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XBTBOfrUOTIOM 

I t w i l l in a i l probability be held that a sicnilnr 

topic should be treated in a faculty of Philosophy rather 

than la a faculty of Arts, nevertheless we f ee l perfectly 

just i f ied In presenting i t as a thesis in English Literature. 

Bor can the faot that i t deals exclusively with phil aophioal 

opinion a carry weight in the negative argumentation, on the 

contrary, we opine that this point 1B dlreotly favorable to 

an affirmative reply. 

There i s , and nlwaya has been, a strong prejudice a* 

gainst philosophy in any form, and a subsequent attempt to 

oetraoisa It from s l i f ie lds of historioal or literary research, 

3B foreign and Irrelevant. '»e should like to hasard the opi­

nion that the contradictory proposition i s true: that no ad. 

vanoed study in any sphere of history, l i terature, or sc ien . 

oe, oan be adequately undertaken without a solid philosophic­

a l foundation. What is <aore, we naintain that no complete 

and personal judgment oan be passed on the relative merits 

of a nan and age, even In the realm of Literature, without a 

thorough comprehension of the philosophy underlying his work, 

or, (In the case of an age), of the principal ideas that gave 

to that age i t s particular bent. 

Soot place or other i t has been said that 'ideas rule 

the world", and i t i s through the utter oonte apt with which 
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ldaae are regarded la our day, that the present age which 

i s (ao we had been told) the ..out c iv i l i s ed , beoause It has 

done away with a l l 'iedievai superatitions, finds i t s e l f face 

to face with the second world war in a quarter of a century. 

I t i s high time for the eduoated class to begin thinking, 

thinking seriously, thinking practically, thinking quietly, 

whan everyone i s craving for action , clamouring to do away 

with GO;nething, anything, because they do not realise what 

it i s they want to do may with. 

I t was with auch an objective in view that we began 

this study of Coleridge's phll>sophy. Coleridge lived in an 

age which in uiany respeots was not unlike our own. The sud. 

dan development of neehanloal sciences, the awakening of a 

sp ir i t of l iberty in human minds occasioned by the French Re­

volution, the shaking off of the aristocratic yoke effected 

by the Social Kef or as after 1816, and las t ly the alleged 

dlsooveriea of the Evolutionists, provoked an explosion in 

the tunaoiled reasons of aen; religion was thrown to the 

winds, and nan turned a page in his book of l i f e to begin 

anew an existence of Uti l i tarian irajpatiam and Materialism. 

Coleridge h d been born and raised in ' th i s inte l l ec ­

tual upheaval, and having salvaged the rudi uents of his Paith 

from the shipwreck of hie youth, he plunged headlong into 

the study of Phil >sophy in order to save his oountry from 

what he perceived to be an inalnent Menace.1 During his 
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l i f e ha wrota considerably, and fox many years when he lived 

at Highgate, his host 's residence was the gathering*plaoe 

of a group of adaalrers who listened to his Tabie»Taik aa. 

veral nighta a week, when Ooierldge^s health permitted* I t 

la chiefly through the influence of these <aen that Ooleridft 

has survived as a philosopher, his health preventing hia 

from writing in an orderly oanner, and of harsioniaing hi® 

philosophioal thought Into a systematic whale*. 

Bow since Co le ridge 'a entire l i fe was devoted to 

the search of truth in the field of philosophical sciences, 

i t see as quite evident that a real appreciation of the aan 

and hia contribution to English Literature cannot be had 

without a previous study of his phil aophieal tenets. For 

it anything i s reflected in hia work i t oust be hia philo­

se phy of l i f e . Here we do not refer to his poetical works, 

although what we said of hia works in general applies to 

these as well, "servatia servandla". Vie speak exclusively 

of his prose which fsvms the far greater part of his con t i l * 

bution to English Literature, for in the seven voiuoea of 

*> Coleridge t e l l s of hie liberation brought about by a 
study of the Kantian Philosophy in the Biographia Literaria, 
p. 894 sq. Here too, he t e l l s us how he broke away from Uni­
tarian ism, to which he had adhered since his Cambridge days* 

2 Coleridge's health was greatly Impaired by the use of 
opium, and from 1816 t i l l 18M, the very years when he should 
have produced his greatest a.aoant of work* he was confined to 
a sick-bed in the boot of Mr* Gilltaan at Highgate, London, 
where he attempted to ooabat the enslaving habit contracted 
by the use of laudanum. 
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his published works, s ix are in prose, and these deal, a 

few chapters excepted, with philosophy or theology* 

I t la evident then, that i f the real Coleridge 1B 

to be known, th i s knowledge A i l l not be p.leaned from an i n . 

tensive study of hia poetry without considering his prose, 

and this lat ter i f i t i s to be understood, »aust be ordained^ 

arranged into a synthetic structure, for Coleridge did not 

put i t down on paper in this form. Uever the less we cannot 

suppose that i t aid not exist as a 1 f i c a l unit in his mind, 

for i t i s proper to the huaan ,nind to unify i t s cognitions, 

and i t la this work which ive have attempted to do in a rety 

limited sphere. 

We said that our study was limited in scope, even 

In the philosophical domain. Indeed, there is one depart-

meat in Coleridge's philosophy hioh *e shall ignore comple­

tely la this study, not because i t does not merit considera­

tion, on the contrary, we are inollned to set i t up as a mo­

dal for a i l student a of l iterary analysis} we speak of his 

literary oritiolam. In this f ield he did pioneer work in 

English Literature, and he is to be oo Ljended. 

It i s to hia phil eophy proper, that i s as a system 

of thought, containing the fundamental rules Oi reasoning, 

the principles of science the nature of knowledge, the na­

ture of the world from a cosJOlogical standpoint, the nature 

of man, and a l l issues that i l l follow from the answer < iven 

to these queries — a i l these problems natural to the odrious 
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animal that i a man, are to be answered by the /hlloeopher. 

Bow i t i s to be noted, for herein l i e s the motive which prompt-

ad the present study, Coleridge has hmn presented to the 

thinking world, especia l ly to youth, and Christians in a rao-

re emphatic manner, as the wan best capa-ile of equlpt^ing 

the i r mind with the methods necessary for discipl ined i n t e l ­

lec tual combat, and the arms a i t h nhioh they nay defend the i r 

Faith and demonstrate i t s r a t i o n a b i l i t y . Some ad hirers have 

gone further ^nd s ta ted that i f Coleridge ia to ro<s&la immor­

t a l , i t i s ohiafly due to his philosophical and theological 

contr ibut ions . Professor Greenough Thayer ishedd puts i t 

thuss "And yet i t i s our belief; that in th i s l a t t e r charac­

te r - in the capacity of a Lhii >soph@r and Theologian -

Coleridge is to exert hit? greates t and best influence. Af­

te r hie influence upon Toe try and Belles L©ttxes sha l l have 

disappeared in that most v i t a l and therefore moat shif t ing 

of a l l processes - the evefevoiving develop.icnt of a nat ional 

l i t e r a t u r e - the d i rec t ion ~nd impulse which hia speculative 

opinions have ,-~iven to the ".n^lish thinking of the nineteenth 

century, wi l l for a l>ng tin© to come, b© as d i s t inc t »nd 

unmistakable as the Gulf-Stream In the Atlant ic ' '^ . 

liven in the f ie ld 01' phil>sophy proper however, we 

do not intend to present "u* c J-austive otudy» ©̂ should r a -

Introductory k.simy, /orks, 1, 11 . 
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ther l imit our considerations to the deveiopioent of Cole* 

r idge1 a views on one of the most i n t r i c a t e and acute pro­

blems with which the thinker of today has to cope, namely*, 

the problem of human knowledge* Indeed, the human i n t e l ­

lect has , since the b i r th of Molinailsm, t r i ed snore or less 

happily to vindicate the po n i h i l i t y ana the value of i t s 

cognit ions. That the j u s t i f i c a t i o n has often been less o u c 

oessful i s warranted by the ever increasing number of ukeiitica 

of a l l tones and colors , and to our mind, the cap i ta l points 

of our socia l and private l i f e , the existence of 8od, and 

the subsequent o b l i g a t i o n ^ w i l l never find a universal ae~ 

oeptation u n t i l the nature , po a i b l i i t l e s and l imi ts of 

the human mind have been likewise universal ly accepted, for 

to th i s enigma, as a fountain from which they have gushed 

forth, a i l great hereaies A e t h e r , Atheism. Agnosticism, 

Rationalism, Fideissm or Traditionalism, oan and must be 

t raced. 

Coleridge claim® to supply *»» answer, .'e propose 

to present i t impar t ia l ly , as he presented I t himself. '.?• 

do not wish to enter into a controversy, our Intention is to 

offer to the reader an unbiased synthesis of Coleridge's so ­

lution to the problem oi' the dayj What i s the value of huoaxi 

cognition? 



"I repeat the question then: i s i t l i ke ly , that 

the f a i t h of our ancestor,-, •will be retained when 

the i r philosophy Is re jected, - rejected a p r io r i , 

as baseless notions not worth in iu i r lng in to , ass 

obsolete er rors which i t would bo nlaylng toe alaln 

to confute?"^1. 

As Dr. iJhedd so judiciously re tark\j in h is Introduc* 

tory Essay to the 'Aids to Aeflection*, toe philosophy of 

Ooleridga must be gathered from hlo works ra ther than quoted 

from them. In order to accomplish a l i i e task, a penetrat­

ing insight i s required into the psychology of the aaa and 

the influences which affected hiy in t e l l ec tua l md. moral 11-

fa . for with Coleridge, ce are in a continual flux .or at 

least half of h i s l i t e r a r y career, and no one, to our know­

ledge, has yet presented a biography worthy of the man. \n 

are consequently limited in our r©search throughout our 

Study, but especia l ly in this nn& the following .tivisionn 

of our work, wherein »e deal . i th h i s phil sophloai and 

theological t e n e t s . 

* Ooleridga, Statesman's tonne I , Afpendix 1», forks. I , 
P. 480. 
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I t becomes necessary then, in endeavoring to sys te ­

matise h ie philosophical doAtrlnen, to ^aj re .^ ta thnt which 

i s ce r t a in ly h is throughout hi*; l i f e , or •%% l eas t in h i s 

l a t t e r years and that *<hi;-i. hi rGJcotad af ter i t had served 

i t s purpose as a Bteprlng-*it'>rie - e r j l t t i n g 3iia to a t t a in 

higher sotamita on the mountain oi* t ru th , rea l or apparent. 

We have s t a t ed that Ooleridga'.-) t,oLl<sophy is to be 

gathered ra ther than quoted from hie; works. The reason for 

th i s becomes .uuiifest '.hen ->e consider that Colo ridge never 

elaborated, nor gave ful l nnd uncor.uitional adherence to any 

system of speculat ive thought. Be was an ec lec t io , having 

col lected here and there, and as stellated in reaarkabie s ty l e , 

the most abstruse and d i f f i cu l t doctrine® iropoandad by the 

Carman philosophers Kant, Shell ing, Fiohte, 8ohlegal, Leib-

n i t a ^ . And i t is to Kant that he see as to have given h is 

firmest assen t . I t would be in te res t ing to know J s t how 

t h i s i n t e l l e c t u a l friendship was brought about, but the in­

quiry would lead us as t ray . ro ah® 11 be content with a 

b r ie f recording of the s t a t e of mind in which we find our 

friend when he wrote the Aids to Reflection mid the Biogra-

phia L l t e ra r l a from which me gather nearly a l l of h i s phi lo­

sophical opinions with which •»© are concerned, ie sha l l 

• Ooleridga, Biographla L l t e r a r l a , chapter 9, '.forks, Jo, 
24T*, 886. 860, 262, *26S. I t may be noted that l a t e r Coleridge 
published t r a c t s on Ce l l ing and Piohte . 
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deal mainly with the evolution of h i s philosophical opinions, 

pointing out when I t i s necessary or useful, the accompany­

ing ohanges in h i s theological posi t ions . 

CHAPTER I . 

Hm 1,/OLPTIOM 0* OnfaTUf/ikV LuDJ/l! l l ' 

§ *• Ceaerai Posit ion and causes of evolution. 

Having sought a f te r truth in the *. i p i n o a i philosophy 

of the eighteenth century, especial ly that of L^oks, Berkeley 

and Hartley, he turned away aisgurfced, for h is keen mind quick­

ly penetrated the subterfuge of the fundamental arguments 

which form the skeleton of th i s superf ic ia l and inadequate 

explanation of human knowledge 6 . fortunately he came a-

cross the works of t l a t o and Pi jtlnus al^ng with the ooaien-

t a r i e s of Pla tonis philosophy and theology developed by 

Giordano Bruno and the English philosophers s i r Bhil ip Sydney 

and Fulke Crevl l le ' • I t l probably a t tJ i s time, - while 

the b a t t l e for i n t e l l eo tua l iupre may was being waged in 

h is mind between the una is corned remnants of faaterlaiism 

— — mill in I I H mi ' " • " •'" '—*—' 

6 With reference to thene philosophers Coleridge s t a t e s 
that he 'could find In ne i ther of thsa an abiding plana for 
aegr reason". Biog. Li t . -orks S,S47. Of. dtatssman'B i^hnuai 
Appandix ht io rks I , 478-484. 
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and the new pr inc ip les of idealism gleaned in the writ ings 

of f l a to and h i s followers, « that the reading or Ar i e to t l o ' s 

Be Aniiaa, Be Memorla and the I'nrva Batura l ia , along with 3&int 

Thomas* Commentary of the l a t t e r nork, effected in a decisive 

manner his divorce from ' . fetoriai is t lo phi losophy8 . 

Here M« are a t o ro^ - roada . >/hy Divine ^rovidenoa in 

the intimacy of i f t a Eterni ty decided and decreed that things 

should Jo How as they did, io aubject for ooiijeoture. For 

our part we are inclined to believe that had Coleridge read 

the r e s t of Saint Thorns or Ariwtotle, England would have 

produced one of the most br l t . l iant philosophical uinds the 

world has ever known. Instead, Coleridge f e l l into the 

company of Spinoza and i t i s established beyond doubt that 

for a long time he gave h is whole-hearted assent to Sanaa 

pantheism. For the r e s t of his l i f e , the above-mentioned 

Sarann philosophers were hia sol® masters. Franc® and her 

i n t e l l e c t u a l s remain isola ted from him for po l i t i c a l reasons. 

T Ib id . He refers to the 'com-ientarias of the Thaologia 
Platoniea of the i l l u s t r i o u s Florent ine; of fcroclus and 
Gamistius l l e t h o ; 'De Immeaso et Xnaomerabiil* and 'De la 
causa, prinoipio et uno", of the philosopher of Kola, \ho 
could boast of a a i r Phi l ip aydnay and i?ulke Orevllle among 
h is pa t rons . ' Works 3 , 349. 

Q Biog. L i t . Works 3 , 217-222. How favorably he was im­
pressed by these works of the Htagyrita and the Angelical 
Doctor may be gathered from th i s passage of the Biographia. 
*Ia as much as l a t e r wri ters have e i the r deviated from, or 
added to h i s doctr ines ( A r i s t o t l e ' s ) , they appear to am to 
have introduced e i ther error or groundless supposition'*. 
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In fact JDesoartes ia the only one for whoa ho .leoma to 

have had any i&iairation. 

With t h i s in mind, we »auat consider another point. 

What was the raotiv© of OoK midge's philosophical i urauito? 

We have already s ta ted that it was not merely, nor j rifaar* 

i l y , love of speculat ion, fed th i s oeen &he case he should 

have constructed a laagnif toent edif ice of h is own, not ne­

cessa r i ly one which would stand the flteoo of in ternal c r i ­

t icism, but one capable of catching the fancy, and gaining 

the admiration oi* the tvauer. î or Coleridge had the w i c 

of words, a r i ch imaginntlon and could entice when he so 

desired. 

We would readi ly compare Coleridge ia h i s quest 

for t ru th to an Augustine, i f 01' course the co iparisoa 

bears only on t&is point, for Coleridge i s not a Saint . 

However he does seea to be s incere , ^ad we deeia i t neces­

sary to bear t h i s in oind throughout our study of h i s 

philosophy. Coleridge is obsessed by one problem - the 

salvation and defence of the J . i i s t i a n i ?aith. 

We have seen that Ooleridge lived in >m age when 

Mater ia l i s t i c philosophy wns ra ipant th/ju^hout the or Id 

of thought, outside the Catholic Church9 • But if the 

9 Even Protes tant ILvines! have and s t i l l <iu ot1 t i t <h i s , 
witness Dr. ifetrsh In hia t r e l i a i na ry Ussay to the Aide to 
Reflection. (Works, vol . I . pp. 1«JQ~101); alao 1 roxoasox 
Airhead in ; Ooierldg® nj Lbilooipher, Introduction, pp. 
26-20. 
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cause of s p i r i t u a l philosophy was an ubandonee" one in o-

ther parts of the world, then I s th is Jo ably true a- -ireat 

Br i ta in «md A f r i c a , where t ie -a ie r ia l i j ' i of I* .oka and 

the aootoh School reigned suprc c. i t ins against t h i s 

en®ai& of s p i r i t u a l cognition that Coleridge was to wage 

f ierce and incessant war. *or he saw in an In tu i t ive *'l'»- •« 

oe, that although l-ffaterialiaa -iVht and d d pretend to 

defend the Christ ian jche nt or a t the voiy leus t , rt, min 

Indifferent to i t j i t was never the loss , an under, lining 

foree - consequently i t was « question OJ: tltoe before 

the hua»n i n t e l l e c t revolted against t: i s revealed ab­

surd i ty , tfor absurdi ty i t >u.jt be, n ' m ..terii contra­

dict ion with reason; and t h i s *<as exactly the re la t ion 

between the % s t e r i e s of the Christian Keiigion and the 

tenets of .Materialism - vi»ark contradict ion. 

lie therejJore threw "»ll the woight of his attnok 

against la ter ia l ism, and i t a{ .tears quite in oonfor.aity 

with h i s s t a t e of mind to ^roup f 11 h is philosophy around 

two problems uo intimately connected that the# might bo 

woven into one *-°» 

^ Goieridge* to oui .i-*^, uid not es tab l i sh th i s tjyn-
the t lo uni ty , at l eas t i t does not appear in j r l n t . tSever-
theless w© fee l that hie philosophy oan be uhus unified. 
Later on we sha l l t r ea t -ith Dr. lair^end'u utnte s©nt to 
the contrary. 
Of. op* c l t . I refaoe, p. 16. 
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l e t . The problem of huoian knowledge, which has i t nucleus 

i a the d i s t inc t ion between reason and understanding, 

and culminates In the establishment oi the nature of 

nan* 

jyjd.* She Impossibi l i ty of proving the existence of God by 

demonstrationj consequently, the neoensity of adapt­

ing the Kantian innate ideas of God Soul, and l a a o r t a i -

i t y . 

In th i s paper we sha l l deal only with the f i r s t 

point, referr ing oocssionnlly to the second when I t i s 

neoessary to explain cer ta in a t t i t udes taken by Coleridge 

In re la t ion to the f i r s t . 

•ie affirmed a moment njo that the f i r s t s tep ia 

Coleridge's progressive philosophical reaction was a 

f l ight froifl the grous -later iailsm of Xooke and the Scotch 

philosophers. "Biree d i s t ino t phases seem to nark t h i s in­

t e l l e c t u a l evolution, i? ey are not cut out in d i s t i nc t 

pattern in h i s works, m% from the date of publication of 

his works we can gather, >it leas t ip proximately, h i s s t a t e 

of mind at that par t icu lar period. t rove r we have been 

able to gather from a cer ta in number of hi® l e t t e r s fac ts 

which have helped us to put a l<^loal senuenoa to th i s 

evolution in h i s thought. iJince howavar, the division I s 

somewhat a r b i t r a r y , we soai l always proceed by s t a t ing 

what is absolutely ce r ta in , and in second place only, Bhall 
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we put down what i s raatter for conjecture. 

§ 2* ffhe re jec t ion of Hartley* 

I t i s i.apOi3sible to st'-ite with ibsoiuto accuracy 

a t what time Coleridge perceived the inconsistency of the 

Hartlean theory of Association vvith hia dootrines on nntur-

a l and revealed r e l i j i o n , out abandon Hartley'is Johool he 

did, and that between iepteiiber 1796 and Jay 17$8 ll» 

Indeed i t seems evident V'.-it Berkeley (af te r whoa he nnmed 

h i s second son) had suppi^ited Hartley ia h i s esteem, 

gfhy Berkeley had beco :ie iilo favourite i s much disputed 

auaong Coleridge's uiographers. Zhe d i f f i cu l ty a r i ses fro/a 

t h i s , that to abandon Ho^tley's theory ox Association and 

adopt Berkeley's sec.os a retrogression rather than a pro­

gression, and one so evident that Coleridge oould not help 

seeing i t . 2 r . .iuirhoad presents a piauaibie Bolutlon: 

"The d i f f i cu l ty vanishes if wo raaeJaber the dlJL'ferenoe be t ­

ween the e a r l i e r empirical Berkeley to whom "esse"' i s "per-

cipi ' f and the l a t e r Platonic to whom "esse"' i s "oonoipi", 

and the discovery of t ' ' i s uifferenco was i t s e l f one of 

the important stops in Coleridge's philosophical develop­

ment" l 2 . 

*•* Airhead, op. o i t . oh. I , Berkeley and -^pinoaa, pp.46-
46. Of. Let te rs XXIII, XJCV.Potter, 559, tiflS 

l s I b i d . p. 40. 
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I f I t be true however, thot ot thtss early f-tage 

Coleridge had already obnndoned the Asaoolatlonist theory, 

we have no proof that the argujents which he puts forth 

against th i s doctrine in the Biographia were eo clear ly 

and def in i t e ly formulated In his taind ^ . fhis argusaent 

i s contained in a refutat ion of the theory of Association 

as advanced by Sir Jaraes *«oklntosh, which i s sumiaarily 

that of Hartley, Iocke ; fiobbes and to a great extent a t 

l eas t , of Berkeley. 

I t i s cer ta in that r t the tiiae ->en these chap­

te rs of the 3io:raphia were writ ten, Coleridge had already 

seen the fa l lacy , n% leant in part , ot' toe i d e a l i s t i c doc­

t r ine of i den t i t y which <-* e i a i l present laker , but evea 

If th is were not the case, t-it; refutat ion In -uestion 

could have been well ddfined in h i s Und, for i t t r ea t s 

with another aspect OJ' the "ueBtion of ^cwicdf©, with 

a more e le iet,tary phase, nn ic 1„ j that o.i sense perception 

alone. ffhe Coieridgean c o n d i t i o n ny be reduced to t h i s ; 

that the A^.ociatioiiiut theory L * nut < def in i te nnotser 

to the proolem for I I > resui j^ooee as QM ooiaalng ioeas of 

IB To solve the question dt t i n i w l y i t would b© neoe-ufry 
to know at what date Coleridge read t> e wortr* of Aristot le 
and Saint Thoiias. *»& a o t t e r of tfoot, the refutat ion advano-
ad against the Association1st theory In tho Biopr.u.hi'i ia c « » 
ta in ly iden t i ca l with that, prene^ti t by thv "chooli^n tor ivos. 
We would not yo as for an 3)r. miAkead, however, wd st**to 
that , " i t would be a mit-stahe to at.tXi.huto AJ ti.iu o\ r ly c riod 
the devastating cr i t i sc iBi i of i>^xtl<-\ iVch nv. i J'7Q in oh^p-
t a r s M i l of Biog. L i t . " (op. o i t . iii»s»jp lo U Dove'op icnt, 

http://at.tXi.huto


which associat ion is to m the or igin find cause. 

To the perplexing ruzzle that t.»o haimn nature, no 

a pr inciple and fount oi' cognition, presents to the phil-t-

sopher and psychologist, two "oiutions were offered, one 

assigning to our co^nitiono an exclusively Lntarnal causa-

Idealism; another, in the opposite extreme, championing the 

cause of an exclusively external n^cnoy-iSatcrialism, and 

tha t , under a ver;? speci f ic form the Law of Association 

as advanced by a i r Ja*aes .Taoklntoah, claiming ?>,s i t s found* 

er Hobbes, while to the ereat Hartley evolved the honor 

of having perfected the system. 

I t i s not our intention to ^o into the h i s to r ioa l 

study of t h i s doctrine with Ooierl t^e. 'Uhe ent i re f i f th 

chapter of the Blographia, in which th i s h i s t o r i ca l aper-

qn i s offered, can be su-vtariaed <<uite ea s i l y . F i rs t of 

a l l , Coleridge denies the contention that the system hr-d 

i t s or igin with Hobbes. Vh the contrary, i t i s from Des­

car tes that Hobbes ssouiS have fxenuired the doctrine.'*-* 

p. 46, note 2 . ) , we would ra ther ad u t that the point ,'uust 
remain unknown, without affirming one \m$ or the o ther . 
Of. Letter ZLV, Potter S88-*0. 

M viorks 3 , 209-210. h'hothor or not t h i s be true is 
of no importance to us . Ho-ever i t see.ns th^t Coleridge 
erred in assigning t h i s aoc t rme to *>cucartc.s iii De Hothodo. 
!Phe American ed i to r has a no.e which favours ^ur opinion* 



Our author then goes on to state that Descartes showed 

how generis images (abstract ideas) are formed by a me. 

ohanloal association of rer vosentations in the senses, 

stored up in the memory, which association is due to the 

interdependence of toe matter in which they are impressed* 

Bat,proceeds Coloxidgs^even Descartes* was not the f i r s t 

to formulate the law of Ajjsooiation in a philosophical 

language, Vivas, and ultimately Aristotle, had given the 
I K 

law i t s "fullest and most perfect enunciation" • Coler­

idge then s ta tes briefly the fundamental® of dissociation 

according to the Stagy r i t e as; 1) connection in time, 

Z) vicinity In space, 3) dependence In cause and affect, 

4) likeness, 5) contrast 3-6. 

In the subsequent chapter, Coleridge shows the 

fallacy of the Hartlean theory, basing his refutation 

entirely on the dootrine handed down by Aristotle, 'fht 

mechanico-materlaiistic explanation would have i t that 

a i l ideas are to be accounted tor by the rhythmic oacii* 

latlone of the brain-nerves. ..hat constitutes the ideas 

themselves, is the force propagated bj? thess© oscil lat ions, 

in suoh wis© that an Identical fore® wil l be the cause of 

different ideas l 7 . Consequently in this materialist!© 
— — m m m — — « • • mil I in » n m « l ml — • » — » — 

15 Works, 3, 217 • 
1 6 Worka, 3, 220-281. 
W Works, Sf 318, 228.291* 
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version of the or ig in nnd nature of ideas , i t i s neoessary 

to exclude a l l poss ib i l i ty of s p i r i t u a l perception, or lm-

materlal representat ion of n t e r i a l r e a l i t y . 

This i s precisely the point to which Coleridge takes 

objeotion, for I f the human mind is capable of no other i n ­

t e l l e c t u a l operation, than that of having objects of percep­

tion foroed upon i t s e l f from without, in an en t i re ly haphazard 

fashion, independent of any in te rna l principle uhich i s ca­

pable of considering whatsoever i t -.lahes, of concentrating 

the a t t en t ion on thoughts re la t ive to any subject within 

the range of i t s cognition, then, i t i s u t t e r l y foolish 

to speak of a w i l l , a i s p i r i t u a l i n t e l l e c t In oan, to men­

tion the name of God, for a l l these supposed r e a l i t i e s have 

the i r only existence in the material sounds that form the i r 

names and the perfections ?e ascribe to them *"&• Coleridge 

however, does not tax Hartley with vie errors contained in 

these conclusions. On the contrary, he exonerates the "ex­

cel lent and pious Hartley : fron n i l uiaue, for iuurtley did 

not urge h i s pr inciples to the i r logical conclusions. The 

point which Coleridge is out to ,aake is a i l the More patent . 

He wishes to show how th i s m a t e r i a l i s t i c philosophy, while 

pretending to defend the o r i s t i a n Eoono;^, i f applied io-

g ioa l iy , wi l l effect i t 3 very <?ostruction. 

10 Woxkn, 3 , 232-234. In lvict, in t h i s hypothesis, 'ian 
would not r ea l ly a c t , but be noted upon. 
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So a l l th is me may add that Coleridge also reject­

ed as insufficient, the Dualism of Descartes, 'the Hyioaoiam 

of Spinoza and kdbnita , and in general a l l systems of asso-

oiatlonlBai or isolationism of .? abject knowing, and object 

know. The answer is to be found in a "hypostasis " of the 

two. How this Is realized, we shall see Immediately 19» 

§ 3» 'flat, ftflt.Ila.f ff* l^UM* 

This rejection of T^teriaiiam in i t io grossest 

and most patent form left Coleridge emtty-handsA. His 

nalBd was much too penetrating, and his intel lectual ca­

r iosi ty too keen to be content with n negative position. 

He was In quest of a system enabling hia to establish a 

link between his natural reason -ml his "Hith, so for want 

of bet ter , he turned to Shelling and his doctrine of Iden­

t i ty . This i s the second step. 

With regard to th is dootrino as adopted by Coleridge 

many questions a r l sa . Some however are not only beyond the 

scope of our work, but absolutely irrelevant to i t . Others, 

on the contrary, ^souid be of groat use, but their Boiution 

is impossible with the .n t e r i a i s at hand, Ujt us i l lus t ra te 

our meaning. 

WorkB, S, 239-246. 
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Whenos did Coleridge derive hid theory of Identi ty? 

M&. he ass imi la te i t from the writing;-", of . t o l l i n g and 

Spiaoaa or Floats , or was i t the product of h i s own mind? 

Sid Coleridge a r r ive a t t h i s doctrine al together indepen­

dently? I f not did he merely copy i t from another, or f i ­

nal ly , did he r e a l l y assimilnte i t as one aafces hie own 

the good he finds elsevhere? 

We think that the f i r s t question mast receive a 

negative answer. Coleridge himself in faot does not olalta 

an absolute independence from hiu fellow I d e a l i s t s , and 

i t seems hardly probable that such would be the case. Bor 

does i t follow that the accusation of plagiarism launched 

by cer ta in of h i s biographers ia t rue . Indee we are in ­

clined to disagree ^ i t h th i s accusation, which as a matter 

of fact has los t most of i t s weight since the defence -oad® 

by 3arah Coleridge has been f-uhllahed 3 3 . '.Thatever the 

case be, the outcome IF indifferent to ue« Je do not oar® 

how Coleridge came about h is raatter, wa are merely study­

ing the opinions that he launched for the f i r s t time befo­

re the English-speaking world, to see what the i r In t r in s i c 

value i s . 

For our purpose V en, w© s h a l l s t a t e with Coleridge 

that he was influenced in come small measure by th is oohool 

m Of. Introduct ion to the Biographla I d t t r a r i a , by Sarah 
Coleridge, works, 3 . 
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of I d e a l i s t s , a t l eas t in as mob. ay ho found a confirmation 

and fur ther development of doctr ines .vhlafo ho had e labora t ­

ed and conceived in an ele *ontary form, in his own I n t e l . 

leot Zl* 

In speaking or the influence exorcized by Idealism, 

as far as I t accents and propounds the theory of Iden t i ty , 

a wosd must be said of Coleridge's Pantheism* Ho admits 

having accepted for a t i <o <any of Spinas a*s vwvs even on 

subjects of ".ioral and :<fligion9 and ha proiaesad for a 

long time considerable ad d r a t Ion for Jlhailing ;":i. How-

aver, as ea r ly as 1825 he re jec ts the F,f substant ia una a t 

unica) of Spinoza, of which a l l phenomena, a l l par t icular 

and individual things, Uvea, minas# thoughts, and act ions 

are but modifications'1 2S» on account oi' thiv* open denial 

©f adherence to opiaoza*s pantheism, c r i t i c s have claimed 

g l 2his i s the Influence {at leas t *s a ntlAiiOMA), which 
Coleridge himself admits having received from Soheiiing* 
I t i s taken from the Biog. L i t . : "It would be a mere act 

of j u s t i c e to myself, were I to warn ms reader®, that an 
i den t i t y of thought, or even s imi la r i ty of phrase, wi l l 
not be a t a l l times a cer ta in proof that the passage has 
been borrowed from Schell ing, or that the conceptions were 
o r ig ina l ly learned from him. 'feny of tha most s t r ik ing 
reaeidblaaaes. Indeed, a l l the Main and fondaraontol ideas, 
were born and matured in my wind before I had ©var scan 
a page of the Oaxjnn phil eophe*". ;-:cp»A«oa4 by Holson 
Ooleridga in profso© to TVihle Talk. (h'orkM, 6, p. MO.). 
Of, Works, 3 t .463. 

8 8 Of* Introductory Mwny, 'fosfcn, I , p» 21» Al»o iJolvhaaA, 
op. o i t . p. 4?» 

** A Ida to Reflection, Works, I , p» 311* 
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that Ooleridga had abandoned a i l Pnnthe LS a, ind have com 

so far as to propose his philosophy as the beat defence of 

the Christian doctrine put forth in English ^ . 

Unfortunately tie are unable to agree with this 

assertion; on the contrary ;«e <>elelve that Coleridge was 

the advocate of tanthelsra in a much tore subtle form, cons-

oioualy or unconsciously. TOhe whole argument centers around 

the dootrine od Identity of subject and object. In adhat* 

ing to this theory, Coleridge made hi-naelf the protagonist 

of Pantheism in i t s most subtle form; ^e refer to spir i tual 

Pantheism. The dootrine Is found in several of hit- wrks . 

Let us examine briefly the argument advanced in the Bio* 

graphia. I t runs as follows; 

"2ruth is correlative to being and consequently, 

knowledge without a corresponding rea l i ty is no know­

ledge* Dow knowledge is ei-feuex conditional or absolute. 

2 4 Shis i s the case with fro feasor 3hedd* iie states 
In his Introductory Essays 
" ind in the f i r s t place, we think this author to be r e ­

commended and confided lnf as the foremost and ablest En­
glish opponenat to Pantheism, he do not apeak oi formal 
opposition to th i s , the moet powerful nnd successful of 
a l l systems of false philosophy, for Ooleridga has left 
on record no professed and finished refutation of Spinaia 
or Sohaillng, but we allude to the whole plan and s truct­
ure of the philosophy which he finally adopted and defended, 
aa in i t s own nature the moot effectual preventive of the 
adoption of ?antheism, m& the best positive re iedy fo* 
i t when adopted, to be found out of that country which 
has furnished both, the most virulent bane, and the "»ot 

gaerful antidote. ' ' {Works, 1, p# 1?). feter >̂e shal l give 
e rest of this quotation when we deal jorc- specifically 

with the arguments advanced by the followers of the English 
philosopher* for the moment i t suffices to have presented 
their contention. 
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Bot since conditional knowledge depends upon n« absolute, 

i t i s fu t i le to link a series oi* conditional together — 

we must ultimately com© to nn absolute or elae have no 

knowledge. I t ^fould be as reasonable to say that an in­

f ini te series of blind<im ooes not need a guide, because 

i t i s inf ini te , an to say that conditional knowledge needs 

no absolute because i t s series is inf in i te . JioJ infinite 

blindness does not supply the place of l ight . Consequent­

ly, we must come to an nbsoiute which i s , simply because 

i t i s , and communicates to a i l others their certainty. 

Sow this principle must be one, for if i t were two, one 

would refer to the other. Heather can i t be an object 

(thing), for an object is inconceivable without a subject 

as antithesis (omne porceptum parol plan tern supponlt)* Ses 

oan the principle be a subject as contradistinguished 

from an object, for; uniouiiize perei&ienti aliquid obji-

ci tur pereeptum, Xharafore i t jts the identity of both. 

She principle is the 3am or I am, and i t may be 

described as a perpetual self duplication of one and the 

same power into object and subject, which presuppose each 

ether and oan exist only ae ant i thesis . 

If a aan be asked then ho A he iwiowa that he is, he 

oan only answer: sum quia sua . . . sum iuia Deus est , or 

s t i l l more philosophically, sum ;uia in Deo auia* 2S» 

. . ! • ii i ' • ' • 

2 6 Worka 3» 342-345; of. ibid, 336*340, 
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He then goes on to t?how how the tr inoi&le of " o c 

gnosoendi e t essend!" I s the w i l l and the object ot t r ans ­

cendental philosophy a l jne , while the limit of natural phi­

losophy Is the objective f i e ld (^B far i s <t i s exclusively 

objective) • 
n The resu l t of both", ha ad'is, "would oe the ^rinoiple of 

a t o t a l and Individual phi losophy. . . . In other words phi­

losophy would pass into relLjlor,, ami r.l l izlon becoae i n . 

olusive of phllvsuphy* >c bc-in \ i t h the 'I toow myself", 

in order to end ni th the 'ibsolate 'T -vf*. /e proceed 

from the self , in order to l>se and find a i l sseif in 

God" 2 6 . 

I t i s useless to o^rry our inquis i t ion fur ther , tw& 

a l l c r i t i c s agree that when he tsrote these l ines , Ooleridga 

was cer ta in ly n Pantheis t . Ad ±tQts of Coleridge however, 

have c l a i ed when confronted with t h i s d i f f i cu l ty , that 

Coleridge abandoned Pantheism the day be gave up the theory 

of I den t i t y and accented the d i s t inc t ion between reason and 

understanding 2 ' . Without nntioipating on th i s f ina l phase 

of the evolution of his theory o^ oognition, we shal l merely 

s t a t e that although Ooier l^o ce r ta in ly wid abandon the sy»» 

tea of I d e n t i t y , m& perhaps Jor th<*t matter, ut l ibera te ly 

2 6 \/o«kV'iM8« 
a * Precisely the contention advanced by Jhedd. Intsoduetoiy 

Sseay, tforkn, 1, S i . 



renounced a i l a f f i l i a t i o n to Spinoaa, he never in our op i ­

nion, sucoeeded in freeing himself from the i n t r i c a t e meshes 

of Pantheism; and what i s 10re, hi® system of thought con­

t a in s the very elements which lead to i t . 

0HAM3SR I I . 

3BE DI3TIB0TIOB 3 ^ I L . ^ UIJ1&H3TJHMM Am RLAdOB. 

She l a s t s tep in t h i s climb from iiateriaiism, was 

indeed, to free him from the snares of .later.! a l io t i c 'an-

theism, t h i s we do grant , although at the time Ooleridga 

himself may well have been unware of i t . '7e refer to hi® 

assumption of the coetrlne of a opeoiflo difference between 

the " in te i i eo tus a t r a t i o " , hie .JO tent of t h i s point in 

h i s philosophy nay be t?"*the red fro a these ^ords: 'u . i t i l you 

have Plastered the fundnuonkal difference, in kind, octween 

the reason and the understanding as facu l t i es of the human 

mind, you cannot escape a thousand a i " f iou l t l « s in philo­

sophy. I t i s pre-eminently the flradus ad fhil^ssophiaa* 28f 

2 8 Table Salfc, dated iiay 14, 18S0. ,oxmt ut £!£• 
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For Ooleridga however, and those of his school, 

this problem is intimately connected with another, or ra ­

ther with two, namely* » the distinction between liato** 

and Spir i t , and the nature or constituent elements of 

Ideas* I»et as examine these questions separately. Thsy 

merit consideration, for, as he himself say®, they are the 

corner-stone of his philosophical edifice. 

Before beginning the exposition proper, n© would 

ask the reader to be at tent ive, and especially patient, we 

are entering on new ground, and we must proceed slowly. Bs~ 

peeiaily to the student of a oho las t i e Philosophy, the en­

t i re proeedure appears as a hodge-podge, an undigested oass 

of scattered ideas, farfetched, often times even fantast ic . 

Shis eannot be helped, for although we have coordinated the 

matter into as logical a whole as possible, after gleaning 

i t here and there in Oolerldge's works, we have been forced 

to maintain his terminology, and frequently to reproduce 

the texts verbatim, in order to avoid a misrepresentation 

of his precise meaning, which unfortunately i s not always 

clear. 

g I . Hatnre and Spiri t off BaturaI and atlr-itual. 

Shis i s outlined by Ooleridge himself in 

his Aids to Eefleetloa, in the Aphorisms on tfj-iritoal Bali* 
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glon Indeed, In the "Befieotlons Introductory to aphorism 

1 (On Original Sin)", he saysj- 'I entreat the intel l igent 

Header, who has takes J© as his temporary guide on the 

straight , but yet, from the number of cross roads, diffjU 

ouIt way of religious Inauiry, to halt a moment and con­

sider the main points which, in th is last division of my 

wo sit, have been already offered tor his reflection. I 

have attempted, then, to fix the proper meaning of the 

words, Bature and Spir i t , the one being the anti thesis 

to the other . . • 

These views of the Spirit and the Will as spi r i tual , 

form the groundwork of my *he»»" 2*. 

From this passage i t is quite clear that the es ta­

blishment of a distinction between nature and spi r i t i s a 

fundamental point in the philosophical line of argumentation 

for Coleridge. Indeed, were this link to fa l l out of his 

ehaln, the ends would be of l i t t l e us®. £#t us therefore 

consider at tent ively what Is Mature and what is Spir i t . 

®~ definition of la ture . 

In an extremely general sense, Coleridge has 

defined Satare as , whatever is not sp i r i t , and conversely, 

implying of course, that a l l things, belngo, to be more 

precise, can be classified in those two categories Jnst 

St Works, i , 80$»264. 



BS If one were to say that a l l beings are cither white or 

else they axe not white. The disjunction i s complete yet 

the classification is not very incriminating because the 

second term, "not white", implies no limitations other than 

the boundaries imposed by the word "white*. The point be* 

comas n»re pertinent when the inquiry is pushed a l i t t l e 

further. 

Mature, again, is whatever is included in the "me* 

chanism of oause and effect" 3 0 , and consequently i s not i n ­

dependent i s i t s origin or in i t s sequence. So al ter the 

formula, in the realm of nature, of the Natural, there i s 

bat one interminable chain of causes and effeots in s t r i c t 

relationship to one another. But, argues Ooleridga, "no 

natural thing or act can be called oziginant, or be truly 

said to have an origin in any other"*. (of the same order, 

i . e . Natural) . — The reason? Because in the causal chain 

of Mature, the causes do not really exercises a causative 

Influence, but rather serve as occasions, antecedents^ or 

again conductors of causative aotion. 

I t logically follows from th i s , that the complex 

reality which we sa i l mature is a force "subject to the 

las of continuity (lax continul; nam in natuxa son datur 

*u Works, i , 1S4. 
s l Ibid*, a n . 
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saltus)'*, which law our understanding (the uord is a l l -

important in the Oolerldgean scheme) on account of i t s ma­

ke-up cannot conceive &or "or.iuiat© in relationships othes? 

than that of cause and effect, ©lie representation of real* 

i t y in the mental framework of cause and effect has not, ne­

vertheless, objective correspondence in external rea l i ty , 

but is merely the creation of our mental faculties which of 

necessity aust perceive objects presented to them through 

the for^s of cause and effect arid in the categories of space 

and time. 

Kature then, is to® sum of that which Is represented 

and representable in the "forms of space and time, and sub­

jected to the relations of cause and effect^; and the cause 

and existence of which, therefore, is to be perpetually 

sought for In something antecedent. 'She word i t se l f ex­

presses $i is in the strongest manner possible: l a tum, that 

which i s about to be born, that »hlch is always becoming'1 , 

hence the idea of change, of continuity, and never of be­

ginning or en&i and this BO much so, that "the moment we 

assume an origin in nature, a true beginning, an actual 

f i r s t — that moment we r ise above nature, and are compell­

ed to assume a supernatural power (&en. 1, 1.)" • 

38 Works ,1,2©, 
8 5 ib id . , 372-273. 
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$o sum up we would define Mature as that which is 

representable In our u cdetstan&ing ia the trappings of space 

and time, in function of cause or effect, and holding of ne­

cessity an intermediate position in the causal chain. 

c- Definition of 8Dlri | . 

Accepting the method of exclusion, we can state 

isith Coleridge that Spirit in the Yfantithesis" of Mature 

and everything i t comprehends. Consequently, whatever can­

not be conceived in the forma of apace and time, whatever 

contains in t t se i f the principle of i t s own origin, or i s 

capable of originating i t e own actions: this is Spiri t! 

The Spir i t , Spiri tual , Supernatural, i s to be found 

( i f we may use the expression), at both ends of the chain 

called Bature. Indeed, the la t te r finds i t s principle and 

i t s culmination in the fone r , just ns God lo the Alpha and 

Omega of the entire Creation. I? ne cannot fathom the 

depths of this abyss called Spirit , there is no noec for 

astonish lentj on the contrary, to attempt to aea-ure i t s 

profundity by means of the laws of Bature \uouid be an ab­

surdity, for i t would be Judging tho Spirit by the laws and max­

ims of ilatter, the Super sensuous, by the sensuous. 23or doe® 

our incapacity provide a native for rejecting the Spiritual 

and i t s values when the voice of our conscience and light 

of our reason test ify to i t s existence • 

3* Works, 27&.S74 ( in not®}* 

file:///uouid
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4 - fhe Dis t inc t ion between Suture and Sp i r i t . 

from the def in i t ions jiven above, the reader w i l l 

have no d i f f i c u l t y in perceiving, not only the faot , but 

the nature of the d i s t i nc t ion establ ished by Coleridge bet*, 

ween Mature and Spi r i t s nor w i l l i t be less easy to observe 

that the two oan never become iden t i ca l In the order of 

r e a l i t y by an increase of one and a diminution of the other . 

I t Is not a case of differing' more or less in, the same do­

main, not a question of d ispar i ty of degree (as 'fhoilsts 

would say) , but in kind ( s p e c i f i c s ) . In faot , there Is 

no doubt that the "Spiritual'* as defined, pertains in no 

manner whatsoever to the N a t u r a l ' , but i a , as he designates 

i t himself, 'Super-Bat oral* . 

Even the basis of h i s argumentation demands that 

the conclusion es tab l i sh e i ther a specif ic divergence or 

none at a l l , fo r , although he does not formulate i t in BO 

many words, I t i s evident that he Is ra t ioc inat ing from the 

axioms, "omne agens ag i t secundum naturam proprlam", and 

th i s other , "agere sequl tar e s s e ' . 

I t i s l i t t l e wonder then, that c r i t i c s saw in t h i s 

"subs tan t ia l d is t inct ion" aicitlHutl.ni, an impregnable rook 

on whloh a l l Mate r i a l i s t i c Pantheism "lust break itself— 

for surely the channel dredged by Coleridge between nature 

and S p i r i t , ^fatter and ' ' ind, Heo^anlsm and v i l l , can never 

http://aicitlHutl.ni
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be bridged a * . 

In order toassure a better understanding of this 

capital point of the Ooleridgean philosophy, we fee l jus­

t i f i ed in reproducing at length a note affixed to the R e ­

flections Introductory to Aphorism X" of the Aids to He-

f lec t ion . 

"Its has in i t s consequences proved no tr i f l ing 

evi l to the Christian xnoxid, that Aristotle's definitions 

of Bature are a i l grounded on the petty and rather rheto­

r ica l than philosophical antithesis of nature to art - a 

oonception inadeauate to the demands even of his philosophy. 

Hence in the progress of his reasoning, he confounds the 

Bator a naturata (that i s , the sum total of the facts and 

phenomena of the senses) ^ith n hypothetical natura naturans. 

a Goddess Mature, that hn.B no better claim to a place in 

any sober system of natural philosophy than the Goddess 

J&ltitudo; yet to which Aristotle not rarely gives the 

name and attributes of the Supreme Being. The result was, 

that the idea of God thus identified with this hypothetioal 

nature beoomes i t s e l f but an hypothesis, or at best but a 

precarious inference from the inoomnencurate premisses and 

on disputable prinoiples; while ia other passages, Cod i s 

confounded (and everywhere in Aris tot le ' s genuine workst, 

inoludea in the universe: which /aost grievous error i t Is 

3 5 View put forward by Dr. JJhefld in the Introductory Es­
say. Works, 1,16-17. Of. fiuishead, Coleridge ao ihi losoiher, 
p. 118. 
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the great and characteristic merit of Plato to have avoid, 

ed and denounced" 36, 

The import of this passage is tremendous, and I t s 

veritable weight wi l l become more nan if est when we enter 

upon the poss ib i l i ty of proving the existence of God by 

demonstration. <*'or the moment, let us cal l to attention 

a point whloh we made a few moments ago, In order to en­

lighten i t s meaning. We stated that the gap between Nature 

and Spirit oould not be f i l l e d by running the material of 

one into the other, because the two are of a different na­

ture, they belong to different spheres; In other words, the 

distinction between the two is one of kind and not of degree. 

Moreover, since Bature i s that which oan be represented only 

in the fnr.na of time and space, and Spirit is that whloh oan 

never be represented in these same forms, i t follows neces­

sari ly that the knowledge gathered from Bature oan never lead 

*• a "VflU'SF knowledge of tee Spirit . It would be as r id i -

oulous as saying t .a t by looking at a barrel of apples long 

enough we would be driven to nee Angole. ffor i t i s with 

our Understanding that ue «ee the -hen omen a of Nature, and 

the reason why v?e oan see them, is because they are tied 

down to categories of space and time J- to which our Understand­

ing i s limited. Bow Spirit of i t s nature cannot be rerroduo-

tforke, 1, 269.264 (in note) . 
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et in these categories, oonseque t ly a priori, i t i s 

s i l l y to attempt i t s capture with this faouity and i t s 

instruments. But this point will be developed more tho­

roughly when wa deal with the distinction between Unders­

tanding and Reason. The same problem should arise in the 

refutation of the proofs of the existence of God by demons­

tration from oausa to effect, i . e . from Bature. 

• - ?hs Thsory of Evolution. 

In al l our research work, at least that done f irst­

hand in Coleridge's writings, we encountered nothing that 

expresses explicitly our Author's opinion on the subject 

of Evolution. Boo tor lulrhead however, in his excellent 

book oonseorates the fourth section of his ohapter on the 

Ihilosophy of Bature to this nubjeot. He had la hand when 

preparing his volume, nanusorlpts which we are unable to 

procure. From these he has quoted two or three texts in 

whloh Coleridge's opinion (in as much as one was formed in 

his mind) on the subject is expressed, Prom these texts 

Dr. lulrhead would argue that nothing in Coleridge's reason­

ing implies that he would have treated the problem of Evol­

ution with contempt, but would have oonsldered the problem 

without prejudice as one treats any reasonable hypothesis. 

Ia order to faoil itate a treat.«nt of the point nt issue, 

ws taks the liberty of reproducing textually the oltation 
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despite i t s considerable length. 

"And hare onoe for a l l , I beg leave to remark that 

I attach neither bel ief nor respect to the Theory, whloh 

supposes the human Haoe to have been gradually perfecting 

i t s e l f from the darkest Savagery, or s t i l l more boldly 

tracing us back the best ia l as to our Larva, contemplates 

itmn as the las t metaraorphoais, the gay Image, of some 

lucky species of Ape or Baboon. Of the two hypotheses 

I should, indeed, greatly prefer the lucretlan of the £ar-

turienoy of our ISother Earth, come score thousand years 

ago, when the venerable Elder was yet In her feena, and 

her human Litter suoked the milk then oozing from the count­

less Breasts of warm and genial Hud. for between an hypo­

thetical . . . or single Incident or Event in a state and 

during an epoch i f the Planet presumed In ni l respects dif­

ferent from i t s present condition, and the laws of Nature 

appropriate to the anue.. . interior of neoeasity to a i l actual 

experience, and an assertion of a universal process of Mature 

now existing (since there is the saae reason for asserting 

the progeasion of every other race of animal from so le lower 

species as of the human race) in contradiction to a l l ex­

perience, I oan have no hesitation in preferring the for aer, 

that, for which Nothing oan be said, to that against which 

Everything oan be said. 'She History I find in my Bible i s 

la psrfeot ooinoidanoo with tho opinions which I should form 
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on Grounds of Experience and Common Sense. But our belief 

that Man first appeared v.ith ai l his faculties parfeot and 

in full growth, the anticipation exercised by virtue of the 

supernatural aot of Creation, In nowise contravenes or 

weakens the assertion that these facult ies . . . in each suo-

oeediog Individual, born aooordlng to nature, must be pre­

ceded by a process of growth, and consequently a state of 

involution or latency, correspondent to each successive mo­

ment of Development. A rule abstraoted from uniform Hesults, 

or the Faoet of a Sum put by the Maater's indulgence at the 

head of the sum to be worked, may not only reader the Boy's 

Task shorter, but without «uoh aaslstanoo ha might never have 

mastered i t or attained the experience, from whloh the Rule 

Blight (have been derived ?)." And again: "When experience 

is possible and in points that are the fit subjects of 

experlenoe, the absence of experimental proof is tantamount 

to an experimental proof to the contrary. Ex. gr. If a man 

should seriously assure me that he had in the course of his 

travels seen a free, that produced live Barnaoles as i ts 

fruit, I oould not In strict 1 gio declare It contrary to 

a l l experlenoe; for he would be entitled to reply, 'NoJ 

tot I believe i t on my own.'' But if a Theorist should 

assert suoh a faot only beoause in his opinion it would be 

a rational account of the present parentage and existanoe 

of Barnaoles, in that o»se I should have a right to charae-
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terlae his oonjeoture as against a i l experience" . 

Bow Dr. i<luirhead could arrive at his conclusion 

merely from the Statement advanced by Coleridge in these 

texts i s beyond our ken. In faot, his conclusion does not 

seem to be drawn from the above statements. It i s based 

much more on some (to our mind) far-fetched external evi­

dence of nsgllgibls weight. Beoause Coleridge sympathised 

with some of Giordano Bruno's views and '"found it possible 

to reoonsile Bruno's speculations as to the birth of nan, 

which were not less heretioal than Darwin's, with the divine 

origin of the whole ohoir of Heaven and the furniture of the 

Ber th j . . . . . . and to attribute to him' a Principle, a Spirit, 

and el quenoe of rlety and lure Morality not surpassed by 

?anelon "- suggests that he would have had the insight to 

see the dlstinetion between a blologioai account of the 

process in time, and the inner Law or Idea of the Universe 

as a spiritual Thole, of whloh the prooess is only the 

outward manifestation, and whioh is the proper eubjeot 
3d of a philosophy of Bature" • 

It i s undeniably true that Coleridge ad aired Bruno, 

and we haws already referred to two of the latter1 s works 

with whloh Coleridge was familiar. It is with a oertaln 

s * Malrhsad, op* oi t . 132.134. British fuseum E3. 
Sgartos 2801. 

3 8 ibid. , 134-135. 
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note of ironioal sadness that he reioarks how the Philosopher 

of I s l s was burnt as an atheist by the 'idelators of Rome" 3 9 . 

The reason why we prefer to think that Coleridge would not 

admit a theory of Evolution, however, even If his .naster 

the "BoIan" maintained one is thist Coleridge aooordlng to 

a i l reliable crit ics was the pro pounder of a system of 

thought whloh excluded the possibility of admitting Mate­

rial ist io I antheism *°. Bow Giordano Bruno most oertainly 

was a Jaterlalietio ianthelet. Aooordlng to the latter, the 

world ia merely an evolution of the great monad which is 

God, and this to suoh an extent that God and the world are 

really one. The basis of this dootrine is the Co pernio-an 

theory which for Bruno became a fixed idea, and hia very 

determined purpose was to establish a soientiflo unity or 

continuity in the phenomena of the Universe. In establish­

ing this link howsver, he identified as one oubstanoe, matter 

and spirit , body and soul. He vent as far as to claim that 
41 

the Holy Ghost was the soul of the world . 

Bow i t seems to us quite evident that this philosophy 

is In direot contradiction with that of Coleridge, at least 

on the fundamental point of the distinction between Nature 

99 Biog. Lit., Works, 3, 249* 

*° We Lay great stress on the word Materialistlo Pantheism. 
Pantheism alone will not do. 

*l Of, Snoy. Brit, and Catholic Eney. artiole Giordano 
Bruno. 
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(whloh i s identical to what Giordano Bruno calls matter, 

body, phenomena), and Spirit (which for Bruno i s soul and 

s p i r i t For with Bruno there is no suoh distinction possi­

ble, there is no differenoe in kind, but only one of degree, 

depending on how far the reality in question is from i t s 

source, the Great ifcnad from whloh al l evolve, God. 

We admit that Coleridge was taken in by the idea 

of continuity in the order of Bature, and he must have ad­

mired Bruno for the center of unity whloh he provided for 

his Philosophy of Bature, but we fa i l to see how Coleridge 

oould have admitted any evolution of man from Inferior sps* 

oies i s time, unless we are ready to admit that Coleridge 

would have deliberately oontradioted himself. This must 

nsvar be supposed, but proved definitely. Bor does Dr. 

Muirhead's distinction between a "biological account of 

the process in time, and the inner law or Idea of the Uni­

verse as a Spiritual Whole', render the problem any easier 

of solution. It i s notacontroversy to be settled by biolo­

gical arguments, or again 'experimental evidence', i t i s a 

point to be made, primarily, by sound metaphysics. There 

is plaoe for a bioiogioal disoussion whloh we may admit 

(although the hypothesis has never been proved with any 

amount of oertitude, and it retrains at the vary best a hy­

pothesis), but i t must renain withdn the limits assigned 

to i t by reason, that i s , to evolution >etwoen beings of 
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the same a pool as, and not jump from one order to the other, 

suoh as would be the case of the evolution of the human 

soul from a brute 4 2» 

Oar conclusion would then be that Coleridge never 

advanced arguments in favour of Evolutionist theories, and 

we have no reasons to say that he would have favoured Dar­

winism had i t been in vogue in his day 4 3 . On the contrary 

we find very plainly stated in a l l of his works a clear and 

preoise dist inction between Bature and spir i t whish precludes 
44 a l l poss ibi l i ty of an evolution of the one to the other • 

42 
With regard to this entire problem we would refer to 

a treatment of the theory of evolution from a so ient l f lo 
point of view by A.w. .loCann in "God or Gorilla". He seems 
to show quite conclusively that the "evidence of the Origin 
of 3pa0108" as .{airhead cal l s i t , does not amount to very 
much. As a matter of fact he rejects the entire soientl f lo 
proof. Of. chapter IX, The Swan Song of Darwinism, 116.123. 

4 S We say i f i t had been in vogue. It was, but not a-
raong the class of people who s t i l l called themselves Christians 
and retained the Supernatural truths contain 1 Holy Writ. 
During the p%iod in question there was a wave of German Li­
beralism and -iodernism in England. 

** Coleridge lias a lovely text in oi se relation to the 
eubjeot of the origin of nan. whloh to our mind manifests 
quits clearly that he was not sympathetio to Evolutionist 
doe trine. 
" Life is one universal soul, whloh by virtue of the en l i ­

vening Breath, and the Informing v.'ord, a l l organised bo­
dies have in common, eaoh after i t s kind. Thi. , there ore, 
a l l animals possess, nnd nian as an animal. But, in Addi­
tion to th i s . God transfused into man a higher" g i f t , and 
special ly lmbreathed: - oven a 1lyingTtnat i s , self-sub-

a soul having i t s l i f e ' i n lioelf7^ ' Intro-
, A pho"rT"Tx, Works, 1, 119} • 

#I4!i':l*-M& . , u 
duotory Aphorisms 
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3 2* Th« Mature of Ideas. 

a- Introduction. 

Ws have already seen that Coleridge's f i rs t step 

on the road of Philosophy as regards his query Into the 

mystery of the organism of human cognition, was taken in 

the direstion of Sensism. But he did not remain there 

long, for he soon realized that the solution offered by the 

disolpies of Locke, Hartley and the ilateriallot 3ehool in 

general was no solution at a i l . Indeed he saw that rather 

than explain the po s i b l l i t y of real intel lectual oognltion 

for man (in accordance with his nature), and analyse Its 

intimate operation, i t led to a disastrous impasse, nomelyt 

that .nan no more than brutes, possesses intel lectual know­

ledge. 

How Coleridge turned to more capable minds to seek 

the necessary l ight , we stated summarily. We must now go 

into the problem thoroughly In order to aisoover the fac­

tors encountered by Coleridge in the genesis of human co­

gnition as he understood i t , raid the ordination and func­

tioning of the inte l lectual cognitive apparatus. The ques­

tion at issue i s that revived by the philosophers of the 

Crltloal Sohool slnoe the time of Descartes who provided 

the psychological bent to the sc ient i f ic nngie of philoso­

phy. The origin of this new phase in the acta physical f ield 

finds i t s upshoot in the nominalist upheaval and in the eub-
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sequent Idealism and Sttbjeotivlsm. 

From Descartes,on, the philosophical preoccupation, 

the Aristotelioo-ThomiBtio excepted, i s exclusively towards 

the origin, conditions, and validity of our knowledge. The 

alUimportant queries are: 'Can I know? What oan I know? 

What i s i t to know that I know?". And again: "Row do I 

know? How do I know that I know?", Coleridge, being outside 

the fold of Arlstoteiico-Thomlstlc thought, launched into 

the inquiry, with an attitude of partial skepticism. But 

his point of view ia not without a certain vantage of rela­

tive importance. By his Reli . lous Creed, he holds as irre­

futably established, that «n is endowed with a spiritual 

soul destined to an Immortal hereafter. Bow this soul i s 

equipped with facult ies of the same nature, that i s , su­

perior to those of brute *wimnls — the Will and the Heason. 

By these facul t ies , man, Image of his Creator, comiunes with 

the Divinity in a twofold act iv i ty: knowledge of the Spirit­

ual and the Supre.-ie Spirit , and in consequence, lie i s princi­

ple of h i s own tendency in tho Spiritual Orbit. 

But the rcaoh of the hu.nan inte l l ec t i s not confin­

ed to these l imits . FoyColeridge, the existence of spi ­

ritual and sensuous knowledge was never nt italic. He no-

oepted this knowledge ns a faot, and one that demands a 

rational explanation. There must be a special raeohanisj 

with a very specif ic mode of operation to account Cor iian ,s 
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cognition. The Inquest then revolves round the problem of 

the nature and validity of human cognition* The method of 

procedure la logical, namely, to study the nature of the 

oause by the nature of the effect, aooordlng to the axiom 

of the Sohoolmen, that the foraer must be at least propor­

tionate to the latter. It i s precisely this feature of the 

Critical Philosophy that we wish to investigate with Coler­

idge. -?e do not think it necessary to bring to the fore onos 

again hia philosophical ucanderings with Lioke and Hartley, 

or on the other hand, with Berkeley, Sohelling and Spinoaa. 

Let as rather enter immediately into his treatment of the 

problem along the lines of Kant and, from a oertain angle, 

Hegel. 

b- The Object of our Cognition. 

That this be the logical point of depsrture is patent 

to anyone in the least way familiar with the ^thods of phi*, 

losophioal inquiry. In complianoo with this fundamental law 

of method, Coleridge divided the total sum of exstant beings, 

Unoreatsd and oreeted, into two classes tabulated Bature 

and Spirit. The principle of his division 1B In major part, 

one of psychological order. That i s , i t finds the motive 

of i t s selection in the purpose whloh Coleridge has in view, 

namely, of solving the problen of human knowledge, whloh ia 

of psychological Issue. This reason alone would suffice to 
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account for his starting point, but there i s another whloh 

seems to bear more s s ight . The Universe is no more to us 

than what we know i t to be. It may "de facto" and "in He", 

be a great deal different, possess many ;unlities^be popu­

lated by many beings of which we are ignorant; a l l this i s 

hypothetical — what i s , i s what we know to be. 

Bow Binoe a i l things are not known in the same man­

ner, nor by means of the saue facult ies , Coleridge divided 

the beings into two dist inct categories, or worlds, to speak 

more oonorctely. One pertaining to 'liature" whloh we con­

tact through the senses, in relation to oause and effeot , 

and represent In the for is of space and time; another, the 

world of "Spirit1* which we cannot perceive with our senses, 

nor represent in the for as of space and time and whioh bears 

no relationship to cause and effect . 

This world of "Bature" then, is represented (pre­

sented would be more consistent with Colerldgean terminology) 

by and through the senses, external and internal. It i s 

primarily the objeot of animal perception, and i t i s present 

in roan, in the same manner, and in as much fio, he is an a-

nlraai. Consequently, by t h i s knowledge of this world of 

"phenomena" .nan i s in no wise superior to the brute . The 

reason i s very simple. The faculty by whloh knowledge of 

9 Of. infra. The dist inction between Understanding and 
Reason. 
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the Natural (phenomenon world) i s acquired, is the Unders­

tanding, whloh faculty tan and brute have in common due to 

their convening In a oo«imon genus, animal. Bow this simi­

lar i ty w i l l be greater or l e s s , according to the perfeotlon 

with whish they real ise the plenitude of animaUbeing. .That 

i s of greater Interest to us for the moment however, i s not 

precisely th is communion between man and the brute, due to 

a common faouity of sense perception, but the mechanism of 

that faculty. 

How does our Knowledge come to us through the sen­

ses? There i s , says Coleridge, a two cold element Involved 

in the prooess of acquiring tills sensuous knowledge, one 

external, and one internal. The scruple i s in assigning 

to each of these factors i t s proper function. -lay we be 

permitted to remark that i t was not without considerable 

dif f iculty that we bui l t up this logical whole presenting 

the Colerldgean view on the acquisition of knowledge through 

sense perception, for in his own works, the dootrine i s not 

unified, but i s scattered and without any tangible link. 

Consequently we shall <iuote quite freely, often times to 

a oonsiderable length, in order to allow the reader to Judge 

for himself, whether or not our Interpretation of the Au­

thor's words i s oorreot. 
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o- The "Presuppositions". 

Coleridge does not oegin hio cri teriological inquest 

after the manner of the absolute Sfceptioc. On the contrary, 

there are many points taken for granted (praesupposita, con­

sequently the t i t l e of this paragraph) at the very outset. 

In faot i t seems that for Coleridge there is no point of de­

parture possible other than this "aprioxistio" one. A brief 

enumeration of these presuppositions wi l l consequently not be 

vain. 

Coleridge, as we have stated, admits not only the 

possibi l i ty of human knowledge but the faot, and he never 

questions the val idity of this knowledge. He admired the 

amount of soienoe, speculative and practical, accumulated 

by the metaphyoioians and sc ient i s t s of a l l t laes , and to 

question the wealth of this treasure of knowledge was very 

remote from his mind. He does not tax a i l existing systems 

of metaphysics with debauchery ns Kant had done, but his 

oiarlon-cal l , his "reveille*, sounds to England especially, 

and his plea i s In favour of a return to the old beaten 

paths of true speculative science. His mission i s not oon-

oeived as that of an innovator, of a universal Liberator 

or redeemer, but rather of an evangelist, desirous of an» 

nounoing to the English people the happy tidings of an ex­

tant philosophy capable of liberating the* from the shaokles 
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of Matsrialism, This view is well expressed in the Au tho r s 

preface to the Aids to Reflectiont 

" But likewise i t i s and long has been, my oonviotioa, 

that in no age sinoa the f l r 3 t dawning of science and 

philosophy in th i s island have the t r u t h s , i n t e r e s t s , 

and s tudies whloh especial ly belong to the reason, con­

templative or p rac t i ca l , ounk into such u t t e r neglect , 

not to say contempt, as during the las t century. I t i s 

therefore one main objeot of th is volume to es tabl ish 

the posi t ion, that whoever t ransfers to the understand­

ing the primacy due to reason, I ^ses the one and spoi ls 

the other 

Reader.- You have been ued in n land abounding with ren. 

able in a r t s , learning, and icnowled^es manifold, t h i s nan 
46 in one, t h i s in another, few in many, none in alL" • 

Enough then .tor Coleridge's general point of de­

par ture . Let us now oo«Bider another which we dare c a l l the 

oorner.stone of the Colerldgean i n t e l l e c t u a l ed i f ice . I t i s 

to be found in the ioral and uel igious Aphorisms and mention­

ed or reoai led several t ines in h i s v/orks. 

" The posi t ion of the Ar is to te leans , n i h i l In in te l l eo tu 

quod non prius in sensu, on vhioh L ofce'o bssay i s ground­

ed, i s i r re f ragable ; Locke erred only in taking half the 

4 6 Works, I , 116-116. 
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truth for a whole truth. Conception is consequent on 

perception. What -te cannot imagine we cannot in the 

proper sense of the word conceive" *''. 

I t i s ourious to note that Coleridge did not ao-

oept th i s Aristotelean prindpie , relative to the acquisition 

of knowledge in the sense intended by i t s formula tor. On 

the contrary, the use he makes of the axiom thwarts the 

vary purpose for whloh Aristotle intended i t . The truth 

i s that Coleridge gives to this Aristotelean principle a 

Lelbnitaean or Kantian tinge whloh perverts i t . He makes 

an exoeption to the universality of the principle, which 

exception ia paramount to an addition. I t may be worded 

thus: There i s nothing in the inte l leot which has not come 

through the senses, excepting certain for as (e .g . of spaoe 

and time) whloh the understanding supplies of i t s e l f • 

* ' Works, I, 164. 

*® In dealing with th"o third funotion of the Understand­
ing, generalisation we have: 

"It i s obvious, that the third funotion inoludes the 
aot of comparing one objeot with another. The aot 
of comparing supposes in the comparing faculty oer-
tain inherent forms, that i s , modes of reflecting 
not referable to the objeot reflected on, but pre­
determined by the constitution and meohanism of the 
understanding i t s e l f . And under some one or other 
of these forms, the resemblances? and differences 
must be subsumed in order to be conceivable, and a 
fort iori thereforo in order to be comparable. 

Were i t not so, how could the f i r s t comparison 
have been possible? It would Involve the absurdity 
of measuring a thing by i t s e l f . But If we think on 
some one thing, the length of our own foot, or of 
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In other words, whereas spi r i tual oognitlon, for Aristotle, 

is had by the abstracting of a spi r i tual immaterial form 

from material determinations *nd individual oharaoteristiosi 

by a sort of subtraction of qualit ies fro A a whole whloh is 

material in i t s constitution, In order to have as a remaind­

er the same being devoid of I t s material trappings and cloth­

ed only in spi r i tua l garb: for Coleridge, the same knowledge 

i s to bs had by the addition of universality by the in te l ­

lect . Briefly, universality is not drawn, abstraoted from 

Individual representation present in the phantasm, but add­

ed to the sensible pioture by the Intelleot (understanding 

as a faoulty of the Intel lect in the case of nan) * . 

Bow these forms which are supplied by the unders­

tanding have no corresponding real i ty in the exterior world. 

The world "perceived*' and the world "conceived"* constitute 

an antinomy for Coleridge na for Kant. I t is the opposi­

tion between the 'noumenal' and phenomenal' worlds. But 

our hand and arm from the elbow-joint, i t is evident 
that in order to do th is , vte must have the conception 
of measure. Bow these antecedent and most general con­
ceptions are what i s meant b/ the constituent forms of 
the understandings we cal l them constituent because 
they are not acquired oj the understanding, but are 
implied in i t s constitution. As rationally might a 
cixcie be said to acquire a ceutre and circumference, 
as the understanding'to acquire these i t s inherent forms 
or ways of conceiving. This i1; what Leibnitz laeant, when 
to the old adage of the ie r ipa te t ios , Bihii in inteileo-* 
tu quod non prlus in sensu— there is nothing in the un­
derstanding not derived from the senses, or - there i s 
nothing conceived that was not previously i.eroelved. -
he replied - praeter inteilectum lpsum, exoept the (mis) 
understanding I tse l f ." (Aids to Eefieo., Aphorisms on 



the opposition oan be solved by removing the conditions of 

sense from the things in themselves. Indeed, i f the modi­

fications and determinations of spaoe nnd time necessarily 

Imposed or superposed to real i ty by the understanding are 

applioabls only to "phenomena'*, in order to determine the 

"noumena* we must abstract from these forms of time and 

spaoe. In other words i t i s imperative to r ise above this 

subjective element inherent to sensient cognition If we 

ever intend to s e t t l e the di f f icul ty , apparently insurmount­

able, as to the inature of things . Bow the only possible 

way of doing this i s by establishing the distinction bet­

ween sense (and the faculty j during according to sense, the 

understanding), and thought (and the faculty corresponding 

to i t which acts independently of sense, though not always 

in the same manner). Sense is passive, receptive, and the 

perception of objeots exterior to i t , w i l l differ aooordlng 

to the subjective state of the receiver, whloh as we have 

stated, in fa l l ib ly modifies the object perceived. Inte l ­

ligence on the contrary i s aotive, and i t s act iv i ty i s ma­

nifested by the representations i t creates for i t s e l f of 

exterior objeots, external real i ty . Independently of a l l 

Spiritual Religion Indeed, Aphor. VIII, oomuent, 
'Vorks, I , 247-248, In note) . 

How close is the rese.ibl'uaoe of this dootrine to the 
Kantian, of. Caird,i, 164.172. 

6 0 Works, I, 848.250. 



modifications enoountered In sense perception* Consequent­

ly these representations are objective, corresponding to 

real i ty . In other words, these representations have a 

"noumenal' and not only a "phenomenal" vnlue; they do not 

depend upon the oondltlons (receptive) of the know in j sub­

ject , but are the produot of the reason exclusively, which 
51 reason i s the same in a i l men • 

So far we have seen that Oolerldge id alts the uni-

versal faot of human oo^nition, nnd aerely \ i shes to bring 

baok to l ight the true explanation of this knowlodge. A-

galn, knowledge begins for us by experience, sense percep­

tion, but It does not cone in i t s entirety fro J or through 

the senses. This point lr» on, 1 ta l i To be nuro, the unders­

tanding supplies an element of cognition in the inherent 

forms of apace and time. But it must be reneibered that 

this knowledge coordinated in the categories of sjaoe nnd 

time, does not nonetrate to the "nou nen" of real i ty , i t 

doss not reveal what l i e s under the surface of things, the 

substratum, i t shows u« only the "phonoaenal' aBreot. In 

s nut-she Lit i t puts a ve i l over the nature of things, SVJ 

thst they are hidden from view, nnd only their silhouette 

i s psrselved. How then do we aoqulro knowlc^.o of the real 

nature of reality? Through the operntion f . :otht,r faculty, 

the reason. 

Works, I , 261 in note. 

file:///ishes
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But the reason is not limited to one mode of ope­

rat ion. I t has a twofold function. JPirst, a logical use 

by which, according to the principles of contradiction and 

Identity, ideas general or abstract, are arrived a t . These 

ideas express the common oharaotere of sense exparlenoei a l l 

of this prooess, and i t s output, pertaining to the order of 

phenomenon or Bature. Seoond, a real use of the reason, 

whloh consists in the formation of ideas altogether inde­

pendently from sense perception. These iceas do not pre­

exist in the reason, prior to a l l experience, but are rre­

sent in the intelligence in a iotential , latent form, as 

laws of aotivity of our mind • 

*- *he Emblem. 

We have with Coleridge studied an angle of the 
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genesis of huran knowledge « and we have seen that nan, 

by hia reason, performs a twofold operation; one, in rela­

tion to the functions of the understanding, and another, a l ­

together independent of this faculty of sense. The product 

in both oases however, receives the common appellation of 

"idea". Does the word have an identical sense in both in­

stances, o^ is i t limited in I t s proper signification to 

5 2 Works, I , 484. of. ibid»34l where this distinction bet 
ween speculative and practical reason Is developed at length. 
Here we merely mention iu as muoh as i t is neoessary for our 
immediate purpose. We shall deal with the distinction ex pro. 
fesso la ter on. 

Ths reader may wonder why we have not treated of the 
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one of these effeots of uental act ivity (and i f so, to 

whloh), the other receiving that denomination only by an 

annlogy, and that metaphorical} or again by grammatical a-

buse? The answer i s to be had only by a study of the essenoe 

or constitutive elements of ideas. 

To Coleridge, the importance of this precision i s 

paramount. He states i t thust 

"Let me by a l l the labours of my l i f e have answered but 

one end and taught as many as have in themselves the 

oonditlons of learning, the true import and legitimate 

use of the term Idea and the lnoaloulable value of Ideas 

(and thsrefore of Philosophy whloh is but another na-ne 

for the manifestation and application of Ideas) in a i l 

departments of Knowledge and their indispensable pre­

sence in the Sciences whloh have a worth as well as a 

Value to the naturalist no less than to the Theologian, 

to the Stateeaan no less than to the lorailst" . 

Several times he oompiains about the abuse of the 

word "idea", stating that this loose terminology is the 

cause of so muoh oonfusion of thought, and the subsequent 

role of judgments in the Colerldgean fewjfeewfii struotore. I t 
has seemed more logioal to reserve this rather oomplloated 
"apparatus" t i l l the end of our dissertation. Consequently 
i t w i l l be dealt with in treating of the dlstinotion between 
Understanding and Reason. 

5 4 M3.0, p.33, condensed. Quoted by lulrhead, Coleridge 
as Philosopher, oh.3, 09. 
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dsplorsbls abandoninge of true metaphysics. In his comment­

ary or rather, "Botes on wateriband", in regard to "Query XVI, 

p.235".i-

"Let us keep to the terms we began with; l es t by the chang­

ing of words we make a change of ideas, and alter the very 

state of the question.'' 

he s tates: 

"This misuse, or rather this omnium-gather ana expansion 

and consequent extenuation of the word, Idea and Ideas, 

may be regarded as a oai rmity infl icted by Mr. Locke on 

the relgwa of William I I I . , ;ueen Anne, and the f i r s t 

two Georges' 6 6 . 

With the importance of the lnouest in mind, let us 

come to the point, and confront the di f f iculty . Why doea 

Coleridge deolare the problem in view,of suoh moment? Why 

does he deem his life-work an accomplishment i f he succeed 

in putting this one point across? Because i t is fundamental 

to Philosophy that the nature of Ideas be clearly and ever 

present in one's mind. (We do not use the expressions, un­

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

0 0 Lltersry Remains, Works,V, 409. of. Works, 111, 212 
in note: 

"I here use the word idea in Mr. Hume's sense on account 
of i t s general ourrenoy among the English acta physicians; 
though against my own j idg-nent, for I believe that the 
vague use of thlr-» word has been the cause of muoh error 
and confusion." 
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On the other hand, the explanation of the nature of ideas 

presents a serious ffiffioulty. we shall allow Colerldgs to 

introduce i t himself. 

'Speak to a young Liberal, fresh from the Sdingburg or 

Hackney or the hospitals , of free-wil l as implied in 

free-agenoy, he wi l l perhaps oonfesa with a smile that 

he i s a necessitarian, . proceed to assure his hearer 

that the l iberty of the w i l l i s an impossible conception, 

a contradiction in terns , and finish by recommending a 

perusal of the works of Jonathan Edwards or Dr. Crombie"* 

And in the note he adds: 

"In faot, th i s i s one of the distinguishing characters 

of ideas, and narks at onoe the difference between an 

idea (a truth-power of the reason) and a conception of 

the understanding; naneiy, that the former as expressed 

in words, i s always, and necessarily, a contradiction in 

terms" 5 6 . 

The same idea is expressed in the Aphorisms on Spi­

ritual Religion Indeed, and this time the statement i s accom­

panied with a sumaary explanation. 

"Yea, this i s the test and character of a truth so affirmed, 

(in the Reason; consequently an Idea), that in i t s own pro­

per form i t i s inconceivable, itor to conceive i s a funo-

° Works,VI, 33. 'On the Constitution of the Churoh and 
State". 
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tion of the understanding, whloh oan be exercised on­

ly on subjects subordinate thereto. And yet to the 

forms of the understanding, a i l truths must be reduced, 

that is to be fixed as an objeot of reflection, and to 

bs renaered expressible. And here we have a second 

tes t and sign of a truth so affirmed, that i t oan 

come forth out of the moulds of the understanding on­

ly in the guise of two contradictory eonoestions. each 

of whloh ia partial ly true, and the conjunct-on of 

both conceptions beoones the representative or expres­

sion (the exponent) of a truth beyond oonoeition and 

itwacr^flfiaibla. Examples: before Abraham was, I am. 

J'God i s a oirole , the centre of which i s everywhere, 

and circumference nowwhere. The soul i s a l l in every 

part" 6 ? . 

The di f f icul ty Is indeed great, at f irst sight i t 

even appears insurmountable, for Ideas (according to the 

subatanoe of these quotations) imply an incapacity of being 

defined, nevertheless, Coleridge himself ins i s t s on the 

fast that the nature of things (the truth, the noumenon) 

i s to be expressed only by a notion or a definition; by a 

oonception of the understanding; consequently the antinomy 

that ar i sss between an idea and t^c definition of the same* 

6 7 Works,1, 262. 
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The solution of this contradiction now so l ic i t s our at ten­

t ion. 

The total sum of Being in the universe, we have 

seen, is divided into two classes, Bature and Spir i t . Cor­

responding exactly to these two worlds "'ad extra" there are 

in ,aan two facult ies , the understanding and the reason. Bow 

the functions of the understanding are the peroeption, re­

production, discernnent, and combination of phenomena of 

Bature. I t operates as follow a; the f i r s t phase i s one 

of sensation, occasioned by if pressions of external objects, 

in the senses. 7oli)ws the embodying of these peroeptions 

(peroeption i s sensation referred to an objeet) in the 

forms of apace and time producing an lavage of the phenomenon 

perceived. Third in order is the formation of a notion or 
68 conception by generalization or abstraetion • f inally 

there is the notion of the notion already formed, this l a t -

00 Let ua again remark that abstraction in the Colerldgean 
sense of the word differs "toto coalo" from the scholas t ic 
With Coleridge i t means a fixing of the attention upon an ob­
jec t , a concentration on one feature which i t has in common 
with other objects, from which is made the generalisation 
or universal concept. This view is well presented in the 
Aids to Reflection in describing the mechanism of understand­
ing: "Thus the whole process may be reduced to three ac ts , 

a l l depending on and supposing a previous Impression on 
the senses! f i r s t , the appropriation of our attention! 
3eoond (and in order of the continuation of the f i r s t ) 
abstraction, or the voluntary withholding of the Atten­
tion} and, third, generalisation." Works, i , 847, in 
note. 



58 

ter i s reflection . 

The reason, in opposition to th i s , ir, the faculty 

by which we know the world of Spirit , the Moumenon or e s ­

sence of things, and not only their external manifestation* 

Moreover, in i t s operation the reason i s essent ia l ly inde­

pendent of Bature and external phenomena. It is an active, 

ereative faoulty, and i t Is precisely because reason {.roduoes 

i t s representations of real i ty by i t s e l f , and i s not af fect ­

ed la their production by the subjective conditions of the 

understanding whloh modify real i ty , beoause of th i s , the 

Knowledge acquired through the reason i s objective, and i t 

i s to this latter that the term "Idea" i s s t r i c t ly applicable. 

Hence the disparity between a notion (a conception), 

which is a rapreaentatlon of real i ty , altered by subjective 

elements In suoh a manner th»t the truth behind the screen 

eannot appear, and an idea which is a replica (better an 

identification) of the exterior real i ty , in the reason. 

<ie shal l now endeavour to evolve this description 

of ideas. We shall proceed by defining them nejjntlvely 

(saying what they are not) , ind then affirmatively (stating 

what they are, in as muoh as this i s possible due to their 

very nature), f ina l ly me B'ail quote a few examples from 

Colerldgs. 

W Biographia Literaria, Works, I II , 334, 333-334, 



63 

The happiest way of presenting the distinction 

between ideas and other mediums of knowledge is hinted at 

by Ooleridga himself ia Appendix £ to the statesman*s .'.Sa­

naa 1, It i s by supplying a glossary containing the terms 

at Btake and establishing their meaning. This he does, and 

oar intention is to present the same definitions or descrip­

tions, with this difference, that we shall present them in 

oh art-form 60» 

Representation (¥resent*tion i s better), is most general 

term of apeeulative in t e l l . 

••• Seneatlon-oonsoloua presentation as referlng to aubj. 

exclusively. 

-I 
fW- Faroection - The same if refers to objeot 

i If this latter is immediate and individual—Intuition 

t If this latter i s mad lata and by means of a common 
oharaotar—Conception. 

j If oonception Is external Mid sensuous—yapt o^ 

- : 
t If mental and free from forms of the understanding-*. 

Motion (If realized.Cognitlon). 

Bow an Idea is neither* + Sensation, nor leroeptlon. 

And eonaequently sinoe these two terms include al l the others. 

Works, 1, 484. 
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i t naturally fellows that it is none of the other taodes 

of cognition here named. 

Bor i s an idea a series of organised conceptions 

suoh as a theory* Granted that a theory may bear the 

oi sest resemblance to an idea of a l l presentations ac­

quired through the senses, yet because i t is a cognition 

acquired through experience, consequently phenomenal, sub­

ject to change with the i utation of the phenomena on which 

i t i s based, i t cannot be an idea. But i f the theory con­

tains an idea, that i s , i f instead of repeating to satiety 

the same phenomena, the theorist puts aside a l l the general­

isations (features common to, and Involved in a l l the ex­

periments) and gives the law formulated either in terms of 

a power (suoh as the law of polarity), or again in terms of 

mathematical symbols, he w i l l soon have a theory whloh har­

bours a law, not only regulative, but constitutive. The 

example whloh Coleridge £lves of this i s the theory of e l ec ­

t r i c i t y . 

"Compare the Interval with the progress made within less 

than a century, after the discovery of the phenomena 

that led immediately to the theory o' e l ec tr ic i ty . That 

hare a8 la many other instances, the theory was support­

ed by insesura hypotheses; that by one theorist two hetero­

geneous fluids are assumed, the vitrious and the resinousj 

by another, a plus and a minus of the same fluid; that a 
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third considers it a mere modification of light; while 

a fourth ocmposes the electrical aura of oxygen, hydrogen, 

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

been evolving in a stronger and clearer light. For 

abstraot from all these suppositions, or rather imagin­

ations, that which is common to, and Involved in, them 

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

nor chemical compounds, nor eleu^ntary matter, - but 

the idea of two - opposite - forces - tending to rest 
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by equilibrium.... These give the law... ' • 

Bow to understand the meaning, to grasp the full 

significance of this (iistlnctlon between theory and idea, it 

is necessary to consider the positive Bide of the question. 

2 • ^Positively. 

To the attentive reader, the scrutiny of the chart 

in the preceedlng section must have occasioned an Impasse 

in our incuiry. We have stated that the Colerldgean Idea 

is neither Individual (particular), ?M Intuition (sensuous 

of course, since we were dealing with sense peroeption), 

nor general (universal or abstraot), a Conception or Motion. 

Logically then the render may ask himself; what oan it be If 

it is neither particular nor universal? 

6 1 The Friend, 3eoon<i Section, Essay VII, Works,11, 434-
436. 
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The faot i s that, for Coleridge, ideas are neither 

the one nor the other, or rather neither one as exclusive 

of the other, but they are both at the same time. Bor i s 

this at ate lent contradictory in his sense, albeit such a 

proposition i s not easy to grnsp. This however was to be 

expeoted from what had proceeded. Nevertheless, we shall 

attempt an explanation. 

A- Identity of subjective and Objective Reality* 

We shal l begin by saying that an idea is that whloh 

i s at the same time subjectively and objectively real . This 

la a mere repetition of the above-stated opinion that ideas 

are particular-universal, the point of view accounting for 

the difference ia the phraseology. Indeed what is present 

in our mind (reason) i s neoessarily there in a non-material 

s ta te , spiritual In fact because of the very mate-up of that 

faculty, consequently universal, ftothwithotending this 

universality, there i s a particularity, and there needs 

be one i f ideas are to be replicas of things as they exist 

in themselves. By this particularity, singularity, we do not 

refer to the condition of objeots suoh as we perceive them 

Liliiiiit na as we go about the s treets . Bo! \fe must not forget 

that this aensuous perception i s fa lse , more precisely, in­

adequate; for i t does not afford us a knowledge of things 

as they are in themselves, but as we picture them to be. It 
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Is not noumenai knowledge, but phenomenal, '.'o repeat t h i s 

to boredom, but v,e deem i t neceasary. The par t icular i s 

precisely that pr inciple which Informs, animates, gives 

r e a l i t y to specif io beings. Ideas in the i r ftspoot of "far-

t i ou la r i ty* are individualized for as. 

The dis t inguishing t r a i t of an idea is that i t i s 

ident ica l to something e l s e . In other words, there ia a perfect 

i den t i t y between something in our reason and something out­

side of our reason. The .umilnri ty is so perfect in a l l 

respects t h i t whether we consider feue one or the other ia 

perfect ly indi f ferent . In fact however, *e tmst consider 

i t in one or the other . Tf th i s ident ical r ea l i t y i s con­

sidered as exis t ing in nn objeot, i t becomes a subject , and 

performs the functions of a subject; i t unites, coordinates, 

gives the essence and const i tut ion and individual i ty to the 

object in which i t i s found. Considered in th i s respect 

i t i s ca l led , says Coleridge, a Law. If, on the contrary, 

i t i s considered as exis t ing in a subject , aa a presentation, 

a dupl ica te , a double of an ex ter ior r e a l i t y , t5 en, i t be­

comes an objeot and ponss^es objective r e a l i t y . I t i s 

called an Idea * 

Of th i s cor r e l a t i v i t y of kaw and Idea Coleridge 

provides Any examples. One which is a favourite with Oo-

$ 2 Works, I , 219; i l , 418 In note; TI.31; T, 38. 
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ia ridge i s that gleaned from the Constitution of a S ta te . 

"Bo nobler or c learer example thnn th i s could be given 

of what an idea i s as contradistinguished from a con­

ception of the understanding, correspondent to some 

faot or facts, J nor urn not^e communes ooncapiuntur, « 

the common o a rac te rs of which are tafcen together un­

der one d i s t i n c t exjonenet, hence named a conception; 

and conceptions are in ternal subjective words. Refieot 

on an or ig ina l social contraot , as an event or h i s t o r i o ­

a l faot ; and i t s gross improbability, not to say impos­

s i b i l i t y , w i l l s ta re you in the face. But an ever o r i . 

g iaat ing social contraot as an idea, which ex i s t s and works 

continually and efficaciously in t i e moral being of every 

free o i t ioen , though in the greater number unconsciously, 

or with a dim or cor.fused consciousness, - what a power 

i t i s J As the v i t a l power oorapare< with the mechanic; 

as a father compared with a mould in wax or clay, suoh 

i s the power of ideas compared v.ith the influence of 

conceptions and notions" . 

If laws and ideas are one and the saae thing oonsl­

dered from a di f ferent standpoint, the question wi l l neces­

s a r i l y a r i s e ; what la the i r interdependence? Do they always 

coexist? Is there any p r io r i ty of time between them or only 

5 3 Botes on Hooker, Llternry Remains, v/orks, V, 38. Of. 
Ohuroh and S ta te , H , 38. 
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one of nature? We know for example, tha t nbstraot notions of 

a thing presuppose the thing as exis t ing from which they oan 

be abs t raoted . How then does the case stand when we deal 

with ideas as understood in the Colerldgean idiom? 

The answer i s supplied by our Author himself in s e ­

veral of his Works. Ideas being truth-powers of the reason, 

not depending upon sense perception for the i r or ig in , but 

sponteneously issuing from the reason, do not suppose an 

exist ing objeot of which they are a mere re i resen ta t ion . 

Bot only do they not suppose a ?re-exis t ing objeot, but i t 

is precisely the contrary that occurs, ideas, being tho : r i n -

o ip ie , the Law of r e a l i t y aut?t, in the order of thought, be 

oonceiveo as an ter ior to that of which i t i s pr inciple . Just 

as creat ion supposes the Idea of a Creator in the order of 
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axistanoe . 

B- Idea and Law - thesis and antithesis. 

This idea of dual relationship of subjective and ob­

jective identity, of anteriority and posteriority, is well 

expressed according to Coleridge in Greek mythology, with re­

gard to the aetiological study of the universe. In philoso­

phical language it would read somewhat as follows: 

Works, VI, 36*36. Of. I, 151. 
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a* What i s givsn as belonging to the chaost-

1* anterior to the ohaos; 

" materia subjeota et iuois et 

tenebrarum' which contained the 

"prothemenon' of the thesis and 

ant i thes is . 

11- the ohaos; 

whloh is a struggle between; 

hyperohronla (ideal pronomoi)— the unde­

veloped, unproduoed, the pro thesis , of 

whloh: 

idea i s the thes is . 

law (nomas) is the ant i thes is . 

b - The transoendant Jonas and likewise individual Tinas".. 

or "Theoi athanatoi, to The ion*1 f harmony), as d is t in­

guished from 'o Theo8*. This i s to be considered as 

the lythagorean "aumen numerantis', and contemplated 

as the identity. Bow in this 'Identity" there i s a-

nother oonfliot or division into: 

Thesis- (to Theion) whloh becomes Law (nomos). 

Antithesis - whloh i s Idea. 

But what ia the differenoa between idea and law? If 

there i s an Identity between them, what makes one what i t i s 

rather then being the other? 

Coleridge answers in terms to this effect: 
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The "nomos* or law Is essent ia l ly idea, with this 

difference however, that i t i s idea substans. It i s an idea 

that has substantiated i t s e l f , beoome real, as opposed to 

idea, oonaequently * substans in substant iate "• The f i r s t 

r.roduat of i t s energy Is the thin,: i t s e l f : ipsa ae posnit et 

ism faota es t ens oosltuau 

From this we must conclude that in th i s 'schism.. . , 

the thesis becomes nomos, or law, and the antithesis becomes 

idea, but so that the nomos i s nomos, because and only because. 

the idea i s idea: the noaos i s not Idea, only because the idea 

has not beoome nomos' • 

6 6 On the Prometheus of Aesobyius (paper read at the Royal 
Society of Literature, May 18th., 1825.). Works, 17, 366-368. 
We. think i t useful to add here an explanation of the Colerld­
gean use of this Hegelean finding. Coleridge exemplifies the 
alleged truth of the position by means of geometry. 

A l ine i s the production of a point in spaoe. The two ex­
tremes of the line are i t s poles, and the point i t s e l f i s re­
presented as the mid-point, the indlffence of the two poles. 
Craphloail we have the following: 

T I A 

(T) Thesis (A)Antethaels. (I)Punotum indlffsr. 
ens. 

The seoret of the whole system l i e s in thisi that (I) oan 
be either (T) or (A), not at the earns time (for this would 
mean their identity) but alternatively, [we note hers that 
there i s an i l l o g l o s i i t y to whish one mast refer i f he wish­
es to refnte this system of opposition and resolution.;} • 

Coleridge deveiopes this into a Pentad in the following 
manner. _ , 

I-I ro the s i s ( identity of aot and being). 
8-Thesis(being) 4-<lesothesis( indifference) 3-Antethesis(aot) 

6«3ynthesis(composition or equilibrium). 
(Works, 1,218-9). Cf. itaeay on Faith, 
Works V, 660 in note. 
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° - 9 w U * » t t T t «f Regulative? 

Sinoe law and idea are correlative, one being the 

laoarnatlon of the other, the question that logioal ly follows 

i s in virtus of what intrinsic power do ideas have the quality 

of realising themselves, and how i s this done effectively? 

This i s the most intimate problem concerning ideas, touching 

the very core of tho question. The problem presents i t s e l f 

to Coleridge in the following manner. 

Ideas and laws are reel; rocal, laws being but the 

antithesis of ideas, ideas existing in real i ty outside the 

reason. They supply real i ty with i t s animation, i t s suba­

tanoe, to which they give l i f e in i t s principle. But this 

may bs dons in two ways says Coleridge, depending on the na­

ture of ideas, to wit: by regulating the agenoy of external 

being, or, by producing this saoe reality as a for nal consti­

tutive element. 

This then i s the problem on hand, and in affording 

a solution d> the 3aae, the world is necessarily divided in­

to two cnmpe, nnd two only. (We speak of oourse for Colerldgs). 

In philosophy, the point of separation or divergence is the 

origin of ideas. On this lH«ae two plausible positions are 

possible. They are not admitted to be both correct but Co­

leridge wi l l at least tolerate the false one in as muoh as i t 

safeguards in i t s oonciusion, i f not in i t s principle, the 

sp ir i tual i ty of knowledge. They are the Platonic theory and 
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the Aristotelean. Plato with whom Coleridge coincides subs, 

tantiaily on this theory, aaintains Ideas to be in the reason 

as powers thereof inderendantly of sense perception 66» Aris­

totle, on the other hand, explains the dootrine of ideas by 

recourse to the process of abstraction, whloh process finds 

its incipience in sense perception. Ideas, then, for Aria, 

totle are products of the understanding • 

From this statement of the principal tenets of the 

two great Greek ihil gophers it ia easy to see that the i-

dentity that will exist between idea and reality will not be 

the same In their respective schools of thought. To discern 

the true system is no easy task, but the most sub lima problem 

of metaphysics. 

However the problen demands a solution because its 

oonsequences ere dire. Strange as it may seem, it api ears 

that the quest of a solution is futile, for we are born ei­

ther Aristotelean or Platonist, and Aristoteieana eannot un­

derstand Piatonists, they cannot raise themselves to the 

** The only reason why the Aristotelian opinion ia taken 
into oonaidaration la beoause it ooneludes to the spirituality 
of ideas (although the term in its present aeaning was never 
used by Ariatotle — eonaequently we speak of the dastrine 
"quoad rem, non quaad no len ' ) ; on the other hand the Hartleian 
and Lookian Schools are ostracised beoause they deny the very 
possibility of such knowledge. All schools must therefore 
be reduosd to two, for only two oon term for the legitimate 
explanation of spiritual knowledge. 
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aublime heights of the pure reason, and consequently, they 

oan never beoome Pistonists . The reason i s obvious. Arls-

totaleans are mon who are limited ia the acquisition of their 

knowledge to ooncepte acquired through tne understanding. 

They try to explain ideas adequately by these conceptions, 

and oonsequently they have not a proper idea of what an "idea** 

la . All this Is clearly expressed by Coleridge himself, but 

in various parte of h is works. "*e shall endeavour to quote 

textually, manipulating the quotations only to put them in 

order. Having spoken of the Idea as a power of the reason 

exclusively, and i t s subacqueut capacity of produeing I t ­

s e l f Into being he states: 

"Whether this be true philosophy, i s not the question. The 

school of Aristotle would, of course, deny, the Platonic 

affirm i t } for in this consists the difference of the two 

schools. Both acknowledge ideas as diatinot from the 

mere generalisations from objects of sense; both would 

define an idea as an ens rationale, to whloh there can 

be no adequate correspondent in sensible experience. But 

aooordlng to Aristotle , ideas are regulative only, and 

exist only as functions of the mind: - aooordlng to Pla­

to , they are constitutive likewise, and one in essence 
68 

with the power and l i f e of nature: . . ." . 

*• Prometheus of Aeschylus, florks, IT, 368-359. 
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"There are, and oan be, only two schools of philosophy, 

differing in kind and In source, differences in degree 

and in accident, there may be iany; but these constitute 

sohools kept by different teachers with different degrees 

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

not different philosophies, dehoo^a of pBilology (the 

Love of empty noise) and mleosophy are here out of the 

question. Sohools of real philosophy there are but two,-

best named by the aroh-pl ilosopher of each, namely, Pla. 

to and Aristot le , hvery man oapable of philosophy at a i l 

(and there are not many - uoh) is a bora Pla ton let or a 

born Aristotelian" 6 9 . 

"I do not think i t possible that any one bom an Aris­

totel ian can become a riatonist; and I am sure that no 

born Platonlat oan ever change into an Aristotelian. They 

axe the two slassea of roan, besides which i t i s next to 

impossible to conceive a third. The one considers reason 

a quality, or attribute; the other considers i t a power. 

I believe that Axis to t i e never oould get to understand 

what Plato meant by nn idea . . . With Plato ideas^oonsti-

tutive in themselves. 

Aristotle was, and s t i l l i.-., the sovereign lord of 

the understanding; - the faoulty judging by the senses. 

m Botes on Booker, £ i t . Be wins , works, V, 37. 
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He was a oonoeptuallst and never oould raise himself 

into that higher state which was natural to Plato, and 

has been so to others, in which the understanding i s 

d i s t inct ly oonte tplated, and, as It were, looked down 

upon from the throne of aotual ideas, or l iving, inborn, 

essential truths'* ' ° . 

'All this disquisition on the angels (quoted before and 

whloh he i s oolamenting) confirms my remark that our ad­

mirable Hooker was a giant of the race Aristotle versus 

Plato. Hooker was truly judicious, - a oonaummate syn­

thesis of understanding and sense. An ample and most or­

dinate oonceptionaiist, to the tranquil empyrean of ideas 
71 

he had not ascended'* . 

f ina l ly , with regard to the importance of the problem 

we havet 

"Whether ideas are regulative only, aooordlng to Aristotle 

and Kant; or likewise constitutive, and one with the power 

and l i f e of nature, aooordlng to Plato and Plotinus ( . . . ) 

i s the highest problem of philosophy, and not part of i t s 
72 nomenclature" • 

T 0 Table Talk, In date of July and., 1830. It ia strange 
to note that Coleridge refera to Ideas as ijiborn truths. Cer. 
tainly there ia not a great deal of disorepanoy between in-
born and innate. 

** Works, T, 36. 

* 2 Worts, I, 484. 
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To conclude t h i s inquiry into the nature of ideas 

in the Colerldgean sense of the word, ne would IIKO to r e -

fer„a f ina l question which merits our a t tent ion dae to the 

importance i t bears in the proof of the existence of Sod* 

We have pointed out that aooordlng to Coleridge ideas do 

not or ig ina te in sense ^ c a p t i o n , nor in the general iza t ­

ions made by the understanding. Whence then, do they ha­

ve t h e i r origin? Two possible solutions remain — e i ther 

they are innate as the Pia tonls ts affirm; or e l se , they 

are pa r t ly Innate par t ly derived from external r e a l i t y . 

To determine the Colerldgean view i s deoldely d i f f i c u l t . 

The task i s rendered the f«ore arduous for us by the Inok 

of manuscripts whloh other wr i te rs have had at hand in 

t r ea t i ng the subject . Although these disc iples of the En­

g l i sh fhilosopher quote the manuscripts to substantiate 

t h e i r statements and conclusions, we cannot acquire from 

these fragmentary documents a substant ial and complete com­

prehension of the whole, nevertheless we shal l discuss the 

point as i t appears to us from the ;mtar ia ls at hand, ad­

mitt ing that a more comprehensive study of the anrglaal 

notes le f t by Colarldg© might necess i ta te a modification 
73 in our posi t ion • 

The f i r s t text in which an a l lus ion to innate ideas 

7 3 iluirhead, Coleridge as ihilosopher, Ch.3, % 3 The 
Meaning of Ideas, 96-10®. 
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has been seen, and tha t , in favour of the repudiation of 

the syste i, it* found in the Biogr-.phia L i t e r a l s twhere 

Coleridge t races the evolution of the Assooiationist theo­

ry from Ar i s to t l e to Hartley. Kefering to the oontributlon 

made by Lescartea in ^Unifying the sense of the <*ord "Ideas'*, 

Coleridge affirms: 

"Les Cartes (^io) having introduced Into his philosophy 

the fanciful hypothesis of material ideas, - or certain 

configurations of the brain, nhloh were as so faany 

moulds to the influxes of the external vsorld, - Looks 

adopted the t e n but expended i t s s ignif icat ion to what­

ever is the immediate object of the ioind*s at tent ion or 
74 consciousness . 

Dr. lulrhead weaves this text into t :e t issue of 

h i s argument to con f i r < hi* Assertion that Coleridge was 

not a follower of l i a t o *>nd Descartes in i s much as they 
76 adhered to the 'Innateness ' of ideas • 

In our estimation this appiicatio.. of the text in 

question ia farfetched, fhe context i s In no oonner r e l a t ­

ed to the aubject of ideas in the s t r i c t jense of the vsord. 

7 4 Works, 111, 214 in note. 
7 8 ..lulrhead, op. o i t . 101. So far from being es tabl i sh­
ed by Descartes, he held that i t had been reduced to 
absurdity, by being oonneoted with the 'f noiful hypo­
t h e s i s ' of 'configurations of the br an vhioh were as so 
many moulds to the iu fluxes of the external .orld.M 
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On the oontrary the very purpose of the note ia to explain 

t ha t , oontrary to his conviction, the Author is UBing the 

word idea to designate the i<a<.i£e of sense peroeption. Bor 

do we find anything in Coieridge'a text aihioh suggests that 

Coleridge i s insinuating that the only ideas admitted as 

exis tent by Desoartes are these ta ter ia l ones, these 'con­

f igurat ions of the b r a i n ' . As a matter of fact ^e oan find 

nothing in Descartes which j u s t i f i e s luirhead in his suppo­

s i t i o n . The i;;sue a t intake is v/nether or not ideas, as t ru th-

powers of the reason, nre innate in the Colerldgean system. 

To prove the negative ••"iswer to this duery, l»r. luirhead 

quotes Colerldgs as re ject ing Descartes' 'innate material 

ideas" . In answer to this we say that e i ther Coleridge did 

not understand the very fundamental position of Cartesian 

philosophy, that i s , t i e waning of an innate idea in th is 

system; or else Dr. luirhead has abandoned the line of lo ­

g ica l argumentation. Let us then examine the two hypothe­

ses in turn to see the r e s u l t . 

1s t . Coleridge does not understand Desoartes. 

Not only i t i s possible but probable, however 

we have nothing to substantiate the suspicion, that Coler­

idge did not grasp the ent i re aeaning of Cartesian phi lo­

sophy, Bor do we say this in a disparaging manner. We 

read i ly adult that aany • -nglee of the Cartesian system of 

thought are absolutely beyond our ..rnu;, they just do not 
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msJts sense] And th i s see is but logica l , beoause any system 

of thought s t a r t i ng from pre uses of the nature of Descar­

t e s ' , using a vocabulary replete with newly coined words, 

containing oontrndictory statements, wil l baffle even the 

s p e c i a l i s t . :!. Br i t a in for exaupie, confesses that nt 

times he cannot determine precisely what Descartes menns 
76 

by an idea . 

With this in minci, we are will ing to allow a cer­

tain amount of l a t i tude for in te ipre tn t ion of a loose t ex t , 

but where there is c l a r i t y , where the language i s precise, 

then the uiords must be taicen at face value. 

Let us consequently ask Descartes jus t what he 

means by an idea, and if he holds that these are several 

in kind, vce sha l l see i f he has any that coincide vith 

the Coieridgean in general; f inally we sha l l see to what 

c lass of ideas the above reported juotatlon from Coleridge 

can be applied, j'rom a i l th is we wi l l draw a legitimate 

conclusion. 

The f i r s t iteoi to be noted is that the vujrd idea 

in the Cartesian idiom is analogous, i t i s applied to sense 

perception na well as concepts (we use these tec.is for the 

moment in the i r eldest accepta t ion) . 

7 6 ''Quant aux textes du phiiosophe (Descartes) portnnt 
vat la nature -n&me de la pens5e et des id$es, i lo oont 
souvent 3auiVDQ<aes. sc r ta ins oependnat exprLuent n e t t e -
meni oet te t h l o r i e * . J . Marl t a in , Trois a S format eurs , 
1161, note 30* 
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The root of this tree of Knowledge t-iat is tho 

Cartesian idea, is to be found in his 'Oogito ergo aura". 

In expounding the hidden signlf last ion of this his funda­

mental doctrine, he tells ua that thought includes in its 

comprehension ail that io within us of which ne are immedia­

tely aware, oonoeoueiitly, all the workings of the will, the 

inteileot, the imagination and the oenses, are entailed. It 

is not surpriaing then to find that ideas, which are but a 

kind of thought, should be the medium, the immediate peroep­

tion of whloh renders our thoughts oonsoious. Consequently 

ideas are to be found in the sensuous domain as well as in 

the strictly intellectual field. If we wished to delve deep. 

er into their nature we should say that under the common 

heading of ideas must be classified all immediate conceptions 

of the mind, all pictures of things suoh as that of man, 

of an angel or still of Cod. 

How aooordlng to Descartes, these Ideas are three 

in speciest productive (faotives) whloh are arbitrary oon-

ooctions of the imagination, and are typea on whloh external 

reality io .nodelied. ("»'e note the rese ibIanoe with a qua­

lity assigned to ideas by Coleridge); adventive (adventices) 

which we gather from without, and are foreign to us; Innate 

77 
which we possess frou our bi r th . 

7 7 The names whloh we have given to these ideas in En­
g l i sh are of our own coining oonsequently we added the French 
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This division of ideas i s based on the i r o r ig in . 

I f we consider the . from the point of view of in te rna l cons­

t i t u t i o n *e have ideas that are not images, or s p i r i t u a l 

Mift&t and image or material ideas ( ? ) . Our present r e ­

search has to do primarily with these loage ideas. 3oie 

of these images or f igures , Bays Descartes are impressed 

in our external senses, others have their outl ine {Tinted 

on the surface of a gland which is the seat of the Imaginat­

ion and oo.amon sense. However, they are not ideas in as 

muoh as they are modifications of the brain out in ns much 

as the mind wi l l coneider the a i-viea. l a te ly when i t imagines 

or f e e l s . 'Ideae nomine in te l i igo oujnsiibet oogitat ionis 

formam i l lam, per cujus immediatam peroeptlonem ipsius e-

jUBdem cogi ta t ionia o^naclus sura; adeo ut n i h i l por?aim 

verbis exprlmere, lntell igendo id quod dioo, quin ex 

hoc IpstLn certui.i e i t , In <ic jawe idea.i ejus ĉ uod verbis 

i l l i s s i j n i f i o a t u r . Atque i t a non soma imagines in 

phantasia d e p l e t e Ideas vooo; lmo ipsas hie nullo mode 

vooo Ideas^, "naterus sunt in ihan.taaia oorporea. hoo est 

word in parentheses. In the 'oditat iona, the d is t inc t ion 
i s thus expressedt "Or, et.tre oes idaes, ies unea ne ae.ibient 

e t r e n4es aveo moi, lea outres e t re itron^eres et vonir 
du dehors, e t les autres e t r e fa i tes et invent§es par 
moi-me^e. 3c. is l imi t a t ion , "fiditationo .'litaphysinues, 
Paul Lemaire, Pa r i s , Librair ie Hatier, p . 59. 
Cf. liana" i>esoaxtei, Dlaouura de la fjthode, ^tienne Cilson, 

316, p.34, 1.3." . . . horo de \ V J 1 . . . ' 
Etudes 3ur le rdie de ia pensSe . i4di§vaie dans la 
f o n a t i o n da systcme OartSsien, E. Oiison, 306. 
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in parfo ai igna, oelebri depictae, ae< tantum quatenus 

aentea icsaa la i l iasi cerebri conversen informant" 7 8 . 

I t seems well established in the text , tha t , for Descartes, 

i t i s not s t r i c t l y upeaking, the idea that i s mater ia l , "oon. 

f igurat ions of the br-^in', but these configurations, in as 

much as they supply the mind with an object of ref lec t ion, 

of immediate peroeption. We should therefore conclude that 

Coleridge aid not grasp the Cartesian meaning behind the 

"image-idea" theory. But we have no reason to say that he 

did not d i s t inguish , with Descartes, between these Image 

ideas , acquired through the senses, and their dlreot oppo-

e l t e s - tne innate . A>r with the philosopher of rort-Royal* 

Innate ideas are def in i te ly not configurations of the brain". 

They are pure s i i i I tua i ideas, jus t as tJ-ey are in the 
79 Colerldgean scheme • 

'° Cils.n, Piscours de ia :5thode, Jld-319, P.M. 1,3... 
"... de i'ldie.,.'. Of. Marltaln, Le Songe de Descartes, 
3.16, note 138. ' 

" iuelques-uneo (de mas pens4ea) sont ooiie lea images des 
ohose3, e t o ' e s t a ce l l e s - l a aeules que convlent pro pre tent 
le nom d*id$es . . . ' (Trois . Med. , 3 5 ) . 

"Kntre ces f i g u r e : . . . c e na sont pas oel les qui s 'Lipr i tent 
dans les organes dee senses extirleur* . . . .taia aeu lexn t 
eel lea qui se traoent sur ia su^erfioie de la glande H, 
oh est le siege de I ' Imagination et du sens oouuin, qui 
solvent e t re pr ic t s pour les i<i.4ee3, o 'ea t -a-u i re {.our 
les formes ou imapee cue i'ame raisonnable oonsidSrero 
Immediate, i n t lorrque, a tant unie a cet te aachine, e l l e 
imaginera ou sent i ra ciuelue objet" . (Traits' de I 'Home, 
9 70) . 

7 9 Gilson, Discours uc la ijthodt, ui7,P.34, 1.20. I t 
I s worthy of note however, tha t the reason for th i s foot i s 
d i f fe ren t in the two cases . Witi. J i soa r t s s , ay Ciison says, 
the thing i s necessitated by the real d i s t inc t ion between 
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Moreover innate Ideas in the Cartesian sense are not 

infused in a s t a t e of .'ull perfection, Tney are present in 

the soul only In an abortive s t a t e . "Virtually*', to use the 

language of letaphyaios, in na muoh as they l a r ly an indepen­

dence from ex te r io r r e a l i t y for their production, and a r i se 

exclusively from the reason, nr faoulty of thought. Descar­

tes in his iuaint language puts i t so: 

" . . . j e n ' a i Jaaais 4orl t n i jug§ jue 1 'eapri t a l t besoin 

d ' i d l e s na ture! les (inn6es) qui soient juelcme ohose de 

different de la faculty n u ' i l a de penaer; caais reoon-

naissant q u ' l i y avai t cer ta ines pernios qui ne proc4-

daient n i dos objeta du dehors, ni de la determination 

de aa volontS, oiais seuieient de la faaulta" que j ' a l de 
« 80 penae r . . . . 

i'rom th is aumnary of the Cartesian dootrine of ideas 

(which i s by no means adequate, yet i t su i t s our purpose), 

we opine that two conclusions follow <uite obvioualy. 

F i r s t : that Coleridge did not esteem Descartes a r -

pel ia t ion of "'material ideas" to be 1, accordance with the 

c t r i o t meaning of the term, and r ight ly so. On the other 

band Coleridge does not see Descartes' point in i t s true 

body and sou l . With Coleridge i t i s the ois t inot ion in 
kind between understanding and reason. 

8 0 Le t t re XCIXs in .lareohal, His to i r e ue la Thilosophle 
ilfoderne. Tome I e r . , Desoarten, ¥,G7. 
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l i g h t , for the word Idea does not re <:er to the brain impres­

sion *a ouch, but only in -»s much IB i t provides the objeot 

of immediate perception to the thought 8 l . 

Second: that innate ideas are in both ^yaio-is prac­

t i c a l l y i den t i ca l , for «a ue tihali show la ter in the proof 

of the existence ox God, Coierldge certainly maintained the 

existenoe of ideas very s i . i i i a r to those 'hich Descartes 

c a l l s innate , (Of. note 10a). Whatever be the case on th i s 

point , what re .tains cer ta in is that Coleridge cannot be 

3aid to have rejected innate ideas, beoause he repudiated 

Descartes* aa ter ia l ideas, for they are in no way connected. 

9 3 . V .derstanding and Reason. 

a- ljtroiduiioitftoln,. 

In opeaking of Reason and Unders­

tanding, «e must nention at the very outset , that no pro­

blem aeete nith more consideration, s t r ess and development 

In the en t i r e Colerldgean systheois , if tho vord may be used. 

How i t r ea l ly for is the orown-head of Coleridge's philosophic­

a l thought as a means to an effective defence of the Christ­

ian Loonomy, inore qualif ied c r i t i c s have explained 8 2 . If 

8 1 14 does not fo i l w that we adopt Descartes' view on 
t h i s point . 17s only infer that Coleridge lends to Descartes' 
words an extension whloh the l a t t e r did not ~ive to them him­
se l f . Cf. note 76. 

8 2 Jar ah, Preliminary Sassy, Tories I , 95-99. 
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our reconstruct ion of the Author's i n t e l l e c t u a l edifice 

is to be adequate, and fa i thful to the pl^uis traced by 

the archi tec t* the point wi l l require a t ten t ive coneiderat . 

Ion. 

Coleridge in t'.e Aids to lief lec t ion , opens the 

ex irofesso discussion of the problem in a ooa^ntary on 

one of Leighton's Aphorisas. "Faith ' , says the Anglican 

divine, "elevates the soul not only above «ecse ^nd 

sensible things, but above reason i t s e l f . As reason 

oorreota the e r rors whloh sense night occasion, so 

supernatural f a i t h corrects the errors of natural rea-
83 

son judging according to sense". • We ask the reader 

to note well t h i s l as t sentence, l a te r on i t w i l l afford 

a olearer u .derstanding of the doctrine we are studying* 
Ffo introduce the d isser ta t ion pro r e : , on the d i s ­

t inc t ion between the Understanding and Reason, v,e oan find 

no happier, no aore concise expression than that used by 

Coleridge himself, and tnxen fro»a aarrine.ton. Wt sh" l i 

be content with a verbatl 1 reproduction* 

'The def ini t ion and ;..oper character of t\n - that , na­

mely, which should oontra-diatln^uish him fro A other 

animals - i s to be ta^en from his reason rather than 

a S Aphorisms on Spi r i tua l :;oli4iion Inueea., Aphor. 7 I I I ; 
Aide to Reflection, 'Vorks, # 6 Bq. Of. Essay on Faith, 
Li terary Remains, "works, V, 661. 
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from h i s ut;derstandingt in regard that in other o rea t -

tures there ay be so.aething of understanding, but 

there Is nothing of reason* 9 4 . 

However, in the preceding v.ords there might be 

room for equivocation, the words understanding and reason, 

not having a suf f ic ien t ly specif ic determination. The pos­

s i b i l i t y of ambiguity wi l l be ro.aoved by the followingt 

"Uan may ra ther be defined a ra t iona l than an i n t e l l i -

gent crea ture , in regard that in other creatures there 

may be something of understanding;, but there i s nothing 
r i g 

of isaaajT * 

From these quotations, we think that at the very 

outset the proposition at stake may be s ta ted br ief ly as 

reads: That by whloh an i s a tan, in contradist inct ion 

to i n t e l l i g e n t animals that do not possess a huoan nature, 

i s reason, not understanding. Jft>r that which dist inguish­

es a man from a brute i s not in te l l igence , but reason. 

How th i s oan be so, i s easy enough to grasp when we un­

derstand the mechanism of the facu l t ies of huuan knowledge 

as desoribed above in expounding the difference between ma­

ture and S p i r i t . Mature, we saw, was the sum of a l l that 

i s perceived by the understanding. Henainc now to de te r -

8 4 Works, I , 236. 
8 6 The ?r iend, The Landing i l aoe , Essay V. Works, 11,143* 
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mine aore minutely the nature of this faculty. 

D - Vnderstandlnit. 

The simplest definition la that which 

describes i t as "the faoulty judging aooordlng to sense*8 6 . 

To oonolude then that this faoulty i s common to roan and 

brute i s logioal , because both possess senses through 

which the phenomena of the external world become known 

to them, and thia by means of real judgments. To confirm 

this statement Coleridge describes two experiments t a lien 

from Huber's natural History of Ants'. "lay we be permit­

ted to reproduce one of these uaaterpleoea of animal in­

te l l ec tua l act iv i ty that have been observed not only by 

Hdber, but by many learned sc ient i s t s , French, 3wlss, 

English, German and Ital ian. 

"I - Huber put a doaen humble-bees under a bel l -glass 

along with a comb of about ten silken cocoons so une­

qual in height as not to be oapable of standing stead­

i l y . To remedy thia two or three of the humble-bees 

got upon the oomb, stretched themselves over i t s edge, 

and with their heads downwaids fixed their .'orefeet on 

the table on whloh the oo ib sstood, and so with their 

8 6 Aids to Refieotlon, .forks,lt 242. The definition 
ia original ly from Kant whenoe Leigh ton reoeived i t . 
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hind feet kept the comb from f a i l i ng , ''ft en these 

were weary others took the i r places. In thia cons­

trained and painful posture, fresh bees relieved 

the i r comrades a t In te rva ls , and each working in i t s 

turn, did these affeotionate l i t t l e insects support 

the comb for nearly three daysi a t the end of which 

thsy had prepared sufficient wax to ouild p i l l a r s 

- i t h . But these p i l l a r s having accidental ly got d i s ­

placed, the bees had recourse again to the same m -

noeuvre, t i l l Hflber pitying the i r hard case, e t c . 

I I . * I sha l l at present describe the operations of a 

s ingle ant thai I observed suff ic ient ly long to sa ­

t i s fy my cu r io s i t y . 

* One rainy day I observed a laborer digging the 

ground near the aperture which gave entrance to an 

a n t - h i l l . I t plaoed in a heap the several fragments 

i t had scraped up, and formed them into o.nali pe l l e t s , 

which i t aeposited here and there upon the neat . I t 

returned constantly to the sane place, and appeared 

to have a larked design, ibr i t labored with ardor and 

perseverance. I narked a s l ight furrow, excavated in 

the ground In a s t ra igh t l i ne , represented in the plan 

of a path or ga l le ry . The laborer, the whole of whose 

movements f e l l under my immediate observation, gave 

i t a greater depth and breath, and cleared out i t s 
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borders: and I saw at length. In which I oould not 

be deceived, tha t i t had the intention o: e s tab l i sh­

ing m avenue which was to lead fro u one of the s t o ­

r i e s to the underground chambers. Eh la path, which 

was about two or three inches in length, and fomed 

by a single an t , wna opened above arid bordered on eaoh 

side by a bu t t ress of earth; i t a cavity on forme de 

goutiere was of the moat perfect regular i ty , for the 

a rch i t ec t had not le f t an atom too mi oh. The <̂orfc 

of t h i s ant was so ve i l followed and understood, that 

I oould almost to a cer ta inty f:uess i t s next proceed, 

ing, and the very fragment I t was about to remove. At 

the side of the opening where th i s path terminated, 

was a second opening to h i oh i t v,as neoeosary to 

a r r ive by so ae road. The sajie ant engaged in and 

executed alone this; undertaking. I t .urrowed out 

and opened another path, para l le l to t. e f i r - t , leav­

ing between each a l i t t l e wail of t.-iree or four l ines 

in he ight . Those ante w) o lay the foundation of a 

wall , chancer, or j a i l e r y , from working separately, 

occasion, now and then, a want of ooinoidenoe in the 

parts 01 the same or different objeots . Juoh exaifles 

nre of no unfrequent o.ourenoe, but they by no neano 

enbarrars the .i. ihnt ollows proves V at the u>rkwn, 

on discovering hin e r ror , sinew how to rec t i fy i t . h 



ai 

wall had been erected ,1th the view of oust lining a 

vaulted oel l ing , j t i l l inoompie'.r, tcot bad been pro­

jected fro-a the wall o." the opposite chamber. The 

v,orkaan -ho be^ar. constructing i t , had £iven i t too 

l i t t l e elevation, to neet t i e opposite ^ i r t i t l o n upon 

r.hioh i t was to r e s t . Had i t been continued on the 

o r ig ina l plan, i t auet in fa l l ib ly have let the wall 

a t about one half i t s he i -h t , and th i s i t was necessa­

ry to avoid. This s t a t e of things very forcibly claim­

ed ny a t t en t ion , wen one of t*,e H«ta arriving at the 

place T.d v i s i t i ng the Tories, appeared to be struck 

by the d i f f i cu l ty nhioh treaenked i t s e l f ; but th i s 

i t as 3oon obviated, iy talcing own the cell ing and 

ra i s ing the wail u ton which tt r e f o l d . I t then, in 

ay presence, conrtruoted a nen oeil ing with the frag­

ments of the for-or one. ' - Hdber's Natural History 

of Ants, pp. 3ti-4l ." 8 7 . 

tfrom these experiments Coleridge draw the follow­

ing conclusion. The .-iots observed by the^e ac i en t i a t s , 

can e i the r ue rejected nsi false or accepted on re l i ab le 

au thor i ty . To re jec t them aowever would be to queatlon 

without reason, the veraci ty or honeat 'witnesses, and 

t h i s cannot r igh t ly be done. <e must then accept them. 

Aids to tteflection, ^orks, 343-245. 
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Mow i f they are taken aa t rue , they demonstrate c lear ly 

the existenoe in the above-mentioned animals, of a faculty 

which doet not d i f fer in kind from the understanding in 

man (although i t doeB in degree), but i t does differ in 

kind from reason. And by t i e understanding Coleridge spe­

c i f i e s very exp l i c i t e iy , that he refers to that faoulty 

as exercising i n t e l l ec tua l functions (in i t a l i c s ) , yet 

contradist inguishing i t fron reason. To use the -.ord 

"•huraan under standing' ' then ia no tautology, indeed i t 

must be uaed i f ne '*iah to dist inguish this faoulty as 

exis t ing in nan from that exist ing in the brute. On the 

oontrary to use the expression human reaaon i s a waste 

of words 8 8 . 

I f we push our inquiry further and try to analyse 

the teehnioai organization of this faoulty, we shal l see 

that i t tmmmm the faculty or reflect ion and generalizat ion, 

in the sense already explained when speaking of notions 

and conceptions as distinguished from ideas. But to have 

the fu l l oootr ine, we iuat go on md study the Limitation 

of the understanding to i t o exercize in the field of Nature 

( in the Colerldgean renst already explained), consequently, 

foreign to vipiritual r e a l i t i e s , and f ina l ly , outuide the 

f i e ld of Kt-Ligion and -hiith. This l a t t e r point 13 develdpad 

88 Dotes on Hooker. -forks V, 40 . 
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here and there in the Mork*, pos.dbly the best explan­

ation of the Author1.5 mind is pxovide.l by the a r t i c l e 

of Jfaith, along with the A< rendlx B to the states-jsn's 

i4anual. Here is the trend of the thought. 

The Sfhere of the understanding being Hal ted 

to sense perception, to toe knowledge of tne phenomenon 

of r e a l i t y , to the appearance of things in continual f lux, 

the produot of th is facul ty , due to i t s subjective element 

In addi t ion to that already aentioned affords of i t s e l f 

no absolute eertitucu-. The faoulty i s a subordinate one 

and defends upon i t s s u ^ r i o r , the reason, for aireotion 

and guidance. This i s pointed out very te rse ly in the 

Ashoelsm which we quoted .-\t the beginning of th i s section 

on reason and understanding: 'As reason,, cor recta the errors 

which sense might occasion, so supernatural ifaith corrects 

the e r ro r s of natural reason judging according to sense. \ 

In fao t , if reason i; necessary to correct the errors of 

sen8e-peroeption, and the faoulty which j /dges according 

to sense be the understanding i t ia logical to art-.iue 

that the errore of the l a t t e r wi l l be re iedied by the 

l igh t of reason a l s o . 

But even th i s i s not an adequate picture of our 

understanding, i ince ,.t h ^ uv i t a sole wording naterial 

the findings of the senses, i* oan never enter the f ie ld 

of f a i t h . Uow, for Coleridge, thin field i s aore extended 
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than i t la in our conception o7. . ievelatlon. :/e do not 

intend to deal v.ith thin subject a t length, suffice i t 

to say for the morjont, that the concept Ood, in the Coler­

ldgean acceptat ion, 1" no i; acquired by pure i n t e l l ec tua l 

a c t i v i t y , but i s neceaeari ly handed dotsan to aan by Mevel-

at ion • To i-esuae thj trend of our idea, the ultimate 

motive for thio denial or co.apenetratii-sn oi' fnith and un­

derstanding io the absolute ;>*\rrie/ between liature (the 

world of sense) and i3(»irit ( 'he world of vJiatover i s not 

sense) . Now very dec^ddly, f a i th and i t s objeots c-uirot 

beoome und^r any form the objeots of the fsoi.aes conse­

quently of trio understa' Cin^ , because i\, belongs to 

the auprasensuous donain, 'Uiio; is perceived immediately 

in ideas , truth-powers, ai.d rot conceptions and ra t ions 

manufactured by the understanding ' • 

Thia point of the la ta of Cod and the proof of the 
existence of >od would require a o-ooial chapter. Here 
we sha l l content ourselves with a fuw references in "iL'ich 
Coleridge'^ view i--< c lear ly s tatet i . Aids to Reflection. 
.Vorks,i, 216-220. 

"I am c lec r ly co/.vinoed, that the Jc>ri,.tur >l ai.d only 
true idea of Cod w i l l , in i t s ^.velop ent , be found to 
involve the i<tea of tht, Trinity. '" 

"Bow, though it ..uLf'it be suff icient to aay, th it I r e ­
gard the very phrase, "hevealed '*< liglon'*, as a pleo­
nasm, inasmuch as a rel igion not revealed ii:, in ly 
judgment, no rel igion a t a l l " . . . 

"The Tr in i ty ia thi? only form in whloh an idea of God in 

Soss ib l e , unless indeed 1'. bo a .h.inoi'iotii.' or ' .orld-
od" '.forks,*, 36. 

Of. a lso the 3iop,raphia Vi t c ra r i a where- Colo ridge ex­
plains that the existence of ;od la naoouaarlly %< e object 
of f^aith (a tcent o2 i n t e l l e c t actuated by the will) and not 
the object of r a t iona l demonstration. hf->rks I I I , 495-299. 
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I t i s eas ier to oatoh t'.<o .e^ning of uoh ihrasss 

as the following, when v.e bear this in :iin«:: that the un­

derstanding i s the • reflate faculty, the faoulty of means 

to medial terms, ( in ternouiats ond, in our l ^ u s g e ) ; or 

again: that f"i th at^ee t s to ronoon, wit inut or against 
9 ° 

the understanding *". ^ t ^e know that the ur.oers tending 

i s , for Coleridpe, but endued -.tth the ;ri ic po \er of ge­

nera l iz ing fro a par t icular facts , and that Li th i s ge­

nera l i za t ion not rea l knowledge o£ r e a l i t y io a t ta ined, 

but only a* cognition of --\{ »;f*rent r e a l i t y , whloh is ooa-

non to ran and bru te . 

o- Reason. 

Essent ia l ly n »u} eraewsuous facul ty , i t 

is the u. t s rnishabie Bource o * - u b s t n t t i a l t ru ths , univer­

s a l , necessary and se l f -evident . Reason a t t a in s rea l i ty 

immediately, In i t s e l f , consequently giving true knowledge 

of i t as i t i s . Hot acquiring the matter of i t s cognition 

9 0 £ssay on : ? ai th , \>rkr -/, o:i«. Of. Hoteu on Donne, 
iiorfcs V, 9 1 . 

9 ^ Works V, 90. #or the sine raason there is ho room 
for analogy in Aiiths 

^And in l ike manner, th*>t ia, par intuituna intel lectualem, 
must All the uiysterieo of fa i th be oonte -iplMed; . they 
are i n t e l l i g i b l e per s s , not dlsoorBlvely and per ana­
log lam. For the t ru ths are unique, and ..lay have shadows 
and types, but no analogies ." Boteo on Jaerlock, 'forks 
V, 408. 

9 2 Idea of a nat ional Church, Works VI, 61-62; notes 
on JJonne, <orka V, 83. 
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through the senses, reason met have aa i t s objeot things 

of the Sp i r i t ua l world 9 w . Here we come to a capi ta l 

poin t . Since tne reason, In t l s operation, io free from 

the subject ive for w of quanti ty, spaoe, and time e t c . , 

whloh are modifications met i-..ith in the science of phe­

nomena provided by the understanding, i t wi l l not je fiurpris­

ing to note tha t , for Coleridge, tue surr<. to faoulty c a l l ­

ed reason, has a tendency to 'the comprehension of a l l 

as one", i t contains ideas on "oneness and ol lness ' ' as 

prime f ac to r s . Thus reason c.nte it i a t e s in f in i ty aa a 

vshole, in opposition to the understanding \iiloh cannot con­

ceive a t o t a l i t y without 11 a i t , and tnat it; one of the 

reasons why the understanding oan never lead to the know­

ledge of an in f in i t e Cod Who ia one . 9 4 Reason then, and 

reason alone i s the faculty of s p i r i t u a l apprehension, 

whose objeots are consubstantial u i th i t s e l f (idea and 

l a s ) . Thia i s what i s meant when we say that reason i s 

s e l f - con t e ip l a t i ve , i t i s i t e own objeot. 

Again wc must ooncluae fro^i what ias been stnteu 

with regard to the Independence ot the reason fron sense 

peroeption and the c?to o r i t " of t iae and o^aoe, that the 

reason is not the faoulty of tne r i n i t e ; not in the senas 

9 3 Works i , 2241-342. 
9 4 Works 1, 456. 

file:///iiloh
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that it excludes It, but in f-e sense that it includes It 

"eainenter'. 'Thus the reason 1J the judge of the unders­

tanding its s:ulde and regulator 96. 

d- The »1lemma. 

-e believe th-it with these prelimi­

nary ch a rac t e r i s t i c s in mind, i t is time to es tabl ish with 

Coleridge that the understanding and the reason, as we ha­

ve described them, must differ ofe.sifioaily ( in kind), /e 

give the oubstanoe of the ar^unent. 

I f two or more subjects have the same essen t ia l 

oharaotere they I'SIII order the aa.ie general defini t ion and 

conversely, whatever subjects f a l l under the same general 

def in i t ion are of the csaie hind. Therefore, subjects that 

do not f a i l under the saie general def in i t ion , must dif­

fer in kind from those t'"at do. 

How if we compare the def ini t ions (or speoifio 

t r a i t s ) of understanding and reason, we sha l l find that 

they d i f fe r e s sen t i a l l y , si eoiflc.'.-lly. We reproduce 

verbatim the chart Coleridge (assents in the Aids to Re­

f l ec t i on . 

9& works V, 561*562. 



38 

Understanding. 

i . Understanding i s d i s ­

curs ive . 

2. The Understanding in a i l 

i t s Judgments refers to 

some other facul ty n® I t s 

ul t imate au thor i ty . 

3* Understanding ia the fa ­

cul ty of r e f l ec t i on . 

Reason. 

1. Reason i s fixed. 

... The Reason in a i l i t s 

decisions appeals to 

i t s e l f as the ground 

and substance of the i r 

t ru th . (Heb.VI. 12.) 

3 . Reason of contemplation. 

Keason indeed i s muoh near-

er to tfense than to Un­

derstanding: for Reason 

(says our great Booker) i s 

a d i rec t aspeot of t ru th , 

an inward beholding, having a 

s imilar re la t ion to the in -

t e i l l i b U or s p i r i t u a l , as 

tfenoe has to the material 

or phenomenal. 

The r e s u l t Is that nei ther 'fill;' undcx̂  tho definit ion of the 
96 

o ther , consequently the./ differ in hind * 

This d i s t inc t ion in kind beinc established, le t us 

iorks l , 245-346. 
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undertake with Coleridge a more 3ubtie Inquiry into the 

mutual r e l a t i ons between understanding and reason. S t a r t ­

ing from our ultimate conclusion, that in regard to under­

standing ma and brute do not differ in kind, ltan being spe-

c l f i s a i l y superior only in «s muoh aa he is possessed of a 

reason, l e t us t ry to es tabl ish the re la t ion that e x i s t s , 

in Tian, between reason And understanding. 

I t ia cer ta in that at a i l times the understanding 

feeds on aa t e r i a i supplied by the organs of sense. How 

these organs of senae my be outward and lmuird. The out­

ward organs or, more exactly, the organs of outward r>ense, 

nourish themselves with material objeots exclusively. Brute 

animals, we are made to observe, have an understanding 

whioh i s endowed only vnth these organs of outward sense. 

Unfortunately, the proof that would bo very a propos, i s 

not found. Jut l e t us continue. 

:4an*s understanding much inore perfect, has l ike ­

wise an organ of inward sense, a--d through the intermediate 

of th ia inward senae, his understanding i s oapable of ac­

quainting i t s e l f with the invis ible r e a i i t i e a which, be­

oause of t h e i r condition of i im»te r i a l i ty , esoape the grasp 

of the senses, fhese are objects of the Sp i r i tua l world, 

and the organ by -*hic* they i<e knov.n i s called reason. 

The conclusion i s obvious. Unde standing, which 

la a general faoulty, may exis t without being in i t s most 
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perfect s t a t e , without having i t s highest form of p e r f e c ­

t i o n , the reason, and then the subject in whloh i t i s found 

i s ca l led a b ru te . I t nay acquire experience through ^hc 

outward eye of i t s understanding, which experience laay e-

ven e n t a i l abs t r ac t , general cognitions, but these are 

never necessary, nor cer ta in , because derived from objects 

eont inoai iy in a s t a t e of f luctuat ion, material pb^o-nena. 

Reason, however, can never exis t without understanding, be­

oause i t i s an organ of the l a t t e r . Iftreovex, ' i t mani­

f e s t s i t s e l f but in and through the understanding", i t i s 

then oai led the discursive reason . 

But a d i f f i cu l ty a r i ses Lamed l a t e l y . J ion oan the 

reason which i s essen t ia l ly a suprasensuouc facul ty, inde­

pendent of raaterial r e a l i t y for i t s cognition reveal i t ­

s e l f only by and throueh the undt rstandlsg which i s by 

def in i t ion the faculty judging according to senae? Coler­

ldgs had ant ic ipated th-;.j obstacle , and the answer i s pro­

vided in the iCantian d i s t inc t ion between discursive and 

pure reason, ^e have already quoted a text In which Co­

ler idge eatabl iehes shis d js t inot ion but we have not had 

ocoasion to s t r e s s the point. 

tfirst of a i l we must "iarn the reader that the d l s ­

t inot ion between pure and speculative reason does not e s -

M "The understanding of the higher brutes haa only organ-, 
of outward ? e n s e , . . . but man'n understanding has likewise an • 
organ of inward s e n s e , . . This organ i s h i s reason." The fr iend. 
The Landing-Piaoe, Kssay V, Works 11, 143-150. Of. llorks I , 
261-262. 
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t a b l i s h the existence of t;,o d i s t inc t f aoJ l t l c s in the 

reason i t s e l f . I t ,cruly t-x, re._,i;es two r: pecta, two no­

des of operation of the •-:•. >c faculty, based on c real 

difference in the manner oP functioning. 

The moursive reason i.j tho. called beoause i t 

considers the superior faculty in nan in i t s re la t ion to 

the in fe r io r , the u,.cc standing. In fact these two powers 

of cognit ive 0Ti><u>i; <".-e »iot i so la ted . On V.e contrary 

they are int imately dnitt-d in h ierarchica l re la t ionship , 

the ui.deretanding being subordinated and subservient to 

the reason, serving <r< bring out necessary and universal 

t r u t h s , contained In the in f in i te , into ' i la t inct i i ph t , 

by representing the-i in ' he forms of ^ensuTun images. 

These are .he reproductions framed in the categories of 

space and time, without oornideration for j a t e r i a i ^ar~ 

t i o u l a r x t i e s or i.idiviftuil t r a i t s . In th i s case though, 

the necess i ty iu condit ional , because ^he t ru th (absolute) 

of reason i s applied to facto gleaned fro a fa i ly contact 

" Jorks I , 460. Here Coleridge s t a t e s : " I t must not 
be overlooked that this* insulat ion of the understanding 
i s our own aot and deed. Tie .ian of healthful and un­
divided I n t e l l e c t uses his understanding In th i s s t a t e 
of abs t rac t ion only ea a tool or o r g a n ; . . . ' Cf. Works V, 
562 where the same ifcea ia expressed. 

The nature of th i s union i s expressed in a much clearer 
fashion in a l e t t e r to Charles Augustus Tulk, dated February 
12, 1821. 

''From the understanding to the reason, shore i s no con t i ­
nuous ascent poesioie; i t ie a aetsbasis , . .even aa from 
the a i r to the l i j h t . The true essen t ia l ; pcu l l a r i ty 

http://ui.de
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with phenomenal knowledge whloh i s experience. This use 

of the understanding by the reason (a t times i t may beoo­

me an abuse, i f the understnnding f a i l s to maintain i t s 

posi t ion of in fe r io r ana nttenps to dominate the superior 
99 

faoulty , oooaslona the d i s t inc t ion in the reason i t s e l f , 

"accordingly aa v»e consider one and the sa-.e g i f t , now 

as the ground of formal r r lnc ip l e s , and now as the o-

r ig in of ideas . Contea; lated d i s t inc t ive ly in r e fe r ­

ence to format (or ^ostraot) t ru th , i t i s the Specu­

la t ive Reason; but In xeferenoe to actual (or moral) 

t r u th , as the fountain of ideas and the l ight of the 

conscience, we name i t the I r a o t i c a i Keaaon" " . 

e - The froof of t;.e *>xijBtenoe of Prac t ica l Reason. 

Having developed the d i s t inc t ion between Prac­

t i c a l and Speculative reason to considerable length in the 

of the human understanding consis ts in i t s capabi l i ty 
of being i r rad ia ted by the reason, in I t s reolpienoyi 
and even thia i s given to I t by the presenoe of a high­
er power than i t s e l f . • • ' Letter CVIIf in 'Coleridge, 
Select Poetry and I rcae" , Stephen Po t t e r . , p . 638-670$ 

9 * Works V, 663. 'When th i s i s attempted (the understand­
ing Judging the roaHon), or when .*he understanding in i t s 
synthsais with the personal w i l l , uourps the supremacy of 
the reason, or affeots to supersede the reason, i t i s then 
what St . Paul oal la the mind of the flesh ( . . . ) or the 
wisdom of the f lesh ." 

100 ./orfcs l,J4l-<242j IV, ,365; V,662, 66. 
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Colerldgean system, we believe that the presentation of 

the oontention for the existence of this Practical Keason 

wi l l help the reader understand (in as muoh as i t oan be 

understood) the disore-aney between these two aspects of 

the 88me faoulty in mai. 

In the Biographia Literaria, Coleridge t e l l s us 

quite candidly that he adopted from the writings of Kant 

his exposition of this distinction between Speculative and 

Praetioal Reason, consequently we shall not be surprised 

at the identity between the dootrlnes • Indeed, whereas 

aooordlng to the philoaophy of Aristotle , and today, of 

the entire Ariatoteiioo-l'homistlo school, the existence 

of a spiri tual reason i s a oonolusion arrived at by an "a 

poeterlori ' argumentation, with Coleridge aa with hia 

German -tasters, i t i s a starting point incapable of de­

monstration from effect to cause, but a postulate, impe­

ratively imposed upon us by our con science. This t e s t i ­

mony of oonsoienoe with regard to the existence in us af» 

w i l l , a reason (praotloal) , and the immortal ideaa of Cod, 

the Soul, and freedom, must be believed, taken for granted, 

on the weight of their own necessity. In other words, they 
, , . 102 mast ex i s t , otherwise nothing i s possible • 

1 0 * The evolution of Coleridge's mind relative to the pre-
aent subject i s given at length in these pages. Works.ill, 
266-258. of. Letter to J. Goousn Kaq. dated Jan. 14,1814 from 
Highgate, in Works,IV,909-401. Of.Potter o i . c l t . 683 (He dates 
the lat ter 18^0). 

1 0 2 This oonoet tion of the moral order aooordlng to Coler-



94 

The partioular passage teas- in the Aids to Re­

f lect ion in whloh Coleridge explains the neceaslty of the 

existence of a Practical Reason proposes "to establish 

a general rule of Interpretation and vindication applica­

ble to a l l dootrlnal tenets, ?*nd eapecially to the (so 

called) mysteries of the Chriatian aitht to trovide a 

idge would require a separate study, for i t i s altogether 
different from our own, for our purpose i t was auffloient 
to man tion the principal headings of hia phllosophioai 
creed in th i s regard, for i t i e a creed ia the s tr ic t 
sense of the world, a bel ief , as opposed to knowledge. 
A good resume of thip dootrine can be found in the Pro-
fesaio f ide ! of Bov. 3 , 1816. I t reads thus: 

"I believe that I an a free agent, in as muoh as, and 
so far as , I have a wi l l , whloh renders me Justly res­
ponsible for my actions, omi^slve as well as commis­
s ive . Likewise that I possess reason, or a law of 
right and wrong, which, uniting with my sense of mo­
ral responsibil ity, constitutes the voloe of con­
science. 

Henoe i t becomes my absolute duty to believe, 
and I do believe, that there Is a Cod, that ia , a 
Being, in whom supreme reason and a holy mill are one 
with an inf inite power; and that a l l holy wi l l la co­
incident with the wil l of Cod. . . . . 

Corollary. 

The wonderful works of Cod in the sensible world are 
a perpetual discours:, reminding me of hia existence, 
and ehadowlng out to me his perfections. But as a l l 
languages presUEtoaes in the intel l igent reader or 
hearer those primary notions, which It symboiisesi aa 
well as the power nf imking there combinations of these 
primary notions, whloh i t represents and excites us 
to combine, - even so I believe, that the notion of 
fod i s essential to the human mind: that i t i s onlled 
for4n in to distinct consciousness principally by the 
aonsolenos. and auxiliorly by the roan i f est adaptation 
ofmsans to ends ir. the outward creation. It i s the­
refore evident to t^jr reason, that the existenoe of £od 
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safety-lamp for religious inquirers" 4 . we have a l ­

ready explained how philosophy, according to Coleridge, 

plays*an essentially apologetical role, in the sense 

that i t s main function is the rational explanation and 

dsfenoe tf the Artloles of Bevealed Religion. I t Is in 

this sense that he calls i t a Christian Philosophy. 

This saae, however, oan be called Christian (in par t ) , 

i s absolutely and necessarily insusceptible of a 
soisnt i f ie demonstration and that Scripture has so 
represented i t . For i t commands us to believe in 
one Cod. I am the Lord thy Cod: thou shait have none 
other gods but me. Sow a l l oommandmeat necessarily re­
lates to the will ; whereas a l l scientific demonstration 
i s independent of the wil l , tmA i s apodiotit or demons­
t ra t ive only as far as It i s compulsory on the mind, vo-
lantern, no lent em. 
. . . X believe in the l ife to come, not through the a r ­
guments acquired by ay understanding or discursive fa­
oulty, but chiefly m& effectively, because so to believe 
i s my duty, and in obedience to the oomaas&s of my cons­
cience. 

Here ends the f i rs t table of my creed, which would 
have been my creed, had I been bom v.ith Adami fin& which, 
therefore, constitutes ^hat may In thia sense be called 
a natural religion, that is the religion of a i l f ini te 
beings* The second table contains the oraed of reveal­
ed religion, ray belief as a Christian1*. Works T, UU16* 

See also Works VI, 54, in note. ".. .For try to con­
ceive a man without the Ideas of Cod, eternity, freedom, 
wi l l , absolute truth, of the good, the true, the beau­
t i fu l , the inf in i te . An animal endowed with the me­
mory of appearances and of facts might remain. But the 
man wil l have vanished.." 

Also Potter, op. oit.» Letter CIV, p. 684. 

l o a Aphorisms on Spiritual Religion Indeed, Works 1, 
216. 
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in as muoh as i t i s limited to the Horal Philosophy, the 

philosophy that deals with aeoessary, absolute truths, as 

apposed to the hypothetical value of assertions made by 

the speculative inte l lect which works i s the domain of 

metaphysics. This domain of moral values has a neeessary 

dependance on the wil l , i t s knowledge i s imparted to us 

by Cod, and our adherence to i t demands an understanding 

of i t s contents, at least In a negative manner. But s in­

es the speculative Intellect i s capable of hypothetical 

oognition exclusively (and hypo the t iea l knowledge i s ne­

ver sufficient to demand an absolute assent of intel lect 

prompted by the wil l ) , there needs be a faoulty in man 

oapable of discerning and passing Judgment on these truths 

whloh have a real existence independent and absolute. This 

faculty we sa i l the Practical Besaon. I t i s the organ of 

wisdom and the souroe of living aota&l truths, » I t in­

cludes the wi l l , the oonsalenoe, a&d i t Is through the 

communication of this reason, or Spirit (in the Pauline 
IDS 

sense) that we are able to cry out, Abba, Pater • 

*•&* Aphorisms on Spiritual Religion Indeed, aee also 
Works i , 241-242. 

l 0 f i "And herein ooaslsts the mystery of Redemption, that 
this has been rendered possible for us. And so i t is 
written; the f i r s t man Adam was made a living soul, the 
las t Adam a quickening Spir i t . (I Cor. Xv",4$T% Works I , 
242. 
Compare with the text; 'And .m\ became a living soul. 
He did not merely possess it he became it. It was his 
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For the thinking Christian then, there i s but one 

system of philosophy, there i s but one guarantee to h is 

f a i t h , there i s but one way to avoid fa l l ing in to the 

sub t l e s t of e r ro r s ; i t i s by establ ishing on the unshak­

able rook of P rac t i ca l Keason the unconditional knowledie 

provided him by his Maker, through th i s Light that l i gh t s th 

every man, t h i s Spi r i tua l mind of ut . Pauls by using th i s 

same reason to do ainate the understanding, and prevent a 

rebel l ion of the senses, a failing-away from the world of 

the Beasos, tha t i s from Beliglon, occasioned by the se­

duction of the l u s t s of the understanding » In a word 

i t I s the d ls t inot ion between Bature and S p i r i t , and the 

corresponding one between Understanding and Heason. I t 

I s the communication of Cod to Man, i t i s tlie self-con­

sciousness of our digni ty fbr we are endowed with a par­

t i c ipa t i on of divine l i f e , for of us i t was sa id , 'Let 

us make man to our Image, and man beoame a l iving soar* *°T', 

He beoame another god. 

proper being, hia t rues t ^eif. the nan in oan". Works I , 
119-120. (of. I , John, V, £0.J, 

For the development of this same idea of. Works I , ^?5 
where the wi l l i s distinguished fro-n the reason, yet r e ­
mains int imately united to i t aa a 'Bin© iua non '• And 
in the same volume, p. 268 sq. the para l le l i s made between 
reason as S p i r i t in St . Paul, and reason as l ight in 3 t . 
John. With r'erard to the l a t t e r the s t ress Is la id on the 
i l luminat ion of our reason by the supreme Reason or Logos. 
(Works 1, 4G0, in no te ) . 

106 ^iflg to Be election, '/orka L, 367-269; Kaeay on f a i t h . 
Works V, 563-565. 
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ConoiosIon. 

In this paper, I t was our purpose to explain the 

fuadaiaental position in the Colerldgean System of thought* 

We do not know of any other work in whloh this has been 

attempted, if we leave aside the brief survey of Colerld­

gean philosophy presented by lessra. 8hedd and iarah at 

the beginning of the f i r s t volume of the Complete Works 

in the edition compiled by Professor ahedd. 

We do not Intend to cr i t ic ize the system of phi­

losophy expounded by Coleridge, reserving this task for 

a la ter date. Our sole design was to ordinate and conden­

se in logioal fashion a philosophioal structure whloh lays 

no claim to originality, but whloh has been declared by 

competent c r i t i c s the strongest bulwark erected in defense 

of the Christian Scheme, at least in the English Langua­

ge * * • 

May we add that though we disagree with thia phi­

losophy, we do nevertheiea sympathise with the mn who 

spent his whole l i f e , in what appears to us, a futile 

search after truth. The ohase has a pathetic tinge in 

1,07 Marsh, Preliminary Essay, î orfcs 1, 9*. Cf. works I, 
119. 

108 potter , Coleridge, Select Poetry and irose, p. 519. 
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t h i s , t h a t , while building up a magnificent wall around 

his f a i t h to keep the ene:ay without, he had the misfor­

tune of l e t t i n g the l a t t e r s l i p in unawares, to th is effeot , 

tha t while he and h i s part isans a i t back and think they 

have b u i l t up a strong defence, the whole edif ice i s be­

ing mined from within, and i t 1® only a queatlon of time 

t i l l the en t i r e e l t y f a l l s into ru ins . 

But we do not wish to overlap the scope of our 

inquiry . &et us rather give in summary-form, the matter 

presented in th i s paper. With Coleridge we have asked 

ourselves the question! I s there a valid and auffloient 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n of the worth'huumn knowledge? If so, where 

is i t to be found? 

Very de f in i t e ly , i t i s not to be had in the iJa-

te r l a l i sm of Locke, Hobbes, or Hartley, nor in the equal­

ly r id iculous systems of Hylozoism, or Dualism, for a l l 

of these destroy the very nature of man, and lower him 

to the level of an animal, or a pure machine. 

Bor IS i t afforded us in the Idealism of Berkeley 

having aa i t s foundation the doctrine of Ident i ty , for 

in t h i s hypothesis a i l truth ia ult imately -bunded, in the 

psychological order, on the knowledge (by immediate per­

oeption) of Cod, and culminates in an ident i f ica t ion of 

the knowing subject , ran, with the unconditional objeot 

of a i l cognit ion, Cod. In other words. Ident i ty leads 
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to a Panthelsto 0od, whioh is no god at a l l * 

The true solut ion ia to be found in the analysis 

of &od, of the universe and a i l beings contained there in . 

I t becomes evident that the sum OJ" a l l beings, created 

and Uncreated, must be divided into two c lasses , accord­

ing to the .itanner in whioh they appear to us . f i r s t , 

there i s that c lass of beings which we see, touch, hear, 

or perceive through any of our senses. And a i l of these 

we can c lass i fy under tlie common label - the world of 

Bature. Second, there i s another world •nhioh does not 

come within the range of our senses, but the existence 

of whloh i s no less manifest to us, i t i s that whioh we 

know by linrasdiate i n t u i t i o n , contemplation, In t e l l ec tua l 

v is ion, through s p i r i t u a l Images whioh we c a l l ideas, 

and are the very counterpart of the things they present 

to our minds. This i s tlie w r l d of Sp i r i t . 

To these two worlds, whioh are made known to us 

through different mediums, correspond two facu l t ies very 

d i s t i n c t , as d i s t i n c t aa are the two worlds which they 

make known to us . Between them there ex i s t s an unbridg-

able chasm, and one oan never pass in a continuous l ine 

from one to the o ther . They belong to different orders . 

I t follows from th i s that nan who has knowledge of these 

two worlds of di f ferent order, must be endowed with two 

f a c u l t i e s of knowing whloh pertain to the corresponding 
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species of being which i s the object of t he i r knowledge. 

These we name, the Understanding - the faculty of Satare , 

of sense, of oondit ional , phenomenal, general and abs t rac t 

cognition - and the Beason, - faoulty of the 3 p i r i t u a l , the 

necessary, the absolute, of the noumenal. 

I t is the fa i lu re of philosophers and thinkers in 

general to dis t inguish these two facu l t i e s , these two 

f i e l d s of knowledge, these two kind© of r ea l i ty t i t i s 

for having establ ished a difference in degree, ra thur than 

in kind, between Mature and S p i r i t , Understanding and 

Reason, says Coleridge, that the problem of the va l id i ty , 

na ture , and scope of human cognition has so long been the 

objeot of oontraversy. This has been the great faul t of 

an en t i r e achooL of metaphysics having Ar i s to t l e as I t s 

head and founder. I t i s again due to the fa i lu re of main­

ta ining t h i s fundamental position that 1(>M theism has found 

i t s way into the otherwise purest aysterns of thought, wit­

ness Ar i s t o t l e himself, isshose Cod, known by the Understand. 

lag must be a part of the Universe of which He is supposed 

to be the cause. 

The true aystea of philosophy to uhloh we must 

turn therefore i s the one >.e have propounded* Hot be­

oause i t Is o r ig ina l , on the contrary, i t la aa old ns 

philosophical wisdom i t s e l f . I t la made up of t ru ths 

sparsed here and there along the agee of i n t e l l e c t u a l In-
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qairy, and claims no special author as founder. With 

i t , and in i t , we are certain or finding truth, a l l 

t ruth. We shall be able to perceive how "noble a creat­

ure is man", and perfect the natural powers of our Reason 

by a rational adhereno® to the dogiaas of the Christian Ha­

ve lat ion. 

In his Table Talk, Coleridge is reported to have 

said: "lEou may not understand my system, or any given 

part of i t , - or by a determined act of willfulness, 

you may, even though perceiving a ray of l ight , reject 

i t in anger and disgust. But this I wil l say, that 

i f you onoe master i t , or any part of i t , you cannot 

hesi tate to acknowledge i t aa the truth. You aminot 

be skeptical about i t . " 108. 

How true this i s , we leave to the reader to decide* 


