; but this

it as soon osviated, 1y taking .own the celling nnd
raising the wall u,on whieh .t reroued, It then, in
ny preserncge, conctructed a nes ceiling with the frag.
aente of the for er one.' - duber's daturxal Histoxy

of Auts, pp. Su-4le? O7,

#romn these experi enis Coleridge draw the followe
ing conclusion. The ructs oboerved by there scientists,
can either ve rejcoved n: false or accgepted on reliable
aathority. To rejeat them 1owever would be to question
~ithout reason, the veracity ol homest nitnesses, and

this ocsnnoi rightly be done, e must then acoert them.

89 Aids to Heflection, .oxks, 343-24b.
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Now if they are trnien as true, they dealonstirate clearly
the existenoce in the nbove-aentioned anianla, of a faculty
whioh doe: not differ in kind from the understending in
uan @lthough it does in degree), but it does differ in
kind from reason., And by tie anderstanding Coleridge spe.
cifies very explicitely, that he refers to that faoculty

as exercising intellectual fungtions (in italiocs), yet
contradistinguishing it fron reason. T/ use the vord
"human understanding” then is no tautology, indeed it

must be used if we wish to distinguish this faculty ns
existing in man from that existing in the brute. On the
contrary to use the exgression humen reason is a wnste

of words 88,

If we push our inquiry rfurther and iry to analyse
the teahniocal organization of this faoulty, we shall see
that it i‘ﬂiﬂ the faculty or reflection and generalization,
in the sense already explained when spesking oi notions

and conceptione as aistinguished {rom ideas. Bul %o have
the tull aootrine, we w8t gzo on =nd study the limitation

of the understanding to its exercize in the field of Nature
(1n the Coleridgzean rensc already exylained), conscuuently,
foreign to Spirlitual realities, and linally, outuide the
field of icligion and “aith, 'This latter point is develdped

88 yotes on Hooker, orks V, 40
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here nnd tlere in tiw Uork: pos:ibly the bust explan-
ation of the Author's mind is provided by the article
of Paith, alony uith the A rendix B to the Ytates.an's
Hanual, lHere is the trend of the thought,.

The srhere of the understanding being linited
%o sense rerce tiom, to t:e knowledge o tne phenoamenon
of reality, to the a, pearsnce of tuings in continual flax,
the produot of this faculty, due %o its subjective elo.cut
in addition to that already nentioned airfords os itgelf
no absolute certitude, The faculty is a subordinate one
and dejc¢uds dgon its superior, t:e xeason, for aireoction
and guidance. 4his is pointed out vexry tersely in the
Mphosism which we cuoted ~t the beginning of this section
on reagon and undersirnuing: ‘Au reasoy corrects the errors
which penge might occasion, so sujernatural faith correcis
the errors of natural reason judging according to sense.'.
In fact, if reamson i neocssary to correst tie vrryore of
sense-peroeption, and the raculty which j dges accordlng
to senge be the understrnding, 1% is logical % ar:ue
that the errors of the Latter will be re.iedied by the
light oi reason 2lso.

But even this is not ap adeuu-te picture ol our
arderstandings, Jince .t hoo upn its sole woriing mterial
the tindings of the vensen, i* can never enter the field

of faith., Iow, (or Coleriaye, i.is cleld is aore extended



than it is in our oconception v levelation. e do not
intend to deal .ith this :cubjeot a% length, suifice it

to say for the .woaent, that the concept God, in the Colera
idgean acceptation, i~ noi acquired by pure intellectual
aotivity, but is necessarily handed down to mn by Tlevelm
ation 8%, 10 resu.ae tro trend of our idea, the ultimate
wotive Jlor thic denial o/ coacenetratinon of L0ith and une
derstarding is the absolute Hnrrier between ILnture (the
world of sense) and Spirit (*he world of whatover is not
sense). Now very decidély, £aith and its objects v-miot
becone und.r any ora e objeets of the no.szes consew
quently o1 tihc¢ understa Jing 90, because .. belodgs to
the suprasensuous donsnin, hiic¢ is perseived imsedintely
in ideas, truth.iowers, and 1ot conceptions and tntions

manuafactured by e underatanding 91,

89 This point o. the !aca oy God and the gproof of the
existence of >34 would re-julre a g, ceial chingter, lexe
we shall content ourselves with a v reierences in ~hich
Coleridge'. view i- clearly stateds, Jids to Rotflcction.
worka,l, 216-220.

"I am clecrly co.vinced, that tie lorijylur~l and only
true idea of God will, in 1%® «evelop cnt, bc lfound to
involve the iuen of %he Trinity.”

"Now, though 1t .aizht be suisdlcient %o say, that I re-
gard ihe vcry phrase, "hevealed R lipion”, sm 2 pleo-
nasn, inacanch as a reli-ion not revealed iu, in Wy
Judgnent, no relislon nt all"...

“Phe Trinity is the only togn im Whloh an idea of God 1is

gsible, unless indced 1% »hu 2 Jpinouistli: or .orli.

Sga" inrks, V¥, 36.
0f, nlso the 3lopraphin TNiteraria where Coleridge eX.

plaine that the .xistence of :i»d is necovsarlly % e objeot
of faith (acoent o, intelleet actunted by the will) -wd not
the object o rational ceronstration. '-orks I1I, 95.7299,
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It is easier %o cateh %o e ning o. ueh :Lraces
ag the following, when e bear this in :ind: that the un~
derstanding iz the ediate vacully, %he inoulty of ieans
to medial teras, (intcrweciate ond, in our lsnuage); or
again: that ~ith aswsse ¥s 4o romgon, witiout or ageingt
the understanding 98. YaT ne know that the wruerst nding
is, for Ooleridge, but end med with the 2. 1ner of e
neralizing fro 1 particular [ute, and that i1 this ge-
neralization not recal knowlpdge of r.ality i nttalned,
but only «# cognition of -, ;orent reality, which 15 oconm.

on to amn and brute.
0- Heason.

Essent ially » cu, ersensuous faciléy, it
is the u. tmrnishable source o .ubstsrtial trutha, uviver-
sal, necessary and self.evident. Renmson attaing reality
i mediately, in itself, conmequently civing true knowledge

of 1% a8 it is. Not acauirin~ the wmatter of ite cognition

90 Lssay on falth, ‘rk~ /, Gi%. Ci. Notes on Donne,
Viorks V, 91,

20 yorks V, 90, For the cnie reason there is hn roonm
Py in #»itht
O!“zgglggylike manner, thnt is, per intuitum intellectualen,
aust ~ll the .ysteries oy faith be conte wlated; - they
ave intelli:ible per se, not disocursively =nd per i
l)ginme Fox the trauths are unidue, and .iay have §hauowa
and types, but no an:logies,” Rotes on uierlock, foxks

v, 402.

32 Idea of a liatlional Church, lorks VI, 6l-62; Notes
on Jonne, .orka V, 82,
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through the senses, reason st have ag its object thinzs
of the 3piritual world 9:"'. lere we come %o a cagital
point. Since tue reamson, in {%s oporstion, lg frec from
the subjeotive for .3 of arantity, syace, snd time (-3 1,79
which are modifications wet with in the science of phew
nomena provided by the understanding, it will not Ye surprise
ing to note that, ror Coleridpe, %ue surx. ic faculty calle
ed remson, has i tendengy to 'the comprehension of «ll

as one", it contains idens on "oneness and allness” as
rrime faotors. Thus reason o'nte i Lates iuflulty as a
whole, in opposition to the underssanding '.nich cannot con-
ceive a totality without liuit, and tnat iu one of the
reasons why the understanding can never lead %o the know.

ledge of an infinite God who is one.94

Reason then, and
reason alone im the faculty of sprritunl apprchension,
whose objects are consubstantial uith iteclf (ldes and
law). [his is what is neant vhen we say that reason is
self.contenplative, it is ite own object.

Again we must ~oncluue f£fron what nas been stateu
with regard to the imdercndenee o. the rcason fron sense

pergertion and the cotc orler of tlie and apace, thnt the

reagon is not the faculhy of %ne rinite; not in the senae

9% works 1, 241.242.
% orks 1, 456,
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that 4% excludes it, but in % ¢ sense that it 1icludes 1t
"eainenter’, ‘fhus the reason L. the judge of the unders.

tanding its cuide and resulator 95,

d- The ¥4lemus.

we believe that with these prelimi.
nary characteristics in mind, it is tine to establish with
Coleridge thnt the understanding and the reason, as we ha.
ve described thea, must differ vjecifienlly (in kind). /e
give the substance of the ar-ument,

It two or more subjects have the same esgential
characters they "ll urder the saie general devinition and
conversely, «hatever subjects fall under the same genersal
definition are of the saue ind. ‘herefore, subjects that
do not fall under the sane general definition, must dif.
fer in kind fro.n those ti'at doe '

Now if we courare the definitions (or specifile
traits) ol u.derstanding and reason, we shall find that
tihey di fer essentially, sjecificrlly, Ve reproduce

verbatim the ohart Coleridge ;-esents in the Aids %o Re.

flection.

e

96 works V, 561562,



Understanding. Reagon.
le Understanding is dis. 1, Reason is ‘ixed,
cursive,
2+ The Understanding in all v The Reason in all its
its jJudgnments refers to dceisions appeals to
some other faculty as its iteelf as the ground
altiaate suthority. and substance of theiy
truth. (HebeVI, 13.)
3¢ Understanding is the fa- Ss Reason of conteaplation,
culty of reflection, ieason indeed is anch near.

#
er to Sense than to Ufie

derstandings for Reason

{cays onr great Hooker) is

a direct aspeot of truth,

an invard beholding, having a
similar relation %o the in .
telli ible ox spiricual, as
Jense has to the materisl

or (i:ienomenal,

Te yesult is that neither =il under the definition of the

-~

.2 9
othez, congequently they afffey in kind Y

Thiag distinetion in kind being cuteblished, let us

96 orks 1, 245.46.
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undertake =ith Coleridge a more subtle in-uiry into the
mutual relations between undcrstanding and reasom. Starfe.
ing from oar altimate concluslon, that in regard to under.
astanding unn and brute do not differ in kind, ..sn heing spe-
cifioally superior only im ~= much a2s he is possessed of a
reason, let us try to e tablish the r.lation that exists,

in uan, between reason ~rd understanding.

It 4s certain that »t all tiases the understnnding
feeds on naterial supplied by the orzgans of sense. Now
these organs of sense ay be outward and inuvard. The out.
ward oxgans or, nore cxactly, the organs of outward reunse,
nourish themselves with material objects exclusively. Brute
aniials, we are made to observe, have an understanding
which 1e endowed only »ith thicse orrang of outward usense,
Unfortanately, the proof that would be very a propos, is
not found, 3ot let us contlinue.

fan's understonding much more perfect, has likew
wige an organ of inward sencse, nd through the interusediate
of this inward sense, his understanding is capable of ac.-
queinting itself with the invisible realitles which, be-
oause of their conditi~n of imateriality, escape the grasp
of the senses., rhese are objects ol the dpiritual world,
and the organ by uiic they ~re known is called reason.

The conclusion 1s obviou:, Unde sianding, which

18 a general faculty, may exist withoat being in its moot
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perfeot state, without having its highest form of perfect-
tion, the reason, and then the subjeat in which it is lound
is called a brute. It may aoquire experience through “hc
outward eye of its undec=tanding, which experience 18y e
ven entail abstract, ceneral cogmitions, but these are
never necessary, nor certuin, because derived from objects
continually in s state of fluctuation, material phe.onens,
Reason, however, can never exist withont understandin., be.
cauge it is an organ oi t.e latter., Ibreover, ‘it mani.
fests itself but in snd through the und.rstanding", it im
then called the discursive reason 97.

But a difficulty arisce immediately., !low can the
reaso!: whioch is essentiinlly s suyrasensuouns faculty, inde.
rendent of material reality Jor ifs copnition reveal 1%.
self only by and tirough the andecrstanding whioch is by
definition the faculty judging acceording to sense? Colera
idge had anticipatedé the obstacle, and the nanswer i8 pPro.
vided in the Kontian distinciion between discuruive and
pure reeson, Ye have already quoted a text in which Cow
leridge establishes uhis d.stinction but we have not had
ocoasion to stress the point,

Mrst of all we must wayn the reader that the dis.

tinotion hetween pure and s;coulative rveason does not es-

97 wphe understancing of the higher brutes has only organ,
of ocutward ~ense, e bug man's anderstanding has likewise an -
organ of inward sense,.. This organ is his reason." The Priend,
The Landing-Flace, kesay V, Works 11, 143.150. Cf, Works 1,

261-262
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tablish the existence ol %uo .istine® fasultics in the
reason itself. It croly ¢u,re.ces two r: pects, two 10
des of operntion of the ~n 1o faculi,, based on = real
difference in ihe nanner of functioring.

The (scursive resson i: thu. called because 1%
considers the sujcriox faculty in nan in its relation to
the inferior, the u..cc stancing. In Yact these two powers
ol cogmitive organs cre not is0lated. On 4.e corntrary
they are Intimately dnitcd in hierarchical relationship,
the uiderstanding being cubordinated and subservient to
the recasorn, serving ‘.~ bying out necessary snd aniversal
truths, contalned in the infinite, into ~istinct lieht,
by representing t.e. in 'he forms of sencusus images.
These are .be reproduoctions [r-~ued in the categories of
spage ana tine, «ithout cornideration for unterial rar.
ticulaxities ox :.dividusnl tr-itds 3, -In this case though,
the neoceusity i. conditional, because “he truth (zosolute)

of rcagon is applied 4o /acts glemned froa J2ily coutact

9 orks 1, 460, Here Coleridge states: " It aust not
be overlooked that thi. insulntion of the understanding
is our own aot and deed, 1. .an ol healthful and un-
divided intellect uszes his ander:standing in this state
of abstraction only ¢35 2 tool ox oxgan;...' Cf. ‘Jorka V,
552 where the same idea .18 ex,reBsed.

The nature of this union is expresied iu a auch cleare¥
fashion in & letter to Charles Aa.ustus Tulk, dated February
12, 182l. _

"Prom %i.e undersisnding to the rcason, therc is no ocontiw
nuous ascent possiole; it iec a ietabasife...even ns from
the air to the lirht, The true cesaentinl ;ecculiarity
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with phenomenal knowledge whioh is experience. This use
of the understanding by the reason (at times it may beoco-
me an abuse, iy the underatinding fails to maintaim 1ts
position of inferior ana ntteaps to dominate the superior
fagulty 99, ocoagions the dietinction in the reason 1itself,
"accordingly ns we consider one and the sa~e¢ gift, now
as tne ground of lormal jrinciples, and now as the o
rigin of ideas, Contenjlated distinctively in refey.
ence to foranal (or »ostract) truith, it is the 3peou-
lative Reason; but in referenoe to ~ctual {(or moral)
truth, as the fountain ¢f ideas sud the light of the

conscience, we nase it the ¥ractiocal Heason™ 100,

e- ine iroof ol t:¢ nxistence of Practiocal .leason.

Having developed the distinction between Prac-

tical and Speculative reason to considerable length in the

of the hunan vnderstanding consists in 148 oapabiiity
of being irraiiated by the reavon, in 1its rcolpienay;
and even this is given to it hy the premence of g highw
er power than iiself... ' Letter CVII, im 'Coleridge
Seleot Poetiry nnd }rose", Sterhen Po%ter., Pe 688-6%0%

99 orks V, 563, 'When this is attenpted (the understand.
ing Judging ti.e resson), or when ihc undersianding in ite
synthesis uwith the personal will, usurps the surreamoy of

the reason, or aifeots to rurvrsede the reasor, 1% is them

what 3t. faul ealls the mind os the itlesh (...s oy the
wisdom of the [lesh."

100 yorks 1,.41-242; IV,065; V,562, 56.
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Coleridgean asystem, we believe that the presentation of
the ocontention Zor the eximtence sf this Practical Remson
will help the reader urderstnand {in as much as it can be
onderstood) the disore.aney hetween these two sspects of
the same fasulty in ma-,

In the Biographia Literaria, Ooleridge tells us
quite ocandiuly that he adopted from the writings of Kant
his exposition of thie distinction between Ypeculative and
Fraetical Reason, consejuently we shall not be surprised
at the 1dentity between the dootrines 101. Indeed, whereas
acoording to the philosophy of Aristotle, and today, of
the entire Aristotelico.lhomistic school, the existence
of a spiritual reason is a oonoclusion arrived at by sn “a
posteriorli ' arguaentation, uwith Coleridge as with his
Geraan .lasters, 1% is a etarting point inoapable of de.
monstration froa effect to cauaze, but a postulate, impe.
ratively imposed upom us by our conscienoe. This testi.
aony of conscience with rc ard %o the cxistence in us ef»>
will, a reason (practioeal), and the imsortal ideas of God,
the Soul, ané Preedom, must be believed, taken for granted,
on the weight of their own necessitys In other words, they

2
saet exist, otherwise nothing is posaible 10 .

101 e evolution of Colevidge's amind relative to the pre-

ent subject is given at length in thege pagea., 'orks, lll
256-268.Jof. Letter to J. Goouen kaqe. dated Jan,ld lBL& fram
Bighgate, in Works,IV,3)9.401, Cf.Potter 01 .cit, 683 (He dates

the letster 18:.0).
102 This conce; tion of the woral order accoxding to Coler.



The particular pascage tem$ in the Alds %0 Re-
flection in whioh Ooleridge explains the necessity of the
existence of a Practiocal ‘‘cason proposes "to establish
a general rule of interpretation and vindisation applioa.
ble t0 all dootrinal tenets, and especially %o the (so
oalled) mysteries of the Christian .'aith: %o rrovide a

idge would require a scparxate study, for it is altogether
different from our own, For our parpose it ms sufficlent
to mention the prinocipal headings of hims philosophiocnl
creed in thie reznrd, MFor it is & orced in the stricth
sense of the world, a helief, ns oppoued to knowledge.
A good resum$ of thir dootrine can be found in the Pro.
fessio F'idei of Nove 3, 1816e It reads thus:
"I believe that I an a free agent, in =s much as, and
80 far as, I have a will, which rendexe ue Justiy b L1 P
ponsible Por my actions, omicsive as well as commise
sive, lLikewise that I poosess reason, or a law of
right and wrong, which, uniting with my sense of moe
zal responelblility, conatitutes the voise of oon.

science.
Henoe it becones iy absolute dut{ %o believe,
[}

and I do be%iexg, that there is & God, that 13, a
Being, in whom supreae veason and a holy wlll are one
with an infinite power; and that all holy will is oo
incident with the will of Godessse

Coyollazxy.

The wondexful worke of God in the wsensible world are
a perpetual disconrs:, reanlnding me of hls existence,
and shadowing out to me his perfections. But as all
languages presuproses in the intelligent reader ox
hearex those priggr¥ notions, which 1t gymbolises; aas
well as the porer of mmking thece conbinatlons orf theae
primary notions, which it represecnts and excites us
to comblne, - even so I belleve, itlat the notion of

Pod ﬁ ggsgﬁtiﬁ to_the human mind: that i¥ o onlled
or nto diesines oconsociousness principally hy the
s%ngsisanga and auxiliarly by the nanifest adaptation

mesng to ends ir the outward creation. It 1a thg-
2022:0 evident to ny reason, that the existence of ’ud
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safety<.lamp for religious inouirera" lﬂ%‘ We have al-

ready explained how philosophy, sccording to Ooleridge,
plays:an essentially npologetical role, in the sense
that its mailn funetion 4s the rational explanmtion and
defenoce . the Articles of Revealed Religion. It is in
this sense that he calis it a Christisn Philosophye

This smic, however, can be onlled Christian (in pazs),

is sbsolutely and neocessarily insusceptible of a
scientific demongiyation and that Soripiure has so
represented it. For it commmnds us to belleve in

one Gods, I am the Lord God: thou shalt have none
other godm but me. MNow nll ocommandment necessayily re.
lates to the will:; whereas all goientific demonstration
is independent of the will, mnd is aypodigtie oy demons.
trative only as far as 1% ia compulsory on the mind, Ve
lenten, nolentem.

ves I believe in the life %o come, not through the ax.
gumente agquired by uy understanding or discursive fa.
oulty, bot chiefly nnd effeetively, because so to believe
is my duty, and in obedience to the commands of ny cons-
cienoce.

Here enda the first table of my creed, which would
have been my creed, had I been born uith ﬁdam; and which,
therefore, constitutes what way in this sense be called
a natural religion, that is the religion of all £finite
beingse The second irble countains the creed of reveal.
ed religion, my belief as a Christian", Works V, 1Bl6.

See aleo Works VI, 64, in notee "+..For txy to con-
ceive & man without the idean of God, eternity, fyeedon,
will, absolute truth, ol the good, the true, the bean.
tifui, the infinite, An animal endowed with the me.
mory of appearances and of fmots might vemain. But the
man will have vanished.,”

Alpo Pottex, ope cit,, Lettexr CIV, p. 684,

103 4phorisas on Spiritual Religion Indeed, Worke 1,
216,
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in a8 much as it iz limited to the Moral Philosophy, the
philosophy that deals with neceseary, sbeolute traths, as
opponed to the hypothetiocal walue of assertions made by
the speculative intelleot which works in the domain of
metarhysics. This donanin of moral values has o negessary
dependmsnce on the will, ite kRnowledge is imparted to um
by God, and our adherensce to it demands an anderstanding
of its contents, at least in = negative mannex. But sin.
eo the specnlative intelleot is capnble of hypothetieanl
cognition exclusively (and hypotheticnl knowledge is ne.
ver safficient to demand mn absclute sssent of intellect
prompted by the will), there needs be a faculty in man
oapable of discerning and pacaing judgment on these tyuths
which ﬁave a real existence independent and abgolute, Thig
faculty we ¢all the Practioal Reseon. It is the organ of
wisdom anﬁ‘the pourge of living actusal trutha,loﬁ. It in.
sludes the will, the conscience, and it ls through the
communication of this reason, or Spirit (in the Panline

gense) that ue are able %o ory out, Adbba, Pater 105

104 4onoriems on Spiritual Religion Indeed, dee nlgo
YWorks 1' 241.242,

08 wpna nevein consists the mystery of Redemptiom, thet
this has been rendered possible foxr us. Aund so it is
written; the fiyst man Adan wae ande a livi sounl, the
last Adam a quickening Spiwit. (I Coxr. XV,4B)}". Wozka 1,

gg:;arc with the texzt: 'And wan becmme a living soul.
Be did not merely posmess i% ne became i%, 1% was his
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For the thinking Chrimtian then, there is but one
systen of philosophy, theré iz but one guarantee to his
Féith, there is but one way to avold falling into the
subtlest of errors;: it 1is by establishing on the unshake
ablé rook of Praotioal Resson the unconditional kunowledge
provided him by his Meker, through this Light that lighteth
every man, this Spiritual mind of 3t., Panl: by using this
same reason %o doauinate the undermtanding, and prevent a
rebellion of the senses, a falling.away from the world of
the Reasor, that is from Religion, ocossioned by the se.
duotion of the luste of the U.derstanding °%, In s word
it is the distinotion between Hature and Spirit, and the
corresponding one between Understanding and Remsoun. It
is the communication of God to dan, it is the self.con
sciousness of our dignity for we are endowed with & par.
tieipation of divine life, for of us it was maid, "Let
ng make man to our Image, and man became a living soul” IGV.

He beoame anothexr Bod.

proper being, his truest welf, the son in asan". lorks 1,
.

119.120. (cf. 1, John, V, 20,

For the devel paent of this mame idea of. “orks 1, 276
vhere the will is distinguished fro: the reason, yet re-
mains intimately united to it as & 'sine .ua non's And
in the saae volume, p. 268 8q, the pavallel iz nnde between
reagon as Spirit in 8%. Taul, and reagson as light in 3t.
John, ith rerard to the latter the stressy is laid on the
illumination of our remson by the snpreme Heason or Logos.
(Works 1, 400, in note).

106 Ajide to Rerlection, ‘orks 1, 267-269; Lesay on “aith,
Worke V, 563-565,
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Gonclusion.

In this paper, it was our purpose %o explain the
fundanental position in the Coleridgean Hysteum of thought.
Ve do not know of any other work in which this has been
attempted, 1if we leave aside the brief survey of Colerid.
gean philosophy presented by 'lessra. Shedd and .Iarsh at
the beginning of the first volume of the Complete Yorks
in the edition compiled by Professor 3Shedd.

We do not intend to oritioize the aystem of phi-.
losophy expounded by Coleridge, reserving this tmgk for
2 later dmte., Our sole design was to ordinate and condene.
se in logical fashion a phil@sophlqal structure which lays
no claim tootiginality, but which has becn declared by
co&patent critios the strongest bhulwak exected in defense

of the Christian Schems, at lemst in the English Iangua.

ge 8,

Hay we add that though we disagyee wilth this phi.
losophy, we do nevertheles sympathize with the mam who
spent his whole life, in what appeavs %o um, a futile
search after truth, The chase has a pathetic tinge in

107 Marsh, Preliminary Essay, vorks 1, 97. Cf, Vorks 1,
119,

108 potter, Coleridge, Seleot Foetry and irose, pe 619,



this, shat, while building up & magnificent wall avound

his Faith %o keep the enemy without, he had the nisfor.
tune of letting the latter slip in unswares, to this effeod,
that while he and his partisans ocit back snd think they
have built up a strong defence, the whéle edifice is bew.
ing mined from withim, and it ie only s question of time
till the entire ¢ity falls into ruins.

But we do not wish to overlap the socope of ouy
inquiry. Let us ¥ather give in summary.form, the mtter
presented in this papex, With colaridgevwa have asked
ourselves the question: Is there a valid and suffieient
Justification of the worthThumn knowledge? If so, whexe
is it to be found?

Vexy definitely, it is not to be had in the .
terialism of looke, Hobbes, ox Hartley, nor in the equal.
ly ridicalous systemns of Hylozoisa, or Dualisme For all
of these destryoy the very nature of man, and lower him
to the level of an animal, or a pure asachine,

Box i# it afforded us in the ldealism of Berkeley
having as its foundation the doctrine of Identity, for
in this hypothesim all trath is ustimately .ounded, in the
peychological order, on the knowledigoe (by immédiate pey.
seption) of God, and oulminates in an identifiocation of
the knowing snbject, ran, with the unocondlitional objeot
of all cognition, God. In other words, Identity leads
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% a Pantheisto God, which is no god at all,

The true solution io to be found in the snelysia
of God, of the universe and all beings contained therein.
It becomes evident that the sum ot all beings, created
and Unoreated, must be divided into two classes, acoord.
ing to the .snner in which they appsar to us., Mirss,
there is that olass of beings whioh we see, touch, hear,
oY perceive through any of our senses, And all of these
we can classify onder the conmon label - the world of
Hature. Second, there is another world which does not
come within the range of our senses, but the existenae
of which 18 no lees nanifest to us, it i that whioch we
know by imme diate 1n’w1tion.‘ confenplation, intelleotual
vision, throuzh spiritual imsges which we oall ideas,
and are the very counterpart of the things they preaent
%o our minds, This is the world of dpirit.

To these two worlds, whieh are made knoun %0 us
through different mediums, ocorrespond two faculties very
distinet, ns distingt ss are the two worlds which they
make known $o us. DBetween them there exists an unbridg.
gble chasm, and one can never pass in a conilnouus line
from one to the other., They belong to different orders,
It follows from this that ,an who has knowledge of these
two worlds of different order, must be endowed with two

faculties of knowing which pertain to the corresponding
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spegles of being which is the objeot uf their kunowledge.
These we na.oe, the Understanding - the facuity of Nature,
of sense, of conditional, phenomenal, gencral and abstrach
cognltion .~ and the Reason, . faoulty of the Spiritanl, the
neceassary, the absolute, of the noumenal,

It is the failure of phil:scrhews and thinkers in
general to distinguish these two faculties, thesze two
fields of knowledge, these two kinds of rxeality; 1t im
for having established a difference in degree, rather than
in kind, between Nature and Splri%, Understanding and
Reason, says Coleridge, thet the problem of the validisy,
nature, and scope of human cognition has mo long been the
objeot of contraversy, This has been the great fault .of
an entire school of wetaphymice heving Aristotle ng its
head apd founder., It is mgain due to the fmilure of amain.
taining this fundamental position that lrntheisa has found
ite way into the otherwise purest systeus of thought, wit.
ness Aristotle himself, whose Go@, known by the Undersiand.
ing aust be a part of the Universe of which He i& sapposed
to be the cause,

The trae mysten of philosophy to uhiloh we .nuet
tumn therefore 1le the one we have profounded. INot he-
eause it is original, on the contrary, it iag ag old ns
philosophioal wisdom itself., It is made ap of truths

psparsed here and there along the ages o intellectual in.
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quiry, and olaims no special author as founder. With
it, and in it, we are certain os finding txath, all
truthe We shall be able to perceive how "noble a croat.
ure is aan", and perfect the natural powers of our Reason
by a rational adherence to the dogmms of the Christian Rew
velation,.
In his Table Telk, Coleridge is reported to have
gaid: "You may not understand my system, or any given
paxrt of 18, - or by » determined sot of willfulness,
you may, even though percelving a ray of light, rejeoct
1% in anger and disgust., 3Buat thic I will say, thad
if you once mmster it, or any part of i$, you cannot
hesitate to acknowledge it as the ftruth., You cannot
be skeptical abont it.,™ 108,

How true this is, we leave %o the readey to declde.
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