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derange the proper function of the eye, or alto-
gether destroy it. We have no access to aught
like the observation of a mental structure ; and all
of which our consciousness informs us is a succes-
sion of mental phenomena. Now in these we are
sensible of nothing but a very simple antecedent
followed up, and that generally on the instant,
by a like simple consequent. We have the feeling
and still more the purpose of benevolence, followed
up by complacency. We have the feeling or pur-
pose, and still more the execution of malignity, or
rather the recollection of that execution, followed
up by remorse. However manifold the apparatus
may be which enables us to see an external object
—when the sight itself, instead of the consequent
in a material succession, becomes the antecedent
in a mental one ; or, in other words, when it passes
from a material to a purely mental process; then,
as soon, does it pass from the complex into the
simple ; and, accordingly, the sight of distress is
followed up, without the intervention of any curi-
ously elaborated mechanism that we are at all
conscious of, by an immediate feeling of compas-
sion. These examples will, at least, suffice to
mark a strong distinction between the two inqui-
ries, and to show that the several arguments drawn
from each must at least be formed of very different
materials.

3. There are two distinct ways in which the
mind can be viewed, and which constitute different
modes of conception, rather than diversities of sub-
stantial and scientific doctrine. The mind may
either be regarded as a congeries of different
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