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THE SUBCONSCIOUS AND ITS FUNCTIONS.
By James H. Hyslop.
Introduction,

It is only since 1850 that psychology has become com-
plicated with the problems of what is called the subconscious
and its more or less synonymous terms. No definite date
that I know can be indicated to denote just when students
became aware of that group of phenomena which has thrown
so much mystery about the mind and served at the same time
to escape popular interpretations and to foster the pretense
of knowledge. No doubt many of the phenomena concerned
were known in an indefinite past time, but their significance
was not recognized, or if in any way recognized, was not
sharply distinguished as they are now from normal mental
phenomena. But the more scientific study of abnormal men-
tal states brought about this sharper distinction and since
about 1865 or 1870 the field has been fairly well marked off
by itself, even tho its close connection with the normal has
still to be recognized.

There is a whole group of terms that have been employed
to connote the same general phenomena. Leibnitz had * ob-
scure ideas ”, “ insensible perceptions ”’, etc. Hamilton had
“ latent modifications of mind ”’, Von Hartmann had the “ un-
conscious ”, Carpenter, on the physiological side, had “ un-
conscious cerebration”, the French and other writers had
the * subconscious ” and “ secondary personality ”, Sidis and
others employ the term “ multiple personality ” in deference
to the fact that there may be a number of groups as well or-
ganized as the normal personality. Mr. Myers and others
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have employed the term “ subliminal ” to describe the group
and to name, in many cases, a group that includes more than
the normal and covers much that mightbe called supernormal.
The more exact meaning of these various terms will come up
for examination, but they are essentially meant to define a
group of mental phenomena that completely simulate the
nature of conscious facts and yet are not within the direct
ken of that consciousness which was long supposed to ex-
haust the activity of mind. How far they coincide and how
far they involve different implications will not at present be
the subject of consideration. For the present they are sim-
ply synonymous in their fundamental meaning. Their rela-
tion to the metaphysical controversies of the past and the
problem of the supernormal and survival after death can be
examined only after we have seen what those problems were.

Dr. Morton Prince distinguishes between “alternating
personalities ” and the “ subconscious”, and also expresses
the same distinction by distinguishing between the “ subcon-
scious ”’ and the “ co-conscious.” He calls attention to the
popular use of the term “ subconscious” which is made to
cover the personalities that succeed each other and those that
are simultaneous. He thinks there is a radical difference be-
tween them and wishes to call the subliminal processes that
persist parallel with the normal consciousness and simultane-
ous with it a “ co-consciousness ” and thus distinguishes it
from the alternating personalities. He bows, however, to
general usage and insists on limiting the subconscious in or-
der to determine its true meaning. In point of content and
superficial appearances this distinction may be correct, but
in point of function I am not sure that it is warranted. In
too many cases the “ co-consciousness ” shows the same limi-
tations as the alternating personalities and it may differ only
in having its amnesia less apparent.

It was the direct or implied attack on the older psychology
that gave this new view of the complex nature of personality
its chief interest. As a mere fact it would hardly have ex-
cited so much consideration from the philosophic and theo-
logical side. Philosophy and theology were inseparably
bound up with the older conception of consciousness which
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was supposed to have a unity that the notion of the subcon-
scious seemed to dispute, and hence in the hands of the ma-
terialistic school the conception of personality, as illustrated
in abnormal mental phenomena, afforded a controversial
weapon of great importance against traditional views. To
make this matter clear we must pass in review, briefly per-
haps, the ideas that created the situation which we have in
mind.

Medizval philosophy and psychology were saturated
with the idea of the unity of the soul and the unity of con-
sciousness, the latter being taken as the evidence of the
former and the former as evidence of immortality. Theol-
ogy was the subject to which both philosophy and psychol-
ogy were ancillary and it required a belief in immortality as
the condition of its existence. But how did this come about ?
How did men come to insist so stringently on the unity of
the soul and of consciousness?

The answer to this question will have to be sought in the
contingencies of the controversy with Epicurean materialism.
It was again, as perhaps in all of our philosophical problems,
the Greeks that laid the foundations for the assumptions
which affect us wherever we have been influenced by their
culture. Other nations are not so dependent on these real or
apparently primary conceptions. But the direct relation of
Christianity to the materialistic culture against which it was
a reaction gave the cue to the mode of conception which
should prevail in the philosophic controversies affected. Its
interest lay in asserting the unity of the soul as a condition
of its permanence and survival of bodily death. But it would
not have had this interest had it not been for the assumptions
of materialism itself. The unity of the soul and of conscious-
ness was not an invention pure and simple of Christianity
and its philosophers. It was an idea that lay at the basis of
the permanent in materialism itself. This was in its inde-
structible atom which was indivisible. The indivisible was
synonymous with unity and implied the indestructible. The
complex went with destructibility. Hence indestructibility,
indivisibility and unity were synonymous. This was brought
about in the course of the following development.
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What had struck the superficial Greek mind was the tran-
sient and phenomenal nature of everything in the field of
sense perception at least. But in spite of this appearance
there always haunted the reflective mind that something re-
mained permanent in these changes. The first step to this
was the recognition of permanent similarities of type. The
individual perished but the type survived. The simplest
mind could observe this fact. What it saw was the eternal
recurrence of the species while the individual disappeared
with the seasons or longer or shorter periods. The ever-
lasting change which was observed in nature was more or less
checked by the repetition of itself in new individuals. How
to account for this was the question and it gave rise to two
different ways of looking at the facts. There was first the
monistic which developed itself in the Eleatics and Plato, to
some extent in the Stoics and to a larger extent in the Neo-
Platonists. With these there was one eternal substance which
underwent various forms of metamorphosis and differentia-
tion to produce individuals and it preserved its unity in the
perpetual reproduction of the type. The similarities of things
were the result of its own unity of kind and uniformity of ac-
tion. How it could eyer give rise to differences of kind was a
problem which that school did not solve. But approaching
the phenomena of nature from the point of view of the eva-
nescent and permanent as observed it seized the permanent as
the clue to its mystery or its interest for man and developed
its thought along that line, minimizing or ignoring the sig-
nificance of the transient in the cosmos.

The other school undertook to account for both the per-
manent and the transient, the noumenal and the phenomenal.
It hardly took definite shape until the time of Empedocles,
tho it was suggested earlier. The earlier Ionians, Thales,
Anaximander and Anaximines, undertook to explain every-
thing by the changes of a single element and so were mo-
nistic. They were the precursors of the more highly devel-
oped systems of later thinkers in this respect. But each
chose a different “ element ” for his original substance, one
water or moisture, another air or a gaseous state of matter,

({354

another fire or heat, and another the “infinite’”’ or an in-



The Subconscious and Its Functions. 9

definite undifferentiated state of matter that was the ab-
straction of all that was sensibly known. The attempt to
combine or compromise these schools led to the doctrine of
the “ four elements ”” and this directly to the atomic doctrine
through Empedocles and Democritus. The atomic school
supposed an infinite number of “ elements ”” or atoms whose
combinations in various ways composed or produced the com-
plex things of sense. The mode of composition determined
the differences of species, while the sameness of the elements
accounted for the unity of type. The individual was com-
plex and perished or was dissolved into its elements, but the
elements were eternal. The individual was complex: the
elements were simple. The individual was perishable: the
elements were imperishable. The word which came to de-
note the elements was atom which meant the indivisible, so
that the indivisible and the indestructible came to be either
convertible or mutually implicative of each other. Singleness,
unity, simplicity, indivisibility, indestructibility and their con-
geners came to define the conditions of the eternal. Com-
plexity, plurality, divisibility, destructibility came to indicate
the transient and phenomenal, or to have a fixed association
with them. The complex organisms,of sense perception,
the individuals of nature, were transient and phenomenal
modes of existence. The elements of which they were com-
posed were permanent or eternal. At this point the diverg-
ence from the monistic way of looking at things became com-
plete and we had the pluralistic point of view in its completest
development. The elements did not contain the properties
of the compounds, or at least not all of them. The manifest
qualities of organic compoundswere resultantsof combination
and disappeared with their dissolution. Hence, if conscious-
ness be regarded as a function of a composite organism, it
must perish with its dissolution. Thus the materialistic the-
ory of later times regarded it. It did not think or speak of
soul, but only of mental states or consciousness, and thinking
of these as phenomenal modes of a compound it had no dif-
ficulty in thinking of them as ephemeral. The earlier mate-
rialism, however, did not represent consciousness or mental
phenomena as functions of an organism, tho it implied this.
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It conceded the existence of a soul, but made it a complex
organism. It probably did not distinguish between what we
mean by consciousness and the soul, one the subject and
the other the activity of it, but it simply thought and spoke
of the soul as a complex “ etherial ” or “ material ” organism
and then implied or inferred its destructibility from the sup-
posed nature of all composite wholes. To it complexity and
destructibility were synonymous or convertible, or if not this,
invariably concomitant. On this assumption it inferred the
phenomenal or perishable nature of the soul. The only thing
that was not perishable was the atom or unit of matter. In-
divisibility and indestructibility were its essential attributes.
Whether consciousness might attach to the elements was a
question that this school did not raise and with its tendencies
to the denial of survival it had no interest in raising such a
question.

Greek civilization ended with the prevalence of the mate-
rialistic philosophy among nearly all reflective intellects.
Only the Neo-Platonists even pretended to keep up a tradi-
tion or conception of anti-materialistic doctrines, and even
this school was not clear enough for the common mind to
see in it any source of refuge for its religious ideals and was
either overwhelmed by materialism or sought its salvation in
another direction than either school.

It is extremely interesting to note that Christianity, in its
first stages of development, did not attack the philosophy of
materialism. Indeed its votaries were not able to do so.
They were not philosophers. They were peasants or fisher-
men. They did not try to attach consciousness to the atom
and apply an ad hominem argument of unimpeachable force to
the materialist. Tertullian did this later. But at first there
was no attempt to make immortality depend on a philosophy
or inference from the nature of the soul, whether simple or
compound. Its whole method was an appeal to a real or an
alleged fact, the resurrection of Christ. Its position was
scientific, not metaphysical. It raised no questions about the
nature of the soul, whether it was the complex “ etherial
organism of the Epicureans or the simple atom of Tertullian.
It was a plain appeal to facts. The Epicurean had no
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evidence in fact that his etherial organism perished with its
separation from the physical body. He only inferred that it
did so from the assumption that it was complex. He had
the evidence of the senses that the physical body dissolved
or perished and he mistook this fact for a necessity of com-
position. Besides, supposing that the etherial organism did
of necessity perish from the fact that it was a compound, he
had no sensible evidence that it did so simultaneously with
the physical body. That had to be a matter of empirical
evidence precisely as that of the physical body which always
had some measure of duration in the order of things. What-
ever necessity of destructibility it had was limited to a
particular time in its history, and so this might be true of the
“astral” or etherial organism, so that it required evidence to
maintain that it disappeared from existence simultaneously
with the body. It might have a longer or shorter period of
survival after that crisis, and so some philosophers have
maintained for various reasons. Consequently the earlier
Christians simply appealed to a real or alleged fact to prove
that the “soul” or etherial organism did not dissolve simul-
taneously with the physical body and it could well maintain
that there would have to be some special event or conditions
inits history to dissolve it since the death of the physical body
did not effect it.

These early Christians did not actually analyze their prob-
lem in this way. They simply appealed to facts regardless of
the question whether they were or were not consistent with
the postulates of materialism. All that they asserted was that
this “ soul ” survived and it did not make any difference to
them how it did so or whether it refuted a philosophy or not.
It was enough for them to refute the belief or assertion of fact
which the materialist made. But the age of miracles soon
disappeared and with it the facts, or attention to the facts, on
which survival had originally been based. As soon as Chris-
tianity stopped appealing to facts for its doctrine it had to re-
vert to a philosophy and in doing so it partly adopted and
partly rejected the ideas of materialism. It denied the sole
existence of atoms and affirmed the existence of spirit. It
accepted the assumption that complex organisms necessarily
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perished and, to save the indestructibility of spirit, it carried
over into its metaphysics the postulates by which the Epicu-
reans obtained the indestructibility of the atom. It made the
soul indivisible. It recognized two orders of reality in the
material world, just as the materialist did, simple and complex
matter. Complex organisms were perishable, simple ele-
ments were not, at least per se, and could become so only by
the special act of the Divine: for the Christian philosophy
took the logical advantage of asserting that the very atoms
were created as well as organisms. But, to maintain the
immortality of the soul, it remained by the conception which
the materialist took of the atom and made spirit indivisible.
The physicist had said that to divide a thing was to destroy
it, so that destructibility and divisibility were one and the
same thing, or mutually implicative. Hence to save the im-
mortality of the soul, or to explain the facts, either way you
choose to regard it, Christian philosophy set up the indivisi-
bility of the soul, and chose the term unity to express the
same idea.

Christianity ruled eighteen or more centuries with its
philosophy, the central conception of which was spirit,
whether of God or man. Its explanatory agent was the
Divine and its ethical, the human spirit. The whole, central
interest which it urged was the immortality of the soul, and
the unity of this agent was the condition of its doctrine. It
felt that its whole fabric disappeared if the soul should be
conceived as a complex organism or as the mere function of a
complex organism. There was no challenge of its position
until materialism and empirical psychology arose again. It
was safely ensconced in the doctrine of the unity of the soul
which no one disputed, or disputed only to advocate a ma-
terialistic theory of things.

In the process of this history there arose a complication
which did not affect it at first. I mean the relation of the
terms “‘consciousness” and “soul”. The soul was all along
supposed to be the thing or subject that existed to account
for consciousness and that survived. The primary interest
centered in it and its conception in order to determine its
survival. It did not matter what relation consciousness had
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toit. The idea of substance was that on which permanence
was based and the condition of its preserving, untouched by
change, any particular property was that it should be a simple
and indivisible substance. Whether its attributes or functions
were simple or complex made no difference in this view of the
matter. The primary point was that the subject or substance
was a unit or indivisible, and its functions might be anything
you pleased. In this conception of the case consciousness
might be a complex and yet survive and there would be no
reason, from the standpoint of pure metaphysics, to maintain
its simplicity. But the moment the philosopher asked for the
evidence in fact for the indivisibility of the soul he might set
up or appeal to the simplicity or unity of consciousness as the
ratio cognoscends, or evidence, of the unity of subject or sub-
stance. It was conceded, whether rightly or not need not be
discussed, that the denial of the unity of consciousness carried
with it the denial of the unity of the soul and hence with it the
denial of survival. This was mere dogma, of course, for
there is no reason why a complex organism under the law of
inertia or continuity might not remain intact for indefinite
periods of time. It was only a fact of experience, not a
necessity of nature, that organism dissolved. Certainly the
inorganic compounds were more stable and durable than the
organic and the study of the causes of dissolution in any of
them showed that they might remain forever in any given
condition and it was only a fact, not a necessity, that the con-
ditions were such as to make death or dissolution the law of
anything whatever. The law of persistence or continuity
required this view of the matter and only in the fact that we
found change would any reason arise for supposing anything
perishable. But philosophy did not take this course. It con-
ceded the law of dissolution for compounds and sought to es-
cape it by maintaining that certain realities were exempt from
it by virtue of their simplicity and unity. Atoms and souls
were the exceptions, and if their functions had to be simple,
not to make them what they were, but to prove what they
were, the unity of consciousness would become a logical ne-
cessity for the philosopher. For purposes of controversy,
therefore, they became the same thing and “ soul ” and “ con-
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sciousness "’ became, if not absolutely convertible in their met-
aphysical nature, certainly convertible for the purposes of dis-
cussion. Complications arose only when the terms and con-
troversies about the “ soul” and “ consciousness ”’ began to
change their point of view.

When materialism, which arose with the revival of science,
attacked spiritualism it did not do so by affirming the com-
plexity of consciousness as a function, but by maintaining that
it was a function of a complex organism which it regarded as
perishable. It made no difference whether consciousness had
any unity or not, whether we talked of the unity or the com-
plexity of consciousness. The same destiny awaited it
whether it was a simple or a complex function. It was an-
other and different question to settle whether it was simple or
complex. It was quite conceivable that it might be simple or
unitary and yet the function of a compound, just as it might be
a name for a complexus of functions, tho the subject were sim-
ple and indivisible. But as long as the philosophical and the-
ological mind insisted on the unity of the soul, and with it the
unity of consciousness as the evidence of this unity, any de-
nial of the unity of consciousness would carry with it cor-
responding implications. This second question arose at the
beginning of modern philosophy, or if it did not arise then, it
became a burning issue between certain persons. It is notice-
able in the discussion between Mendelssohn and Kant. The
force of supposing the unity or simplicity of the soul was con-
ceded by Kant when he found it necessary to contend for the
possibility of elanguescence instead of dissolution of the soul,
in case consciousness were simple. But it was reserved for
the phenomena of abnormal psychology to present evidence
for the complexity of consciousness, regardless of the ques-
tion of a soul and its survival, so that it was not in the end
any needs of metaphysics which gave rise to the school that
disputed the unity of consciousness.

It was the rise of scepticism that cleared the atmosphere.
It was the expression of dissatisfaction with the arguments
and conclusions of the philosophers. For that class the
whole question might seem clear, but for those who had no
time ta spend on the refinements of metaphysics and logic the
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problem resolved itself into a matter of fact. If the belief in
immortality of the soul depended on the unity of the soul it
seemed to be quite as precarious a belief as the arguments for
its unity, and if this unity depended on the unity of conscious-
ness it was just as certain and just as doubtful as the belief in
the unity of consciousness, so that no conclusion seemed poss-
ible. The philosophy of Kant seemed to reinforce the ag-
nostic attitude about the problem and men turned to science
for light and knowledge, whether it could meet the demands
made on philosophy or not. Where it could they abandoned
philosophy. Where it could not they remained content with
facts and admitted agnosticism about a soul.

Out of this situation arose what we call “ empirical ”’ psy-
chology. This is the consequence of limiting interest to the
observation, classification and co-ordination of facts. It
eschewed metaphysics, either as impossible or as indifferent
to its problems. However true it might be in this position
it could not escape entanglements with traditional ideas
whenever it adopted language about the facts, which seemed
to contradict the philosophical and theological doctrines as-
sociated with given formulas. The unity of consciousness
had been a metaphysical doctrine, and, assuming its truth in
any case, it seemed to imply the contrary of all those phenom-
ena which, in the new psychology, seemed to demonstrate the
complexity of the facts named by that term. Hence empir-
ical psychology, in maintaining or proving the complexity of
consciousness, tended to deny the doctrines of metaphysics,
tho its own origin implied that it was indifferent to any prob-
lems in that department of activity.

It was the phenomena of secondary personality, however,
that took the case out of the field of speculation. The vari-
ous disputes between philosophers and psychologists, no mat-
ter to what school they belonged, were reconcilable within
the limits of normal psychology—and they may ultimately be
so within the limits of the abnormal—but the immediate ef-
fect of the study of abnormal mental phenomena was a set of
facts that seemed to defy explanation on any hypothesis but
that of the complexity instead of the unity of consciousness.
Within the limits of normal consciousness the defender of its
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unity might maintain that the unity was in the essential char-
acteristic of phenomena that were complex in their contents
but not in their type of action, and the opponents of this view
would have to dispute any generic quality at all to the mani-
fold which was conceived by the other school as consistent
with its unity. But when we met with secondary personality,
where there was no more normal memory of the primary
state or vice versa than there is between the streams of con-
sciousness in two distinct individuals, it seemed that an in-
vulnerable argument had been obtained for the complexity
of consciousness. Metaphysics had worn itself out without
effecting a solution for either side of the problem, and em-
pirical science stepped in to present either a solution or a fact
apparently adverse to the opinions of metaphysics.

It is true that “ empirical ” science did not solve a meta-
physical problem. It is assumed to have done so by the
phraseology which it adopted, a phraseology that seems to
contradict that of the traditional metaphysics in its doctrine
of the unity of consciousness. But it was forced to employ
descriptive terms, if it made the facts intelligible at all, and
hence, in so far as expression is concerned, it establishes a
situation the reverse of that which dogma had made current.

I have made this last statement because I recognize the
elasticity of metaphysics. The very nature of the problems
with which it deals gives it acrobatic abilities that defy * em-
pirical ” science and that “ empirical” science cannot rival
without being metaphysical also,and in fact the minute exam-
. ination of formulas, over which the empiricist gloats, often
reveals as much metaphysics as a schoolman is charged with.
But that is not apparent to the ordinary scientific mind, and I
call attention to it to remark what is to me more important
than espousing either side of the issue; namely, the fact that
true science lets metaphysics alone and knows how to avoid
entanglements with it, both of advocacy and of contradiction.
But while this is true, it never seems to be true, and often for
practical purposes it is not true, if we may indulge a para-
doxical way of stating the matter. The fixed and inelastic
dogma of the unity of consciousness, no matter how true it
was for certain purposes, was never clear for other situations
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where we had to recognize facts apparently opposed toit. In
its transcendental meaning, which was an abstraction of par-
ticulars, it might be true, and yet the particulars seem to rep-
resent a plurality that seemed to conflict with the unity.
That is the whole case with the metaphysical problem in this
connection, and science may well accord it freedom to pursue
its reflections, while science accumulates and describes its
facts as it pleases. But science will nevertheless always ap-
pear to dispute the philosophic doctrine as long as it describes
its facts in terms as opposed to those of metaphysics. This is
the reason that recent progress—calling the period since
Kant recent—and especially in psychiatry on its psychological
side, has run counter to the scholastic theories of conscious-
ness.

The hint of this tendency was in the discovery of mental
actions that introspective consciousness did not notice. It
may seem strange to admit or assert the existence of facts
which consciousness could not discover, but I was careful to
mention ‘ introspective ” consciousness, and meant that, as
we do in other fields, we may infer the existence of facts not
immediately present to the mind. Of the existence of mental
functions of this kind Hamilton puts it well when he says:
“They are not in themselves revealed to consciousness, but
as certain facts of consciousness necessarily suppose them to
exist, and to exert an influence in the mental processes, we
are thus constrained to admit, as modifications of mind, what
are not in themselves phenomena of consciousness.” That is
the whole matter in the issue of determining their existence
as facts, in so far as method is concerned. Apparently it was
Leibnitz that first noted them. Hamilton so regards his doc-
trine of “obscure ideas”, “ obscure representations”, *in-
sensible perceptions ”, etc. Hamilton develops the idea in
his “ latent modifications of consciousness ”, or perhaps more
accurately “latent modifications of mind ”. But about the
same time Schopenhauer was developing a philosophy which
recognized the unconscious as an important factor and he was
followed by Von Hartmann who seemed unable to suppose
there was anything else in mind than unconscious activities.
In the realm of physiology Carpenter had talked glibly of
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“ unconscious cerebration ”’ and reserved for the basis of mind
only the will. French writers innumerable sprang up with
cases in which the “ subconscious ” described the source of
the phenomena. They employed the term “secondary per-
sonality ”’ in distinction from the primary or normal person-
ality to name the organized forms of this subconscious.
Then came the English Society or Mr. Myers and others with
the term subliminal to cover the same field and perhaps more.
In all of this there were phenomena that were undoubtedly
mental and yet not directly attested by introspective con-
sciousness. The cleavage between them and what the normal
consciousness knew seemed to be as distinct as between two
different persons or living organisms. In this way the prov-
ince of mind seemed to be divided into two separate fields.
Whatever might be said of consciousness strictly defined, the
mind seemed complex or its activities complex in the sense
that the same type of mental activities could go on in the
mind unnoticed that went on noticed, and the *“ empirical ”
psychologist seemed justified in the contention that conscious-
ness as a name for mental activities was not simple or uni-
tary, and the battle with the older spiritualism was on.

This is a brief history of the influences which play around
the problems of psychology, philosophy and religion. The
attempt to defend the theological conception by the nature of
consciousness and the soul was a survival of ancient modes of
thought and perhaps we can never wholly escape so consid-
ering the problem. But to discuss the question of survival,
whether for or against, from the standpoint of the nature of
the phenomena whether simple or complex, is to abandon the
scientific point of view, and the empiricists have been as
guilty of evasion here as any philosophers whom they have
ridiculed. The question of the unity of consciousness is an
interesting and perhaps important problem, but it can never
predetermine a matter of fact. It makes no difference
whether consciousness is unitary or complex, a simple func-
tion or a “ colonial ” plexus of them, the question of its sur-
vival must be decided by matters of fact. If we insist that in
order to survive death the soul must be simple and indivisible,
then we must fear every fact which tends to prove it com-
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plex. If we recognize that its survival does not depend on its
simplicity, we shall not be afraid of any facts whatever that
tend to show it is complex. Hence we may proceed on our
investigation and let completely alone all the traditional and
speculative theories of it. In education we cannot thus cut
ourselves loose from tradition, but in deciding a matter of
fact we may wholly ignore it.

We are now prepared to go more directly into the subject
of the subconscious processes of the mind and to try to under-
stand their relation to the processes which we more directly
know. We shall come to the examination of the view of Mr.
Myers and those who ascribe supernormal powers to them
and examine their views separately, tho perhaps before we
undertake the critical determination of their nature and the
extent of our knowledge of them some general notion by way
of definition will be necessary. Of course, the definition
varies somewhat with the views taken of the subconscious by
different writers, but not in any respect affecting the prelim-
inary understanding of the problem before us. The concep-
tion of Mr. Myers and his sympathizers is much wider than
the one entertained by students of abnormal psychology gen-
erally, but it comprises the latter. In both schools the terms
define mental processes that lie outside the immediate ken of
normal consciousness. That is, the general definition will
satisfy the present discussion until we have advanced further
into it. From this I shall distinguish secondary personality
as an organized form of the subconscious. Usually where we
discover isolated instances of the subconscious it does not im-
personate or show the highly organized form of subliminal
mental states that simulate a distinct person. They are spo-
radic and casual, as it were. But secondary personality re-
sembles the primary personality or normal consciousness in
all its characteristics and differs from it only in not being
accessible to the direct inspection and memory of the normal
consciousness. If it were the only manifestation of the in-
dividual mind in any special case we should take it for the
normal, so completely simulative of it is secondary person-
ality in its laws and actions. The only fact that would ever
enable an outside observer to discover it would be either the
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difference of adjustment with environment that it often
shows, as compared with the normal, or the disavowal of all
knowledge of it by the subject of it.

The Ansel Bourne case is a good illustration of what I
here have in mind. It is outlined later (Cf. p. 87 f.). This
man, in his secondary state, kept a junk shop and was sup-
posed by every one who dealt with him and by the host with
whom he lived to be a normal man. But as soon as he re-
covered his normal personality, even the physician was de-
cided on sending him to an insane asylum and only the sug-
gestion of the physician’s wife led to a telegram to the man
that Mr. Bourne mentioned as his nephew, and he was then
found to be in a normal condition instead of insane! Those
who knew him had naturally enough to judge of him in rela-
tion to the behavior which he manifested while carrying on
his business. This new condition showed no rational adapta-
tion to the environment in which he had lived and in which
he had correctly adjusted himself subconsciously all the
while.

The “ subconscious ” and its congeners must be defined
with relation to consciousness, as they are supposed to be
distinguished from it by the prefix modifications. They will
at least be to some extent the negative of it, in so far as dis-
tinguished from it, and can be made positive only by specify-
ing the content that makes them so. But in no case can we
even assign them an intelligible meaning without first know-
ing what we mean by “ consciousness ”’ from which we dis-
tinguish them, and right here begins a more confusing prob-
lem than we have been accustomed to consider. Nearly all
writers assume that the meaning of * consciousness ” is clear,
and in ordinary untechnical conversation it is perhaps clear.
But in scientific and philosophic parlance it is not clear
enough to determine the exact deductions in all cases. This
is not because it cannot be made clear for the definite area in
which its several meanings apply, but because it has several
different meanings which make it vary in compass rather than
in specific differences. The negative of one of them would
not be the same as the negative of the other, so that the am-
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biguities of the term “ subconsciousness ” and of its congeners
would be correspondingly embarrassing.

Definition of Consciousness.

I am not going here to undertake a technical definition of
consciousness. It may be needed, but such a definition
would have to be given, as Sir William Hamilton has re-
marked, at the end of our investigations rather than at the
beginning of them. Besides it is probable that a technical
account of it would be couched in terms that would be much
more unintelligible than the simple term itself. Nor will it
be easy to give any definite account of it, owing to the ex-
tremely indeterminate range of the phenomena to which com-
mon currency has applied it. For practical purposes the
meaning of the term is perfectly clear. It denotes simply
our waking state. But the scientific view desires to delimit
it more carefully and then gets into difficulty by the endeavor
to illustrate in detail its nature and limits. The common use
of it is most abstract and means to denote only the most
general function of self-knowledge. But the scientific con-
ception wishes at the same time to define it by all its concrete
contents. I shall have to pay some deference to this last de-
mand.

The first thing which I must emphasize, however, is the
fact that I shall not try to tell what the nature of conscious-
ness is in any metaphysical sense. That is a problem, not the
beginning of the solution of one. It is frequent to find it re-
garded by certain classes of thinkers, whether consciously
stated or merely subsumed in their mode of discussion, as a
mode of motion. If we could speak and think of it as a mode
of motion with the differentia that it is cognitive as distinct
from mechanical motion, we might have a metaphysical defi-
nition of it. But we have no assurance whatever in facts that
it is a mode of motion. For all that I know it may be such.
But I do not know and I do not care whether it be so or not.
My mind is entirely open for any determination of its meta-
physical nature, especially as I maintain our entire ignorance
as to what it is in terms of any definition in kind. Nor is any
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definition in kind necessary. All that we require is some
clear delimitation of its contents, if we cannot decide its na-
ture as an act. So I shall not find it important to discuss any
of the conceptions of it affecting any metaphysical theory of
its origin or nature. ’

Another important precaution is to note the fact that,
in common parlance the term is defined much more by the
objects or contents of it as an act than it is by the character
of the act. While there can be no doubt that it must be con-
ceived as some sort of action or activity, whether of matter or
mind, of brain or soul, this is kept entirely in the background
of common usage and the special facts which are its objects
or contents determine for us how we shall think of it. This
is the Socratic method of naming the instances in experience
which represent consciousness, not naming the universal
characteristic that constitutes it in general. Thus sensations,
feelings, memories, desires, reflection on things, etc., would
be the elements that explain what we mean by the term in
common life. Perception of external things would classify
a large number of such experiences. This method does not
bring to the front the idea that its essential characteristic is
some form of activity of a subject. That may be implied, but
it is not asserted or emphasized. Perhaps the reason for
thus evading a direct effort to describe it as an act is the lia-
bility of objection that this act is not.immediately known and
must be merely conjectured. Hence, to take the directly
known facts telling what consciousness is, so far as we know
it at all, is apparently the only method of stating indisputable
facts and so avoiding metaphysics in the very facts that must
be the basis of all metaphysics. At any rate the definition of
consciousness is complicated with the problem of its essential
characteristics in a number of states that differ greatly from
each other.

When it comes to a more careful account of consciousness
we have to recognize at least three different conceptions of it.
They may differ only in the compass or extent of their appli-
cation to experience, but still there is a great difference be-
tween them. The widest application of the term is that which
makes it the complement of all mental phenomena. What the
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nature of this complement is may be disregarded for the mo-
ment, but in general it would be the knmowing characteristic
that accompanies the intellectual, the emotional and the voli-
tional functions of the subject, assuming that these three
terms exhaust the forms of mental action. This is perhaps
the conception which.the general mind has of the act. The
next and narrower meaning is that of Hamilton, namely, that
it is the “complement of the cognitive energies.” ‘'This limits it to
the knowledge of objects and does not make it an element of
emotion, tho this may be supposed to accompany them. How
this would prevent it from being a “ complement ” of them
is not clear and perhaps Hamilton did not intend to restrict
its import too much by limiting it to the “cognitive ener-
gies.” However that may be, the expression has at least the
appearance of doing so. The third meaning sees it as a dis-
criminating act, and while this may tacitly recognize it as a
complement of something, even of everything mentally, it
does not emphasize the relative conception of it which im-
plies other facts, but regards it as convertible with what
we mean by self-consciousness, the act of recognizing all
experiences as states of the self, discriminating the object
from the subject, the things known from the thing know-
ing.

It is not easy to give a clear idea of the function for which
consciousness stands. All mental states may be defined ‘as
functions of the ego, adopting this last term to avoid begging
any questions as to what the thing is which we call the ego,
whether soul or brain. But as we can never give the genus
of which consciousness in general is the species other than as
a function of something, we shall always have difficulty in as-
signing it clear distinction from other facts in nature. If we
had a clear idea of mind as a subject of functions and proper-
ties, we might easily distinguish consciousness as a phenom-
enal mode from the phenomena of matter, but the contro-
versy with materialism forbids our assuming too much at the
outset and so requires us to limit its meaning to what the
materialist will concede, and that is that it is, so far as known
at all, the generic act or complement of thinking, feeling, and
willing. Then, as it is so firmly associated with all of these
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phenomena, we cannot separate it to distinguish its specific
characteristics.

All this simply means that it is difficult to define conscious-
ness in abstraction from the concrete instances of sensation,
memory, reflection, emotion and volition, which illustrate it.
If they are only states of consciousness and nothing more,
then illustration exhausts its meaning, save that the objects
of these several states discriminate them from each other.
Thus sensation has for its object a present external stimulus.
Memory has for its object a past experience. Reflection has
for its object the comparison and articulation of several or
many experiences, present or past or both together. But we
may make consciousness the term representing the mental
act which does all this, if we so desire, and undoubtedly we
often or always regard consciousness as at least this, what-
ever more we desire to make it.

But it is right here that we meet the serious difficulty in
defining accurately what we mean by the term, or the range
of facts in the mental life comprised by it. The reason for
this is that development of psychology has altered its mean-
ing without altering the situations in which the term is usable.
This has been brought about by the modern distinction be-
tween consciousness and self-consciousness. The former is
usually the name for all the mental states as functions of
mind, including thought, feeling and will. It is in this sense
but a general term for the mind’s activities. But the exigen-
cies of certain philosophic theories brought a distinction be-
tween having mental states and being aware of them. The
latter was the conception of self-consciousness in its broader
sense, tho a narrower meaning of self-consciousness is that it
denotes being aware of the self, ego, or subject as the center
of reference for its activities. Whether we can draw any dis-
tinction between having mental states and being aware of them
will depend upon the range of phenomena which we ascribe
to mind at all. In ancient psychology, as in the Cartesian,
the distinction was between physical and mental events, and
the fundamental aspect of the mental was knowledge, with
feeling and will recognized but not assigned a specific place
in the classification of them. The distinction was between
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mechanical and intelligent actions. But intelligent actions
were not distinguished into the conscious and self-conscious,
at least in the same clear way that we do it. Or if the dis-
tinction was drawn it was represented by different terms.
The Latin conscius and conscientia, the French conscience, repre-
sented what we mean by both consciousness and self-con-
sciousness, and also conscience, or the sense of right and
wrong, tho this latter meant nothing more at first than self-
consciousness of the action. Hence at first there was no dis-
tinction between the ideas of consciousness and self-con-
sciousness. The symeidesis of Plato and the Neo-Platonists
represented in their systems this same group of states and it
remained for a later time with a different psychology to dis-
tinguish between the two ideas. This was probably brought
about by two influences. The ancients did not know or rec-
ognize the existence of reflex actions, the apparently mechan-
ical reactions against stimulus. They recognized actions
that seemed to result in effects that were not due to
chance and yet were not self-consciously performed, that is
performed with a knowledge of the end in view. This field
was assigned in modern times to reflex action and intelligent
acts were connected with knowledge and self-consciousness.
At the same time reflex actions were distinguished from me-
chanical actions in their apparent fitness for determining an
end, tho not directed purposely to that end or result. But hav-
ing assigned to reflex actions what the ancients assigned to
knowledge without distinguishing it from self-knowledge, the
modern mind had to conceive a closer connection between
consciousness and self-consciousness. Where the ancients
had the distinction between mechanical and intelligent ac-
tions, or functions, we have that between mechanical, reflex,
conscious, and self-conscious. The ancient made the leap
from the mechanical to the conscious, without distinguishing
the reflex from the latter; we make the distinction between
the reflex and the conscious, with tendencies to confuse the
latter with the self-conscious when we do not narrow the
latter term to consciousness of the ego or self. At the same
time the terms are likely to carry with them more or less of
their older connotation and associations. In any case the
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terms often seem to run into each other, so that we shall be
obliged to take this into account in our examination of the
problem. )

It may be contended that we cannot distinguish really be-
tween consciousness and self-consciousness. This was un-
doubtedly the position of ancient thought, and in the careful
examination of our mental states it may seem to be the
proper way to view the matter now. Thus, what would any
mental state be of which we were not aware? Would a sen-
sation be a sensation unless we were aware or conscious of
it? We might not know that it was to be discriminated from
other states, but to feel it is to be aware of it, and if we are
not aware of it we can hardly call it a sensation. I do not
mean that we must be aware that it is a sensation, as distinct
from memory, in order to be aware of the fact of a state other
than sensorial quietness. But I mean that we may be aware
or conscious of a fact without determining its relation to
other states. In other words we may be aware of something
which is a sensation without being aware that it is a sensa-
tion and to be aware of the fact that it is a sensation, as dis-
tinct from other states, may be a different act, tho the two
may be essentially alike at the same time. To me the differ-
ence is largely of range and discrimination and not of func-
tion. That is to say, for many, to be aware of a sensation, a
memory, an emotion, an act of will, is not essentially different
from being aware that they are these acts and the latter only
carries distinction into its meaning, where the other implies
it but does not directly indicate it in the form of expression.

I have a good deal of sympathy with this position that
consciousness and self-consciousness are the same in mean-
ing. The only way to distinguish between them is to make
self-consciousness apply only to those particular occasions in
which we think directly of the self or subject of the states.
This position means to distinguish between being aware of a
sensation and being aware that it is a function or phenome-
non of a subject. There is a distinction here, but I think it
is not one of great importance. It is not a distinction of kind
between the mental acts of awareness, but only of the object
or nature of the object in each case. The tendency of the
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term self-consciousness to terminate in the meaning of self-
esteem or some form of egoistic feeling rather shows that,
unless so taken, it is not psychologically distinct in meaning
from the ordinary application of the unqualified term con-
sciousness. If any distinction of meaning be allowed besides
the one I have indicated, it will be that self-consciousness im-
plies a definite reference to a metaphysical subject, while con-
sciousness does not imply such a thing in its object. As a
phenomenon consciousness may imply a subject, but not as
an act taking cognizance of an object. For its object may be
nothing more than a phenomenon. A sensation, a memory,
an emotion, a desire, a volition, etc.,, may be an object of
consciousness without being a subject, tho as functions they
may imply a subject. Self-consciousness names the subject,
and hence the only difference between consciousness and self-
consciousness is not in the perceptive or cognitive character
of the acts, but in the greater definiteness of the reference of
the one to its object as a subject, while the other does not
imply that its object is a subject.

For this reason I shall not regard consciousness and self-
consciousness as essentially different from each other. They
shall be identical as mental phenomena for this discussion. I
shall treat consciousness as a term which denotes awareness
of a fact and this will include all that we mean by self-con-
sciousness, except the reference to a subject and the egoistic
feelings which are associated with one application of the lat-
ter. To take any other view of it is to involve us in the ab-
surdity of using the terms sensation, memory, emotion, de-
sire, volition, reasoning and other terms denoting mental
states as if they did not imply the presence of consciousness.
Whether we think of the self at the same time is unimportant.
It is not the perpetual recognition that the states are our own
that constitutes any special advance in the scale of existence
or the nature of knowledge. The change of object is not the
.only evidence of progress or difference. It is the change of
quality in function that determines this, and as functional
activity self-consciousness is identical with consciousness.
The consequence is that I shall not only make no distinction
between them psychologically as functions affecting our prob-
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lems, but shall regard them as identical and so shall use con-
sciousness to mean the same that most people may. mean by
self-consciousness, or use self-consciousness to mean the
same as the psychologists have meant by consciousness. In
fact the term self-consciousness will not figure in the discus-
sion, except in dealing with the situation produced by anzes-
thesia, but I mean to comprise it in the application of the
term consciousness as determining the field of normal psy-
chology.

But there is a distinction which we may have to recognize
that has some importance, if only for preventing misunder-
standing. It is this. One very prevalent meaning of the
term is that of cognition or perceiving function. This is
dominant in Hamilton’s definition. He called it, as we have
remarked, “ the complement of the cognitive energies.” This
conceives it as a function of knowledge. The emphasis is not
so much on the term “ complement ” as on the term “ cogni-
tive ” and so the idea of knowledge prevails in this more lim-
ited application of it. The wider import intends to include
the emotional and volitional functions which are not know-
ledge, tho accompanied by it. For us here we shall not limit
the import of the term to the cognitive function as exhausting
its complementary relations in the functions of knowledge.
I may take consciousness, conceived as a complement, to be
the cognitive accompaniment of all the mental functions,
which could never be recognized as immediately known facts
of experience without this accompaniment, but at the same
time this fixity of relation to them makes it a term that de-
notes or implies that it is present whenever they exist.
Hence it makes no difference whether we limit it to the cog-
nitive complement of all directly known states or not; its re-
lation to them uniformly will always make us regard them as
interfused states of it, so that as a name for mental functions
directly known it will be convertible with its concomitants.
I do not mean that, wherever I employ the term conscious-
ness I shall expect to find all the other elements of mind, but
that wherever I refer to emotion, desire, volition, reasoning,
etc., this complement will be implied. For instance, con-
sciousness may be present and must be whenever we have
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sensations, but emotion and will may not be present at the
same time. But I may have emotion without sensation, and
consciousness will be quite as much an accompaniment of
that as of sensation. Thus it has an abstract extension which
its species do not have, being alike the fundamental character-
istic of all of them. They may be regarded as species of it,
their difference being their essential nature and consciousness
their complement.

In all this I have been trying to bring out the range of its
meaning. I have not indicated exactly what that range is,
but I have indicated with some definiteness the area over
which the term has application, at least for the problems
which will come before us. But in further determination of
its meaning I wish to remark that, defined as it has been, it is
the field for all ordinarily normal introspective psychology.
The term normal is not always clearly coincident with what
we mean by consciousness, since it may imply, in psychic re-
search especially, a relation to the supernormal and so in-
clude even the abnormal as excluded by the supernormal.
But what I mean by normal introspective psychology is the
field of knowledge as defined by reflection upon all phenom-
ena of mind that are represented by direct knowledge. The
terms “ normal psychology,” without the qualification “in-
trospective,” may include the study of unconscious mental
acts not within the immediate cognizance of consciousness.
But this is not introspective, and hence I want to emphasize
the correlation and co-extension of normal introspective psy-
chology with the idea of consciousness. This will be import-
ant when we come to study the problems of explanation. In-
trospection is an outgrowth of the Cartesian position and that
philosopher really regarded consciousness and self-conscious-
ness as identical, unless for the distinctions which I have
made and regarded as unimportant. But it defines the area
of all that is directly known, and that must be the territory
which shall define clearly for us the certitudes of our data.
By this I mean that consciousness and normal introspective
psychology must supply the data and area within which our
standards of intelligibility and explanation must be found.
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We may have more to say on this point, but as a part of the
definition of our problem it requires mention here.

When it comes to a more technical definition of the range
of consciousness, not expressed in terms of its contents, but in
terms of its initium or its rise to its higher limit, if it has any,
we go to an important item in the assignment of its bounda-
ries. For we have to consider the boundaries of consciousness
in any attempt to define the subconscious. The boundary
which psychology has already determined, at least at its lower
limit, with some degree of accuracy, if only relative, is the
threshold or limen of consciousness. This is the point at
which we become aware of stimulus or outside impressions
on the sensorium. Stimuli that are too feeble to be felt are
unknown to us, unless by inference. They lie outside the ac-
cess of direct consciousness. The threshold or limen is the
beginning of consciousness. It varies in different parts of
the same sensorium and with different times and conditions.
Sometimes a stimulus which we may denominate by X may
succeed in reaching conscious perception or in producing a
recognizable sensation. At another time it may be less,
which we may represent by X—1, or at another it may be
more which we may represent by X1, and so on. Again,
one sense may have a lower threshold than another. Thus
vision will recognize finer stimuli than touch and has its own
threshold. But all of them have it at some point and this
will vary in multitudinous ways. Besides it is not a fixed
point for stimuli. If the sensorium becomes familiar with a
constant stimulus, the threshold is dulled or heightened, if
we may speak of it in this way. It becomes so accustomed
to the constant stimulus as no longer to be aware of it and
it requires a new and increased stimulus to make the mind
aware of it. This means that a new, tho temporary, thresh-
old is established. Thus if the hand is partly submerged in
cool water the sensation of cold will be quite distinct until
the sensorium becomes adjusted to that temperature of the
water, that is, as cool as it, when the hand is not aware of the
stimulus, except at the line which separates the water from
the air. Here the limen or threshold is altered and this rep-
resents a general law for the sensorium. But this elasticity




The Subconscious and Its Functions. 31

or alterability of the threshold is not an important fact in
our problem here. I am but stating the fact to recognize it.
The important thing is that there is a limen or threshold,
however relative it may be, that marks the initium of con-
sciousness. Above this point the whole phenomena of con-
sciousness appear. What we have defined as the introspect-
ively known mental states are those above this initium and
they represent the whole area of sensation, perception, mem-
ory, judgment, reasoning, emotion, including pleasure and
pain, desire, including the impulses, if we may regard tenden-
cies to action as these, and every form of will or volition.
These are directly known, as certitudes and as phenomena
that are self-intelligible, so far as they are mere occurrences.
Their ultimate meaning and nature may have to be investi-
gated like any other phenomena, but as facts they are the
best known facts in human experience and determine the
methods by which we investigate and explain all else.

But what lies below and above consciousness? Is there
anything below or above it? Must we think of consciousness
as a point or a line, so that it will have a lower and an upper
limit? Or is the lower and upper limit at the threshold?
Or if not representable figuratively by a point or a line, can
consciousness be represented by an area with distinct por-
tions of it for its own variations of manifestation?

These questions will have to be answered as we proceed.
In the first place, so far as direct consciousness is concerned,
there is nothing below the limen or threshold and nothing
trans-conscious as above any supposed upper limit. If there
be anything below or above itself it is not directly or intro-
spectively known. It must be inferred from phenomena that
either come into this consciousness indirectly or are observed
in the actions of others who are not in any way aware of
them. In lying outside the threshold they are not imme-
diately accessible and must be conjectured from their effects
which may be observed either directly or indirectly, usually
indirectly.

We are in the habit of calling that action which lies below
the threshold the subconscious or subliminal, and Mr.
Myers with his colleagues called that which lies above the
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limen and within consciousness the supraliminal. Mental ac-
tions were thus divided into two fields, the subliminal and
supraliminal, separated by the threshold. The subcon-
scious, in spite of its lying outside the limits of consciousness,
still denoted mental activities of some kind. The reason for
this was very simple. They completely simulated normal
consciousness in their intelligence and memory and motor
action. The only difference was in the absence of normal
sensation and memory which had no real or apparent access
to them. Otherwise they might have been denominated by
terms that excluded mental action from their composition.
The Cartesian philosophy divided all phenomena into two
kinds, physical and mental. The physical were all conceived
after the type of mechanical events, ultimately manifested in
extension and motion. Mental phenomena were without ex-
tension and motion and were defined by consciousness in the
sense which has been represented in this discussion. In this
philosophy the phenomena which we now describe as uncon-
scious, subconscious, or subliminal would be regarded as me-
chanical and so conceived as reflexes. Indeed some psychol-
ogists even to-day insist that they must be so regarded. If
we think that the area of mental action is exhausted by
introspective consciousness or the states of which it is the
complement, then we must define the territory of the sub-
conscious actions still called mental as non-mental and so
coming under the laws of mechanics, reflexes simple or
complex. But the dualistic philosophy of Descartes has
long been abandoned and hence also the radicalness of the
distinctions which it set up. Whether we must assume
monism as the consequence is not a matter of importance
here. Nor would I make it necessary to set aside dual-
ism in some form, or even Professor James’s pluralism. I
am, in fact, not concerned whether any or all of them are true
or false. I am only remarking that present day conceptions
regard the dualism between mind and matter less as a dogma
that can be undisputed than it was. The admission of reflex
actions as distinct from the hypothetical neural and cerebral
action, molecular phenomena of the nerves and brain, was a
fact which assumed a difference which was not necessary on
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a strictly Cartesian theory. It was therefore but a step to
the admission of unconscious or subliminal mental actions,
and these once granted we conceded the existence of a wider
field for mind than the Cartesians assumed. This new point
of view assumes that “ mind ” is not exhausted by conscious-
ness or functions that result in consciousness. The conse-
quences to speculative philosophy are great in this new point
of view, but we have nothing at present to do with them.
We are concerned only with the fact that psychology admits
mental phenomena not accessible to immediate consciousness.

Now this field has to be inferred, as already explained, and
so participates in the characteristics of conscious intelligence
that it has a right to be regarded in that connection and at
least to lie between what we regard as mechanical or physical
and introspective consciousness. But this leads us to inquire
what the subconscious is. How shall we define it? We
have shown that it lies below the threshold, whatever it is,
and now it is necessary to inquire what it is and what its area
18.

The answer to the inquiries here cannot be made until we
examine the views of Mr. Myers. It was he who developed
the idea of the subliminal as affecting the problems of psychic
research. It was, of course, recognized independently of him
and had its definition for psychiatry and psychology. But
its larger meaning as employed for psychic research problems
was almost entirely a product of Mr. Myers’s work. He it
was who gave it the larger import which it has carried ever
since and he at the same time gave it greater definiteness of
meaning, tho enlarging its scope and application. Hence I
cannot undertake my own account of the term without ap-
;}'oaching it through an examination of the theory of Mr.

yers.

Myers’s Theory of the Subliminal.

Mr. Myers does not start with the significance of normal
consciousness for our problem. He wittingly or unwittingly
concedes this to the materialist and seeks phenomena outside
its range for the solution of his issue. In one respect this is
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a natural course to take, as we must always find new facts to
sustain a theory that the old facts do not sustain. But, while
this is true enough, it is also imperative that the new facts be
in some way related to the problem in the same manner as
the old ones. It is this circumstance which Mr. Myers has
neglected. The scholastic position had relied on the nature
of normal consciousness to prove the existence of a soul and
the materialist, without questioning the nature of the phe-
nomena, disputed its evidential standard and simply called at-
tention to the fact that we knew consciousness only in con-
nection with physical structure and functions, and when this
physical organism disappeared there was no further evidence
of individual consciousness. The burden of proof thus was
laid upon the spiritualist. Now, instead of seeking to find
that evidence in the non-conscious, unconscious, subconscious
or subliminal phenomena, it should be sought in the conscious
and this is precisely what the evidence for personal identity
means in communications with the dead. But Mr. Myers
seeks in the newly discovered phenomena of subliminal
events the evidence of survival. To make his point he un-
dertakes to develop a theory of the subconscious with sup-
posed capacities that are supposedly not explicable by organic
functions of the body. He starts with the representation of
normal consciousness as comparable with the spectrum, and
the phenomena lying beyond the limits of either end of the
spectrum constitute the field of the subconscious. He then
proceeds to base his speculations upon the data of the sub-
conscious and totally ignores the significance of the normal
consciousness which is the only standard of truth we have.
Let me first state his position in his own language. I quote
from his “Human Personality and Its Survival of Bodily Death”

(p- 17).

“The difference between the older and newer conceptions of
the unifying principle or soul (if soul there be) in man, con-
sidered as manifesting through corporeal limitations, will thus
resemble the difference between the older and newer conceptions
of the way in which the sun reveals himself to our senses. Night
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and storm-cloud and eclipse men have known from the earliest
ages; but now they know that even at noonday the sunbeam
which reaches them, when fanned out into a spectrum, is barred
with belts and lines of varying darkness ;—while they have learnt
also that where at either end the spectrum fades out into what
for us is blackness, there stretches onwards in reahty an undis-
covered illimitable ray.

“ It will be convenient for future reference if I draw out this
parallel somewhat more fully. I compare, then, man’s gradual
progress in self-knowledge to his gradual decipherment of the
nature and meaning of the sunshine which reaches him as light
and heat indiscernibly intermingled. So also Life and Conscious-
ness,—the sense of a world within him and a world wthout—come
to the child indiscernibly intermingled in a pervading glow.
Optical analysis splits up the white ray into the various colored
rays which compose it. Philosophical analysis in like manner
splits up the vague consciousness of the child into many faculties;
—into the various éxternal senses, the various modes of thought
within. This has been the task of descriptive and introspective
psychology. Experimental psychology is adding a further refine-
ment. In the sun’s spectrum, and in stellar spectra, are many
dark lines or bands, due to the absorption of certain rays by cer-
tain vapors in the atmosphere of sun or stars or earth. And
similarly in the range of spectrum of our own sensation and
faculty there are many inequalities—permanent and temporary
—of brightness amd definition. OQOur mental atmosphere is
clouded by vapours and illumined by fires, and is clouded and
illumined differently at different times. The psychologist who
observes, say, how his reaction-times are modified by alcohol
is like the physicist who observes what lines are darkened by
the interposition of a special gas. Our knowledge of our con-
scious spectrum is thus becoming continually more accurate and
detailed.

“But turning back once more to the physical side of our
simile, we observe that our knowledge of the visible solar
spectrum, however minute, is but an introduction to the know-
ledge which we hope ultimately to attain of the sun’s rays. The
limits of our spectrum do not inhere in the sun that shines, but
in the eye that marks his shining. Beyond each end of that



36  Proceedings of American Society for Psychical Research.

prismatic ribbon are ether-waves of which our retina takes no
cognisance. Beyond the red end come waves whose potency
we still recognise, but as heat and not as light. Beyond the
violet end are waves still more mysterious ; whose very existence
man for ages never suspected, and whose intimate potencies
are still but obscurely known. Even thus, I venture to affirm, be-
yond each end of our conscious spectrum extends a range of
faculty, exceeding the known range, but as yet indistinctly
guessed. The artifices of the modern physicist have extended far
in each direction the visible spectrum known to Newton. It is
for the modern psychologist to discover artifices which may ex-
tend in each direction the conscious spectrum as known to Plato
or to Kant, The phenomena cited in this work carry us, one may
say, as far onwards as fluorescence carries us beyond the violet
end. The ‘X rays’ of the psychical spectrum remain for a later
age to discover.

“ Qur simile, indeed—be it once for all noted—is a most im-
perfect one. The range of human faculty cannot be truly ex-
pressed in any linear form. Even a three-dimensional scheme,—
a radiation of faculties from a center of life,—would ill render
its complexity. Yet something of clearness will be gained by
even this rudimentary mental picture;—representing conscious
human faculty as a linear spectrum whose red rays begin where
voluntary muscular control and organic sensation begin, and
whose violet rays fade away at the point at which man’s highest
strain of thought or imagination merges into.reverie or ecstasy.

“ At both ends of this spectrum I believe that our evidence
indicates a momentous prolongation. Beyond the red end, of
course, we already know that vital faculty of some kind must
needs extend. We know that organic processes are constantly
taking place within us which are not subject to our control, but
which make the very foundation of our physical being. We know
that the habitual limits of our voluntary action can be far ex-
tended under the influence of strong excitement. It need not
surprise us to find that appropriate artifices—hypnotism or self-
suggestion—can carry the power of our will over the organism to
a yet further point.

“The faculties that lie beyond the wiolet end of our psycho-
logical spectrum will need more delicate exhibition and will com-
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mand a less ready belief. The actinic energy which lies beyond
the violet end of the solar spectrum is less obviously influential
in our material world than is the dark heat which lies beyond
the red end. Even so, one may say, the influence of the ultra-
intellectual or supernormal faculties upon our welfare as terrene
organisms is less marked in common life than the influence of
the organic or subnormal faculties, Yet it is that prolongation
of our spectrum upon which our gaze will need to be most stren-
uously fixed. It is there that we shall find our inquiry opening
up a cosmic prospect, and inciting us upon an endless way.”

This gives in outline the conception which Mr. Myers has
in mind whenever he is thinking of the subliminal and it de-
termines his whole discussion of its functions and the various
phenomena which it is supposed to explain in some way. We
must not forget that he frankly recognizes the limitations ex-
isting in the analogy of the spectrum and that he admits that
the circular as well as the linear method of representing con-
sciousness would be equally good and similarly exposed to
misconception, if urged too literallyin the effort to explain the
processes involved. Whatever criticisms are advanced must
take this admission into account. Butwith the conception that
there is a lower and an upper limit to normal consciousness,
he finds something beyond these that extends human capaci-
ties far beyond what we have hitherto supposed in our ordi-
nary philosophy. With this extension he expects to explain
secondary personality and its congeners in hysteria, sleep,
genius, trance, and ecstasy, and perhaps various other mani-
festations of personality, normal and otherwise. Secondary
personality and hysteria are “ split off ” forms of mental ac-
tivity from the normal consciousness, representing some dis-
sociation of function from the more healthy action of the
mind. Sleep is a phenomenon representing the contact of
the soul with a metetherial world in which it recuperates the
lost energy of normal physical life. Genius is the uprush of
subliminal faculty into the normal consciousness. Trance
and ecstasy are conditions of contact with the metetherial
world that bring back evidences of supernormal experiences.
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His conception of normal personality includes both sub-
liminal and supraliminal faculty, while the supernormal is
covered by trance and ecstasy, but strangely coincides with
subliminal faculty in some sense. The existence of this sub-
liminal faculty and supernormal faculty as well is regarded by
him as the evidence for the survival of human personality.
He does not appeal primarily, if at all, to communication
with discarnate consciousness as the evidence par excellence,
but rather as a corollary to the existence of the discarnate as
proved by subliminal and supernormal faculty.

Criticism of Mr. Myers’s Theory.

I have endeavored to state his theory in Mr. Myers’s own
language or ideas. I have tried not to give it in any form
distorted by views of my own. I have wanted to see just
what his conceptions are before indicating the qualifications
under which it shall seem to me to contain the truth. But in
criticizing it I do not mean that it is so much my purpose to
deny or refute it as it is to clarify some important confusions
init. While I do not agree with many fundamental points in
it, I am sure that the attempt to correlate and synthesize vari-
ous phenomena is worthy of all respect and contains enough
truth to claim the indulgence of all critics.

The first criticism which I have to apply is that the term
is too comprehensive in his usage for any definite purposes.
In nearly all psychological writers “ subliminal ”’, *“ subcon-
scious ” and “ secondary personality ” denote some form of
mental action and so are distinguished from the vital proc-
esses. But Mr. Myers comprehends the organic functions in
the “ subliminal.” Then when he gets to all those phenom-
ena which imply experiences that cannot be explained by nor-
mal consciousness he refers them to subliminal faculty. He
divides human faculty into subliminal and supraliminal, the
dividing line being the threshold of consciousness and supra-
liminal denoting the range of normal consciousness. Now
this subliminal comprises the organic functions, the mental
processes that are not recognizable by normal introspection,
tho deriving their information from normal sense perception,
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and the supernormal phenomena of telepathy, telesthesia,
mathematical prodigies and similar phenomena. These are
differences entirely too great to be lumped together in such
a manner.

As a matter of mere classification we cannot assign to the
same genus phenomena so diverse as organic reflexes, uncon-
scious mental action and supernormal revelations. They
should be kept distinct, as they must have somewhat different
causes, or connected with very different functions when we
assume that their subject or basis is the same. Right here
the real difficulty and confusion arise. We play fast and
loose with the term subliminal in that we use it now to denote
the unitary subject of diverse phenomena and now to denote
the phenomena themselves. This may be a fault of lan-
guage, a defect of it, but the problems are too important phil-
osophically to allow ambiguous terms to play so important a
role in our explanations. It is our reliance upon radical dis-
tinctions of phenomena that justifies seeking new causes, and
if it were not we could not insist on excluding the supernor-
mal from the normal. There is no greater distinction be-
tween supernormal phenomena and the normal than there is
between the supernormal and organic functions. Hence if
we are to refer telepathy, clairvoyance, telesthesia, mathe-
matical prodigies, sleep, genius and other unusual facts to
the same functions as the vital forces, we may as well refer
them to the same class as the normal: for they have more
resemblances as intelligence with the normal than they have
with organic functions.

Taking Mr. Myers’s analogy of the spectrum, we have in-
cluded in the subliminal both the upper and lower limits of
the scale. In physics no one would identify the red and vio-
let ends of the spectrum, and it is equally misleading to class-
ify the supernormal with the lower end of the psychological
spectrum. Granting that the organic functions are asso-
ciated closely with the processes below consciousness and re-
flect the knowledge derived through sense perception, we
have no reason to identify with them the information derived
independently of normal sense perception. That is simply
vitiating the use which we wish to make of them in establish-
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ing new causes. It would be equally justifiable to associate
them with the normal, already above the “subconscious”
and nearer to their own end of the psychological spectrum:
for there they get their direct connections, just as normal
consciousness begins at the lower limit with the threshold
that divides it from the “ subconscious ”. The supernormal
is conceived as transcending ordinary sense perception in the
source of its information, the “ subconscious” does not so
transcend it, but is provably connected with the normal.
The supernormal implies that we have to go outside the or-
ganism for our explanations: the * subconscious” implies
that we remain within that organism for the explanation.
This difference is so radical that we should never confuse the
two functions, and yet this is precisely what Mr. Myers does
in his whole treatment of the subject.

I am not going to question the possibility, that we may
not usually recognize, that the organic functions are more
closely related to the mental than our logical discussions may
seem to imply, and the same may be true of the distinctions
between the “ subconscious ” and the conscious and between
the “ subconscious ” and the supernormal, on the one hand,
and between the conscious and the supernormal on the other.
There may be perfectly continuous connections between all
of them, so far as this criticism is concerned. But all this
does not relieve the situation in the least. In spite of all sup-
posedly continuous connections, there are radical differences.
The vital functions exhibit nothing like the adaptations of
will or the memory of the “ subconscious” and conscious
functions. The supernormal manifests no such dependence
on sense perception as is necessary to classify its phenomena
with those of conscious and “subconscious ” origin within
the subject. These differences must be kept in mind, and
yet they are not sufficiently kept in mind by Mr. Myers’s the-
ory. They are all lumped together as if there were but one
limit to the conscious and that the lower threshold. Hence
he is playing fast and loose between a twofold and a three-
fold division of phenomena. Now it is a division into sub-
liminal and supraliminal with the “subliminal ” deriving its
information through supraliminal sources, and now into sub-
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liminal and supraliminal with the “subliminal ” deriving its
information by processes transcending the supraliminal.
The equivocation here is manifest, and when it goes with the
implication that the subject is the source of both the “ sub-
liminal ” and the supernormal there is no possibility of clear
thinking on this problem.

Further discussion of this will be reserved for the recon-
structive process later. I want now to turn to the use made
of these marginal phenomena. They are employed to show
the existence of a soul and its survival, on the supposition that
they show the existence of facts which cannot be explained
on the materialistic theory. But I mean to show that this
theory, if it explains anything at all, can explain all forms of
the “ subliminal ” as known to orthodox psychology and even
Mr. Myers and his coadjutors explained telepathy, telesthe-
sia and other unusual phenomena by reference to the organic
subject rather than by appealing to any outside agency. It
may be that he is correct in suggesting that telepathy and
allied phenomena are not explicable without supposing a
soul, but that is the thing to be proved. The fact that they
transcend normal sense perception does not suffice, in the
eyes of physical science, to prove any other subject than
the brain or organism, whether of the person himself or the
brain of another acting on his. We have to isolate an in-
dividual soul to disprove the materialist’s claims, and that
forces us into mediumistic phenomena as the type of fact to
settle that problem. Mr. Myers does not appeal to these.
They seem to be subordinate to the conclusions established
on the nature of telepathy, sleep, genius, trance, ecstasy and
“ subliminal ” phenomena generally, corollaries, perhaps, of
these more natural phenomena. With this I must differ very
radically.

Take the fact of sleep. Mr. Myers thinks, as we have
mentioned above, that sleep is a phase of personality that im-
plies a metetherial connection instead of being, as the phys-
iologist and psychologist have hitherto described it, a sus-
pension of consciousness. He thinks that in sleep we go into
the etherial or metetherial world and recuperate the energies
that we lose in normal life and action. This is the theory of
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the savage and Mr. Myers frankly recognizes the fact, and I
certainly admire the acceptance of the accusation that his is
a “ paleolithic psychology ”. I think I even know the person
who thought to discredit the position by that descriptive
term. But I do not deem it any discredit to hold that doc-
trine. I am not going to dispute the hypothesis that sleep is
exactly what Mr. Myers believes it to be. I agree that the
psychology of the savage cannot be dismissed with a sneer,
especially when the same authorities constantly use it to
throw light upon more complex and highly developed facul-
ties. The phenomena that occur in savage life deserve as
careful observation and investigation as do those of civilized
life. But it was simply because they could not be accepted
until they were repeated in the experience of the civilized
that we had to discard them in an evidential problem. The
objection that I am making is, not that Mr, Myers is wrong
in his conception of sleep, but that he uses his theory as evi-
dence for another theory. If the theory were proved, infer-
ences from it would be much more justifiable. But it is pre-
cisely this view of sleep that remains to be proved. I think
it quite possible that Mr. Myers is correct in his conception
of it, but I think so because I believe that we have prior proof
of survival. I do not think that sleep implies this survival
until we have learned the fact and find that sleep is one of
the functions associated with the fact. Until we have inde-
pendently proved survival, sleep must be regarded as a sus-
pension of mental functions, or at least as a suspension of the
introspective functions of consciousness. The materialistic
view of it must prevail in science until materialism is wholly
removed from the scientific and philosophic field. Mr.
Myers was either not aware of or concealed the influence of
other facts that had proved survival and then resorted to ir-
relevant data for his proof, making this concession to the re-
spectability of any and every point of view but the correct
one. The scientific man has refused to look the right facts
in the face and for the sake of respectability has allowed the
discussion to rage around any and all things but those which
settled his problem. It was more agreeable to his prejudices
to discuss debatable and irrelevant than undebatable prob-
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lems. Mr. Myers fell into this trap and made his own posi-
tion debatable. It is the existence of a metetherial world
that has to be proved and sleep does not prove it. If it oncebe
proved by other facts, we may well consider certain phenom-
ena as showing that sleep is not what we once supposed it to
be and the “ paleolithic psychology ”” may come in for its re-
ward. But until we have proved an etherial or metetherial, a
spiritual world, if you prefer, sleep is merely a limitation of
normal consciousness and no other use of it can be made in
speculation.

The next topic for consideration is that of genilus. This
we have found to be, in the view of Mr. Myers, an uprush of
subliminal knowledge into the supraliminal or normal con-
sciousness. In common ideas, genius is an intelligence that
differs from the normal only in the quantity of its capacity
not in the quality of it. Mr. Myers seems to assume that it
represents a qualitative difference and expects to account for
it by an uprush supposedly not characteristic of the common
mind. I said “ seems to assume ” because I think Mr. Myers
does not really hold to the view apparent and has made state-
ments that show his view to be quite different from what has
usually been understood to be the fact. What we have to
criticize is therefore not so much Mr. Myers’s real as his ap-
parent view, the conception which the public has acquired of
his position.

The key to the study of his doctrine must be found in the
idea of the mormal. He recognizes two meanings to this
term, one of the healthy and the other of the average mind. I
throw the latter out of court because it is a mathematical con-
ception. The idea of the average is attained by eliminating
the quantitative difference between things and taking the
common factor as representing the whole and in this way the
exceptions are disregarded. The normal man is not the av-
erage man, unless normal and average are taken mathemat-
ically, and in fact the normal man can never escape the asso-
ciation of the healthy person which means something quite
different from mathematical averages. I think it is the healthy
man that Mr. Myers has in mind when conceiving the normal
as the point of view for determining what he means by genius.
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It may be difficult to determine exactly what we mean by the
healthy minded man. I agree that we have no patent stand-
ard for that purpose and it is not necessary to insist upon a
clear and infallible measure of that phenomenon. It is
merely enough to recognize that we have some instances
where such a person can be assumed or known. The point
at which we begin to depart from the normal to the unusual
may be an undiscoverable one, but we can recognize the ex-
treme ends of the series. We can never tell just when a
mountain is to be distinguished from a hill, but we can dis-
tinguish between certain mountains and certain hills. It is
the same with genius and the normal man.

But while distinguishing genius from the normal mind,
Mr. Myers also insists on distinguishing him from the ab-
normal mind. He refuses, and I think rightly, to accept the
conception of Max Nordau that the genius is insane or to be
classified with that type. No doubt many geniuses have
manifested marks which are shown by the insane, if we have
the right to apply the term genius to them at all. But this is
only to raise the question whether we have any such criterion
of genius as Nordau assumes. Is a man a genius simply be-
cause he shows remarkable ability in some one direction?
However, assume that he is, are not genius and insanity two
different things with the possibility of being associated to-
gether in the same person without our right to expect the
other when either appears? I am inclined to think that
the latter is the correct conception of the case and it is even

- possible that this was the view of Mr. Myers, only he did not
express it in this exact manner. I think it was Mr. Myers’s
conception of it. He simply insisted that it should be dis-
tinguished alike from the normal and abnormal man, and ex-
plained the difference by the uprush from the subliminal, this
uprush being different from that of the abnormal man. The
uprush of the abnormal man was that of disintegrated per-
sonality, the dissociation of functions, while the uprush of
genius was that of integrated function, the better synthesis
or association of function than we find in the normal man.

Now it is not easy to differ and agree with this position at
the same time, and yet this is precisely what we have here to
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do. T do not care so much for the phrase “ uprush of sub-
liminal faculty ”, as that may be ambiguous, which might
mean that it contains a truth and an error. But I must ap-
proach the problem from the view which the public—I mean
the scientific public—has taken of this explanation of genius.
It is that the subliminal uprush explaining genius is a pecu-
liar and exceptional phenomenon. It is this conception to
which I demur, but once made it has availed to distinguish
the genius from the normal man, even tho it did not class
him with the abnormal. When I say “distinguish” from
the normal man, I mean that it has left the impression that
genius is different in kind from the normal man and hence
that this uprush of subliminal faculty does not characterize
the normal man.

I think I can prove from Mr. Myers’s own statements that
his conception is after all only that of the common man,
namely, that there is only a quantitative difference between
genius and the normal mind. In his very definition of genius
he admits this position. He says: *“ When I say: ‘ The dif-
ferentia of genius lies in an increased control over subliminal
mentation,’ I express, I think, a well-evidenced thesis, and I
suggest an important inference, namely, that the man of
genius is for us the best type of the normal man, in so far as
he effects a successful co-operation of an unusually large
number of elements of his personality—reaching a stage of
integration in advance of our own. Thus much I wish to
say: but my thesis is not to be pushed further:—as though I
claimed that all our best thought was subliminal, or that all
that was subliminal was potentially ¢ inspiration ’.”

This is clear enough and in fact identifies the genius with
the normal man in all but quantitative characteristics. If
qualitatively distinguished at all it must be in the number of
qualities, whose combination in others is either not so great
or, when as great numerically, differs in the quantity of power
connected therewith. But in the general discussion of
genius Mr. Myers inevitably leaves on the reader the impres-
sion that he is pursuing a difference which many minds as-
sume and which it is not the purpose of his theory to assume.
He thus seems to give an explanation of genius by his sub-
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liminal uprush which does not explain it more than it ex-
plains the normal man.

It is right here that I think the illusion of his theory
arises. If the normal mind has no subliminal uprush at all
we can easily see that the genius is qualitatively distin-
guished from him. But Mr. Myers has himself placed the
subliminal at the basis of all our life and we must expect a
subliminal “ uprush” for the normal man as well as for the
genius and the abnormal man. If that uprush occurs for the
normal man, there is no distinction but that of quantity in
some form between the normal man and the genius, and this
is to indicate that a subliminal uprush, unless its quantity be
defined, is not an explanation of genius, unless it is likewise
an explanation of the normal mind. Relatively there is no
more uprush in genius of the subliminal than in the normal
mind. Consequently the appeal to the subliminal to explain
it does not explain it more than it explains the minds of all
of us. )

I do not believe that “ uprushes of the subliminal ” ex-
plain anything except the abnormal phenomena of mind, and
it may be that these uprushes are due to the lack of inhibition
which occurs in the normal mind to prevent the evidence of
disintegration. There may be “ uprushes ” of the kind in all
mentation, but I do not think they explain anything. Unless
they appear as consciousness, they may be cast out of the
account as anything more than uniform and natural concomi-
tants of the normal, made abnormal by the failure to inhibit
or suppress them at the right place. I do not see that we
should show so close a connection between genius and hys-
teria with its congeners as Mr. Myers assumes. There may
at times be connections, but to my mind it is not of kinship
but of the association of states not naturally belonging to-
gether. It may be that subliminal action is a necessary ac-
companiment of all normal mental action whatsoever, and if
so the exceptional uprush is more likely to betoken the ab-
normal than the normal which Mr. Myers makes genius to
be. In any case it is not different in kind from the normal
which it has to be in order to make the appeal to a “ sublim-
inal uprush ” significant. I do not think we have yet found
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any distinctive mark of genius but that which we all suppose,
namely, more of mental capacity than the ordinary mind, and
that more has no criterion to assure us of its safe application
in each individual. It is possible that we should have to re-
sort to physiology to find the concomitant that should serve
as the universal objective mark of it, and even then the ex-
planation would not be complete. In many cases the only
characteristic that separates it from the man who does not
display genius is simply the infinite pains and concentration
of the one and their absence in the other, tho this may not be
the only condition which determines it. But however we try
to define it or to assign its concomitant marks, “ subliminal
uprushes ” do not seem to me to characterize it otherwise
than as the same may characterize all mentation, and that is
to confess failure to explain it, unless “ subliminal uprush”
involves knowledge from outside the subject whose subliminal
acquires this access to outside stores. But it is precisely
this view which Mr. Myers does not admit for genius, and I
agree that we have no scientific evidence for such a view, tho
we may some day have it after we understand the phenomena
better. For me the explanation of genius must be the same
explanation that we have for mind in general with the differ-
ence only of quantity or combination of elements making
mind. Hence I would not appeal to genius as in any respect
evidence of power for survival. That idea is only a survival
of the ancient aristocratic theory of immortality which was
based on the excellence, not the nature of mind, on the quantity
of intelligence, not the fact of it. If the fact of it does not ex-
clude materialism, the quantity of it cannot.

I am not going to propose any theory of genius. My po-
sition does not require this. I think it but a manifestation of
mind superior to ordinary persons precisely as a giant is su-
perior to a dwarf. I do not think we require an explanation
of the one more than the other. It only happens that genius
applies to mind and not to body. We wonder at it and ad-
mire it more than we do giants only because the age exalts
mental as distinct from bodily qualities. No doubt there is
the combination of qualities that constitute the difference be-
tween the ordinary man and the genius as well as quantitative
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differences in the same capacities, but this is the only differ-
ence for which there is any evidence and we do not require
subliminal uprushes to account for this difference.

It is not necessary to examine Mr, Myers’s views on dis-
integrations of personality, hypnotism, motor and sensory
automatism, as they are not concerned in any of the animad-
versions I have considered, and besides there is no essential
reason for differing with them. T must repeat, however, that
the differences between us are possibly due more to the differ-
ences in point of view than to any other consideration, with
the possible exception of genius, in which the difference is
probably more radical. The main criticism, however, is di-
rected to his conception of the range of subliminal functions
as included in that term and to the use made of his theory as
evidence for survival. Let me proceed then to a reconstruct-
ive view which may do more justice to the ideas of Mr. Myers
while it evades the objections which I have presented to his.

Reconstructive Conception of the Subliminal.

I shall start with the assumption that mental phenomena
are representable by the spectrum analogy or the circle, ac-
cepting either conception of Mr. Myers. What I want to do
is to construct a view which will render the relations between
normal consciousness and other real or supposed mental func-
tions clearer than Mr. Myers’s scheme and this without dis-
puting the essential correctness of his view. I shall repre-
sent the case by the linear and the circular scheme.

Let B represent the spectrum as known, whether applied
to the physical spectrum of science or the mental spectrum of
Mr. Myers. A will then represent the subliminal and C the
supernormal. X will represent the limen or threshold of
consciousness lying between the subliminal and the normal
consciousness. It is represented as variable by the dotted
lines which show that it may not be a fixed point in the spec-
trum. Y represents the upper threshold, if there be any. I
do not assume that there must necessarily be such a thresh-
old. I am simply according it an imaginary point as a limiting
conception (Grenzbegriff), as the Kantians call the Ding an
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sich representing the limits of knowledge. I do not assume
that there must be necessarily an upper limit or threshold for
consciousness, as we have proved a lower one for it. But it is
possible, and' if the supernormal be a fact distinct in nature
from both the subconscious and normal consciousness it will
be conceivable to represent the relation as I have done, if for
no other purpose than to enforce the distinction which is not
clear in Mr. Myers’s scheme. He does recognize a lower
and an upper threshold,but the upper does not properly figure

A B C

in the final discussion of his doctrine. So I shall here call X
the lower threshold or limen and Y the upper threshold or ter-
minus, 'The limen or X is the beginning, and the terminus
or Y is the end of normal consciousness. We are sure of X
by virtue of having proved the existence of imperceptible
stimuli at that end, but we are not sure of Y or a terminus by
virtue of any stimuli not perceived at such an end. Itisa
purely conjectural fact, even tho the supernormal be not con-
jectural but assured. For the sake of clearness in distinc-
tions, however, between the subliminal and the supraliminal,
on the one hand, and between the supraliminal or normal and
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the supernormal, on the other, I conceive such a terminus act-
ing as an upper threshold.

When Mr. Myers comes to work out his scheme he prac-
tically ignores Y or the terminus of the present illustration.
His phraseology is adjusted to the assumption that the lower
threshold is the main position of significance. Hence he
represents human faculty as divided between subliminal and
supraliminal functions, the limen or threshold being the di-
viding line or point. He ignores the terminus and C by in-
cluding C in A, the subliminal, and the supraliminal is all that
is above X, the threshold. The subliminal includes the func-
tions or knowledge that come both by way of supraliminal or
normal experience and by way of supernormal faculty. Now
I have already shown what I feel to be a mistake of classifica-
tion in thus incorporating the supernormal with the sublim-
inal which may be abnormal or involve definite relations with
the normal. Hence it would seem necessary to employ a ter-
minology which will recognize this liability to confusion and
I wish to do this. All that Mr. Myers definitely takes ac-
count of is A and B, in so far as they are distinguished from
each other,while he intends that C shall be distinguished from
B, and possibly from A, tho he actually includes it in A. As
I have remarked his clear distinction is between the sublim-
inal and the supraliminal, with the subliminal including or-
ganic functions, unconscious mental states and supernormal
knowledge, while the supraliminal includes only normal con-
sciousness.

Now let me employ a terminology that shall express the
complicated relations involved in this scheme, and let me also
say that it does not differ so much in fact from the concep-
tions latent in the system of Mr. Myers as it differs in the
effort at clearness of representation. For my own repre-
sentation “ subliminal ” may have any meaning, wide or nar-
row, before the lower threshold, only it shall exclude the
supernormal from its functions. That is, “ subliminal ”” shall
be limited to A and exclude C, whatever extension we may
wish to give it or exclude from it in reference to the organic
functions of the body. I prefer to confine it to the uncon-
scious mental activities, but I shall not insist on this as neces-
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sary. Then the supraliminal will represent, literally and ety-
mologically, a wider conception than the normal conscious-
ness and so denote all that lies above the lower threshold
X. It becomes a negative conception and denotes the nor-
mal consciousness and all that may lie above it. We might
call it transliminal if we wished to confine supraliminal to the
normal consciousness. The twofold division, then, conceived
from the point of view of X or the lower threshold would be
the subliminal, all below, and the transliminal or supralim-
inal, all above the lower limits of consciousness.

Then assuming the upper threshold or terminus as the
dividing line between normal consciousness and some super-
consciousness or supernormal phenomena, we should again
have a twofold division, the subterminal and the transter-
minal facts of experience. The subterminal would include
the subliminal and that part of the transliminal or supra-
liminal which lies below Y or terminus, the upper threshold.
The transterminal would denote all that lies above this ter-
minus Y and so indicate the field of the supernormal. Now
we need a name for that part of the scale which is denoted
by B and which comprises a part of the transliminal and a
part of the subterminal, or that part of the transliminal or
supraliminal which lies between A and C. As it is definitely
and consciously associated with the limen or liminal state,
instead of using the negative concept supraliminal for the nor-
mal, as usually employed, I shall coin the term colliminal, de-
noting all that is associated with the liminal field of conscious-
ness. It is the field denoted by Mr. Myers’s supraliminal. I
may then employ the term supra-colliminal or transterminal
to characterize the field of the supernormal.

We have then three terms covering three distinct fields
of phenomena, the subliminal covering all below the thresh-
old X, the colliminal covering the area of normal conscious-
ness between the lower threshold X and the upper thresh-
old Y, and the supra-colliminal covering all above the upper
threshold Y and also denominated transterminal. The
same areas can be designated by subnormal, normal, and
supernormal which are perhaps the best untechnical terms
for the same facts. I have chosen the others, however, as a




62  Proceedings of American Society for Psychical Research.

concession to a terminology already in existence and well
understood, tho I shall use the latter set interchangeably with
them. I shall not impose upon scientific usage any new and
unwieldly terminology in this field, farther than to discuss
the conception of Mr. Myers as predetermined by his analogy
of the spectrum. All that I shall endeavor to do with it is to
make clear the distinctions implied by his conception and
analogy and then proceed to discuss the facts in the light of
what seems to me to be a more accurate account of them.
In the meantime, however, the spectrum analogy forces us to
make clear the radical difference between subliminal proc-
esses or facts that are more or less identical with normal
processes and supernormal processes that imply independent
sources of knowledge, and this can be done only by carrying
out that analogy to its full implications. I have indicated
this in the terms and distinctions implied by subliminal, col-
liminal, and supra-colliminal phenomena.

This scheme limits the use of the term “subliminal ” to
the facts lying below the limits of consciousness but yet de-
rived by the same processes, namely, sense stimuli. It
has no touch of the supernormal in its phenomena. It
may include as much as you please lying below the assigned
limit, the threshold X, but it cannot incorporate anything
lying beyond the upper limit or terminus Y. The colliminal
is convertible with Mr. Myers’s use of the term supraliminal
and covers normal consciousness, all that we are directly and
introspectively aware of, whether of sensations or mental
states. The supra-colliminal is the superconscious, the tran-
scendental mental states, the transterminal phenomena, if
such there be at all. They imply extraorganic stimuli of a
supersensible type, while the subliminal and colliminal imply
stimuli, whether of extraorganic or an intraorganic type, of
a subsensible character for one and a sensible character for
the other.

It will be apparent that Mr. Myers’s conception plays fast
and loose between two extremes. He has unmistakable
evidence for mental functions organic to the subject and oc-
cupied with stimuli and phenomena allied to normal life.
The data of the subconscious life, as so defined, are derived
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through sensory channels and not transcendentally. But
supernormal phenomena do not claim such a source. Telep-
athy, teleesthesia, mediumistic phenomena have an extrane-
ous origin that is wholly distinct from the origin of the ordi-
narily subconscious facts. The only point in common with
the supernormal, or of the supernormal with the subcon-
scious, as usually conceived, is the absence of normal con-
sciousness in their origin. That is not sufficient for deter-
mining their source. What Mr. Myers and those who agree
with him should have seen is that evidence is required to
prove that the source is as claimed. It was easy enough to
assure us that the source was not the same as in normal con-
sciousness, but this is not sufficient ground to identify the
source with the subliminal as the agent in the ordinary sub-
conscious phenomena. What Mr. Myers and all others ac-
cepting his view of the subliminal do is to adduce the ordinary
evidence for a subliminal or subconscious and then explain
by the same function facts which cannot be classified with
that evidence at all. Besides this they have confused the
subconscious as a functional agent with the phenomena that
show distinct characteristics: or to express it otherwise, they
have confused the subliminal as a source and as a medsum, as-
suming it to be a source where it may be only a medium or
organ for the transmission of influences. It can hardly be
both the source and the transmitter of the supernormal.

The confusion on these matters rises from the habit of
distinguishing between the normal consciousness and the
subconscious on the ground of differences in adjustment to
environment and not following this principle when dealing
with the supernormal. The distinction drawn between the
supernormal and both the normal and the subliminal is in
contents of knowledge, and these contents are taken as the
evidence of the difference, while the difference between the
normal and the subliminal is supposed to be, or allowed to be
supposed to be, a difference of function. In this way the
mind comes to believe that the subliminal represents differ-
ent functions from the normal because its content of thought
is inconsistent with rational adaptation to the present envi-
ronment, and the same with the supernormal. Hence while
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drawing our distinction in contents we carry, or tend to carry,
with it a distinction of function which may not be true at all.
But if we make environment or stimulus the basis of the dis-
tinction, the unity of the mind will become clear and the
problem resolve itself into a much simpler one.

Now having made my distinctions by a technical termin-
ology to show the distinct phenomena which we have to ex-
plain, and all to define the situation in terms of the analogy
of the spectrum upon which Mr. Myers constructs his scheme,
let me take up the problem from what I think a more cor-
rect way of viewing it. I deem the analogy of the spectrum
misleading and in saying this I am not saying anything which
Mr. Myers would not admit. He does in fact admit it. He
was quite conscious of the limitations which this analogy had
in defining the facts. He was pressing, however, a figurative
conception which undoubtedly has its truth and value for
bringing out clearly certain features of the phenomena. But
when the analogy is invoked to explain more than the most
elementary resemblances it fails and causes confusion. It
might well serve for a representation of the true state of
things if we had no reason to consider the upper threshold
or the supernormal beyond it. If we meant to define only the
subconscious and conscious by it, limiting the subliminal to
what is below the threshold there would be no difficulty in
carrying out the analogy. But it is because there is so wide
a difference between the ordinary subconscious and the su-
perconscious that we find it failing us when we try to.refer
the subliminal and the supernormal, or at least phenomena
that are not explicable by normal experience, to the same
source, so that we find ourselves involved in equivocations of
a very serious type.

Definition of the Subconscious.

In undertaking a definition of the subconscious or sub-
liminal I am not forgetful that no complete definition of any
field of this kind can be made until we are at the end of our
investigations, and certain it is that we know too little at
present of the subconscious to claim any such amount of in-
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formation as would make any definition more than very gen-
eral. In the first place, the scope of the phenomena to which
it applies is not determined. I have already alluded to the
fact that some include in it the functions of organic life, like
circulation, respiration, digestion, secretion, etc. These are
not mental phenomeni and yet many writers refer them to
the subconscious agencies of the soul. These are the organic
reflexes. Whether they should be included in this general
term I shall not undertake to say. It makes no difference to
the problem before us, tho I should prefer, for the sake of
clearness, to limit it to mental functions not manifested in
normal consciousness. But I shall waive that preference, and
leave to each person the determination of his own view in
that matter.

The first circumstance in the definition is the fact that the
conception is primarily negative. It must be wholly deter-
mined by its relation to normal consciousness. If we strictly
limit the meaning of normal consciousness, all that we can
say of the subliminal or subconscious is that it is not this, that
it is not consciousness, meaning by the latter the normal and
self-consciousness previously defined. In this view, strictly
construed, the subliminal would have none of the character-
istics of normal intelligence. They might be anything, cere-
bral or mental, if mental there could be beyond normal con-
sciousness. If we took the Cartesian position that all phe-
nomena were divisible into physical and mental, with exten-
sion and motion the essential properties of matter without
any accompaniment of consciousness, and the essential func-
tions of mind being consciousness without any accompani-
ment of motion and extension, excluding even unconscious
mental processes, the meaning of subconscious would be
clear. It would be convertible with some sort of physical
phenomena, and that is the view held by many physiologists,
especially the materialistic type which regards even normal
consciousness as a function of the brain. But there is no
disposition in the present day to take so restricted a concep-
tion of either mind or matter. The refinements of matter
have taken the human mind into such supersensible fields
that the old lines of demarcation no longer exist. The boun-
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daries between the two worlds tend to merge into each other.
On the other hand, the phenomena which are classified as
subliminal so lie on the margin of the physical that they con-
stitute a sort of link between the two territories. That state
of mind has to be reckoned with in ourdefinitions. We have
possibly to admit functions which are neither material nor
mental in the old Cartesian sense of those terms, but which
may be either, according to the problems we have to solve.
But in any case the first conception of the subconscious must
be negative. It may not always remain without positive de-
terminations, but it must be excluded from the conscious as
that is strictly defined and made clear.

One particular reason for this is the fact that normal con-
sciousness must be the criterion of intelligibility in every-
thing. The facts that we know best and by which we have
to make everything else intelligible are normal experience,
and this is true even when we have to represent things as the
negative of this experience. I do not mean that we have to
explain everything in terms of consciousness. I do not press
subjective idealism to that extent. I mean that conscious ex-
perience is the agent in rendering phenomena intelligible.
It is not necessary that facts should all take the form and
contents of mental states in order to be understood, but nor-
mal mental states must be the court of judgment regarding
all facts and they will be intelligible only when they conform
to the experiences which come to that tribunal. It is normal
consciousness that determines how all facts shall be viewed
and in what relations they are to be understood. We must
explain all facts in accordance with the standards which that
court determines, and in so far as those facts are not ex-
pressible in terms of this conscious experience they remain
as problems and partake in a negative characteristic. The
subconscious is one field thus subordinate to the normal. It
is perhaps more so than even physical facts. The latter,
physical facts, give us direct data in sense perception, the
former, subconscious phenomena as known, are data in
some form of sense perception, but usually not our own and
so not introspective, and are largely inferrible rather than
direct. That is to say, their mental characteristic is inferred
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rather than immediately known. In so far as they are con-
ceived as mental they have positive characteristics, and are
negative only in so far as they are excluded from the direct
knowledge of normal experience.

I have suggested that subliminal phenomena and func-
tions may have positive characteristics as well as negative.
The latter are determined only by their relation to the nor-
mal, that of exclusion from them. But they are not wholly
excluded. They possess characteristics of an intrinsic na-
ture and these are their mental aspects. They are mental
activities and this implies that mind may be more than con-
sciousness, as normally defined and restricted after the Car-
tesian view. It may have attributes or functions that are not
introspective as we know it directly. The subliminal functions
seem to determine this feature of it. They seem to have all
the characteristics of normal consciousness except sensibility
and introspection. All the phenomena of intelligence, mem-
ory and reaction to external stimulus seem to manifest them-
selves in it, and even a more or less perfect adjustment to the
external world, except that no consciousness of their presence
is apparent to the normal individual. Hence we are obliged
to conceive this subconscious as closely connected with even
our normal idea of the mind. What then is the distinction?

The answer to this question will come by reverting to the
view of Mr. Myers again. In his view of it, as we have seen,
he laid stress on two things. The first was the significance of
the threshold, and the second was the extraordinary charac-
ter of its powers. In regard to the first of these he thought
one of the most important facts in modern psychology was
the discovery and determination of the threshold or limen.
His discussion of the subliminal is carried on from that point
of view. It is true that subconscious action has its range de-
fined by what occurs below the threshold, but this does not
determine its character. It is the latter that is the important
thing. Besides, he goes on deliberately to extend the mean-
ing of the subliminal to include, not only the ordinary sub-
conscious phenomena represented by stimuli too feeble to be
cognized normally, but also the * extra-marginal ” phenom-
ena that lie at least on the borders of the supernormal and
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are not traceable to feeble stimuli of any kind. The thresh-
old thus becomes the distinctive mark of the limits between
the normal and all that lies outside of it. He then goes on
to merge into the subliminal all sorts of superior faculties and
makes it wider in its functional meaning than the normal
consciousness. This latter he makes but a small part of our
real mental nature, the subliminal exhibiting a wider range of
meaning and action. The normal consciousness is but a
small part of this more comprehensive aspect of our nature.
But I am going to controvert this position at its inception.
To me it is not the threshold that is the most significant
thing, but an@sthesia, the suspension or displacement of sensibility.
The two phenomena have a certain relation to each other.
The threshold marks the point where sensibility begins, but
it does not describe the phenomena indicated by the fact of
anaesthesia. In studying the subliminal we are not so much
interested in where consciousness begins as what marks its
suspension. It was Karl du Prel that called attention to this
phenomenon and its special significance to psychic research.
Anesthesia, of course, was known before and independently
of that author, but, so far as I know, he was the first to em-
phasize its relation to psychic phenomena. Normal and ex-
perimental psychology have laid the stress on the threshold,
and this not to determine the nature and range of the sub-
liminal, but to mark the range of the supraliminal. Anzs-
thesia is the mark of abnormal conditions and might be called
the counterpart of the threshold. It is the phenomenon
which terminates normal sensibility and often normal con-
sciousness. The subconscious activities continue in the midst
of this anzsthesia or the displacement of sensibility. The
threshold and its colliminal states are eradicated or sus-
pended. The subject is normally unaware of anything which
he ordinarily recognizes. His normal consciousness is no
more, so to speak. But the best way to express this is to say
that the subject is not conscious of his body and the physical
world. He is not aware of any other world, so far as intro-
spective self-consciousness is concerned, as that is suspended.
I have identified the normal consciousness with self-con-
sciousness and here I may define it in its relation to ®sthesia




The Subconscious and Its Functions. 59

as physical consciousness. 1 do not mean by this unfortunate
expression that the consciousness is physical, but that it is of
the physical. I would prefer to call it sensory consciousness,
as the physical world, bodily and extrabodily, is the object
of sense perception, and when anasthesia or the displacement
of sensibility occurs the physical world is non est, or non-
existent, for consciousness. Hence anasthesia is the mark
of its disappearance to the mind.

Just what the suspension of sensibility means we do not
know. That is, what the process is that brings it about is
unknown. But its main characteristic, when it is present, is
the absence of any knowledge of external stimulus. I mean,
of course, normal knowledge of it. It seems to remain true
that stimulus can, in some cases at least, still be appreciated
by the subconscious and owing probably to organic habits the
reactions are properly co-ordinated with it. But the normal
consciousness of an external world, including the body of the
subject, is absent. What I have called the sensory or phy-
sical consciousness is suspended. That is about all we know
about it. The whole area of this consciousness, Myers’s spec-
trum, is wiped out at the threshold.

The great significance of this phenomenon is its explana-
tion, if explanation we call it, of several factors in the mental
life. The first is sleep, the second alternating and multiple per-
sonality, and the third is amnesia in old age. There may be a
number of other states which are connected with it, but there
is not the clear evidence of this as yet. Indeed we cannot
dogmatize about the fixity of the relation between anasthe-
sia and the phenomena which I have mentioned. I am here
stating only an empirical relation of a more or less uniform
character and the connection between hitherto widely sep-
arated facts to show the possibilities of anasthesia as an im-
portant fact in ascertaining the nature and limitations of con-
sciousness. But there may be various other phenomena in
the production of which anzsthesia is an important fact. It
is quite possible that we shall ultimately discover that all am-
nesia is in some way connected with anasthesia of some kind.
We know that anzsthesia varies in locality and degree in the
human body and there is no fixed area for its occurrence. It
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is also a very frequent phenomenon in mediumistic perform-
ances, always in the trance conditions of those affairs. The
evidence is not complete that anasthesia and amnesia are so
closely connected as to suggest a causal relation, but they
are so often associated in this manner as to suggest it and
certainly to indicate that they are both intimately related in
some way to the same cause, if that is not anasthesia. But
this is a question which we can neither settle here nor take
for settled. We must remain content with pointing to the
facts which closely associate them in very critical cases. It
is amnesia more than anzsthesia that serves as the criterion
of secondary personality, and if it were not that this amnesia
is so generally associated with anasthesia we should prob-
ably not discover so easily the existence of subconscious per-
sonality. It is the failure to remember what goes on when
anasthesia occurs that brings out the existence of mental
states which the anzsthesia seems to have initiated. Hence,
in the study of the subliminal, both anzsthesia and amnesia
are important phenomena and as anasthesia seems to be the
first, initiating cause or symptom, it must serve as more or
less a criterion of the range of subliminal action and of its re-
lation to normal consciousness.

I have not defined what is meant by “ personality ” in this
discussion and it will not be necessary to give an elaborate
account of it. I have already discussed it at some length
elsewhere and shall refer readers to that for a fuller account
than I shall give here. Cf. Journal Am. S. P. R,, Vol. II, pp.
257-272, and Proceedings Am. S. P. R,, Vol. IV, pp. 152-162.
All that I need remark here is that personality describes a
coherent mass of mental states extending over the whole
area of sense and reflection, with a memory connection and
self-conscious unity which enables us to say that they are the
experiences of the same “ person ” or subject. Hence “ per-
sonality ” is a name for the stream or synthesis of mental
events that constitute a “person”. It may be primary or
secondary. It is primary when the mental states are ac-
cessible to the normal and introspective consciousness. It is
secondary when the subconscious states are organized into
the complete semblance of a normal group of states. The
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subconscious states do not always represent a “ personality ”
as that is defined. They may be sporadic and disjointed, as
they appear either to an external observer or to the normal
consciousness of the subject. But when organized by asgo-
ciation and selection the phenomena will seem to represent
another person than the normal one, and will appear to be as
distinct as if two physical bodies had been concerned. That
is why the group is called “ secondary personality ” while we
recognize that it is manifested in the same physical organism.
It represents the highly organized form of subconscious and
is possibly the fundamental condition for anything like sys-
tematic supernormal phenomena. But this is no part of its
definition and no part of it as a characteristic of subliminal
facts as distinct from the normal. What we wish to indicate
here is only the relation of it as a group of phenomena to the
organized mental states of normal consciousness. It repre-
sents a form of mental activity which cannot be superficially
interpreted as many laymen assume, namely, as foreign in-
telligence, tho it has all the cleavage with the normal life that
a foreign personality would have. But its contents are so
definitely domestic, so to speak, that we have regarded it as
a barrier to the hypothesis of supernormal information, even
tho it be associated with conditions that may be precursors or
instruments of foreign intrusions,

We may get a clue here to the inception and development
of secondary personality. Of course, secondary personality
is always understood to be a phenomenon of the subconscious,
“split off ” functions of the mind, etc. Bul we have not
hitherto found what it is that causes this “ split off ” condi-
tion. I think it possible that we may find it in the influences
aroused or suspended between the normal and the ordinary
subconscious action.

Subconscious action is not always an abnormal phenom-
enon. We are often inclined to think so from the fact that
well developed cases of secondary personality are abnormal.
But psychiatry uniformly holds to the view that secondary
personality is only a maladjustment of normal functions, and
this view is based upon the uniform existence of subcon-
scious action parallel and simultaneous with normal func-
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tions. We discover the anomalous relation between them
only when they are not rightly adjusted. Max Dessoir’s
comparison of mental action, conscious and subconscious,
to, the field of vision brings this out clearly. The center
of the field, which is the focus of attention, is the point
of clearest consciousness. As we proceed to the circum-
ference, or margin of it, the consciousness becomes less
clear until we become wholly unaware of what goes on.
When attention is strongly concentrated, even that part
of the field which might otherwise be aware of stim-
ulus may become subconscious by virtue of inhibited func-
tion, so that at some point the mind is not consciously
aware of the stimulus, but subconsciously takes account of it.
The cleavage, however, becomes more distinct in hysteria,
as we have seen in the limitation of the field (rétrécissement
du champ visuel). There we find distinet evidence that the
stimulus is appreciated but not by the visual functions. The
subject may write out automatically what the stimulus is, or
report it orally under hypnosis.

Now in normal conditions the adjustment between the con-
scious and the subconscious is such that the subconscious will
not invade the normal. The inhibitions are adapted to the
regulation of their action. They act in harmony and one
does not intrude on the domain of the other. But with an-
@sthesia or any other source of cleavage the subconscious ,
will come forward and act independently of the normal and
be what Dr. Prince calls a “ co-consciousness ”, so to speak.
Hence it is pobsible that secondary and multiple personality.
are diseases of the inhibitions which are the regulators and
adjusters of normal life. This assumes that the conscious
and the subconscious in normal life are completely adjusted
to a rational end, the normal consciousness determining that
and the subconscious falling into line by means of the inhi-
bitions and not invading normal territory. But the moment
that cleavage arrives the subconscious begins to disturb and
invade the domain of normal life. The inhibitions may not
do their proper work.

I have said that amnesia is the primary criterion of the ex-
istence of secondary personality or subliminal states, and that
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it is often so closely connected with anasthesia that we re-
quire to investigate that connection and determine the ex-
tent of it. We cannot here undertake that problem, but we
may narrate some cases in which it seems to be proved as a
fact. I refer, of course, to cases in which amnesia is con-
nected with anzesthesia. That is, cases in which the inability
to remember is directly connected with insensibility.

It is, of course, a very familiar phenomenon in hypnosis
and all cases of trance, whatever that state is. But the best
illustration in a single instance will be found in limitation of
the field of vision. There are numerous cases in which an
object placed in the indirect field of vision is not seen and is
not remembered by the normal consciousness. This occurs
in hysterics, and hypnosis will show that in the hypnotic
state the object was subliminally seen and known. But the
normal consciousness did not perceive or remember it. In-
vestigation shows that the object’s image fell on that part of
the retina which was aneasthesic, normally anzsthesic, and if
you like, subliminally asthesic, but not normally remembered
tho subliminally remembered. This, of course, is to distin-
guish between normal and subconscious sensibility and mem-
ory, but when speaking from the point of view of the normal
the distinction does not have to be made. Hence we can say
for that field that the sensibility and memory of the object
on an anasthesic zone do not exist, and hence memory and
sensibility are directly associated.*

* An interesting phenomenon in psychic research is made clear by this
relation of sensibility to memory and the tendencies to normal obliviscence
of all “messages” that do not come through sensory action of the ordinary
kind. It has been a very noticeable fact in my observation and the reports
of many persons about their psychic experiences that they cannot remember
them easily. In some cases they are forgotten almost before they can tell
them. In this respect they are like our dreams which usually are not re-
membered unless we instantly seize them by attention on awakening. I have
often remarked in the subliminal recovery of Mrs. Chenoweth that she will
forget the previous sentence as she starts to utter another. This is always
on the borderland of the normal consciousness. Now, just as in dreams, the
thoughts are in the subconscious and not related to the normal conscious-
ness by way of sensory stimulus and hence, assuming Pierre Janet’s axiom,
it is natural for obliviscence to set in. Of course, the subliminal retains
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This is so general that Dr. Pierre Janet summarizes the
facts in the brief statement: “ No sensibility, no memory:
diminished sensibility, diminished memory.”

The paradox in the phenomena is the necessity of admit-
ting that the mind is simultaneously sensible and insensible
of the same fact. But this might be explained by distin-
guishing between peripheral and internal sensibility, if that
can be evidentially sustained. That is, by supposing that
the anasthesia may be superficial and affecting only the tact-
ual or external surface of the sensorium while the nerves dis-
tributed throughout the body and internal to the periphery
may still remain sensitive and hence perceptive of stimulus.
This, of course, is conjectural. But it finds an analogy in
partial anasthesia in any particular area of the sensorium.
For instance, in the retrenchment of the field of vision
where a part of the retina remains sensitive while a part is in-
sensible. It is the same with anaesthesic zones in the tactual
area. And again this partial dissociation is illustrated in the
anzsthesia of one sense while another remains asthesic.
Consequently we may suppose the deeper biological senses
to remain asthesic when the peripheral senses become an-
®sthesic, and if we can ever get evidence of this the hypoth-
esis would be proved. In the meantime we have only the
analogies above mentioned to support its possibility.

There are phenomena that seem to indicate that memory
and sensibility are not so closely or uniformly associated as
the hypothesis assumes. For instance, the phenomena of
retrograde and anterograde amnesia show it. A shock will

the memory probably clearly enough, but the normal consciousness not hav-
ing the normal stimulus and hence having been more or less anzsthesic in
the semi-trance condition or sleep, there is no basis for normal memory to
depend upon. The quick retirement of the mental state into oblivion is
due to the amount of anzsthesia present and thus to the natural cleavage
between the subconscious and the normal consciousness.

This phenomenon also tends to prove thit the subliminal is the vehicle
for all messages transmitted from the outside and that the stimuli are
not sensory, or at least not normal sensory stimuli, as they are neither
perceived nor remembered as such. They show the characteristics of dreams
and mental states subject to anasthesia.
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often give rise to amnesia. For instance, a fall or a blow on
the head, or an injury. This amnesia may take either of two
forms, the retrograde or the anterograde. Retrograde am-
nesia is the forgetting of events before the shock, and ante-
rograde amnesia the forgetting of events after the shock.
The cause of this is not yet known. But if dissociation may
invade the normal relation between anasthesia and amnesia
it may account for the exception, tho it does not sustain the
view that sensibility and memory are always connected.
However, I do not intend to attempt any solution of this
question. I merely wish to recognize the variability of a
phenomenon which is undoubtedly significant in the problem
of secondary personality.

It may turn out to be as true about the fundamental char-
acteristic of secondary personality. In the well defined cases
amnesia is the fundamental fact which determines the cleav-
age between the different personalities. It may not be the
characteristic which determines its existence, but it is cer-
tainly the one which is necessary as evidence of it. In other
words, amnesia may always be the ratio cognoscendi of second-
ary personality and not at all its ratio essendi. This would
mean that there may be forms of secondary personality whose
existence we can not prove because of the absence of proof.
If then amnesia is only an associate of secondary personality,
and usable as evidence only where it exists, we may well im-
agine a similar relation to anasthesia, tho it be only general.
It may be that anasthesia will always or even necessarily give
rise to some amnesia, tho it may not determine the amount
of it, owing possibly to the dissociation that may invade the
area of anasthesia.

That amnesia is only the ratio cognoscendi of secondary per-
sonality, and not its ratio essendi is evident from the following
facts. Secondary personality is discoverable only from some
maladjustment of mind or body, or both, to normal environ-
ment. The subject behaves mentally or physically, or both,
in a way that does not fit the existing normal stimuli. He
forgets things that he would not normally forget, and this in
an instant of time. A person awakened out of hypnosis may
not remember the things that occurred three seconds before.
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The amnesia is that of the normal consciousness. That is,
normal consciousness does not know or remember what took
place under anasthesia. But nothing is clearer than the fact
that secondary personality or the subconscious has a memory
of its own perfectly coterminous at times with normal in-
sensibility and amnesia of the facts. Hence amnesia cannot
be the ratio essendi of secondary personality, but only its ratio
cognoscendi. ‘That is, amnesia does not define or constitute sec-
ondary personality, but is the evidence of it.

I may take some illustrations of anasthesia in connection
with alterations of personality, tho we cannot be assured
either that this is the primary determinant of them or that it
will be the same for all cases, or that a change of personality
necessitates a given type of anzsthesia. But the relation be-
tween anasthesia and alteration of personality in certain
cases justifies observation along these lines while it indicates
that the displacement or suspension of sensibility is more im-
portant in the problem than the threshold.

The first case of alternating anazsthesia coinciding with a
change of personality is the case of Miss Burton (Proceedings
Am. S. P. R, Vol. V). 1 there called attention to the fact
that at times she was anzsthesic all over the body, so far as
it could be tested, except above the larynx. It was in this
condition that she did her clairvoyant work. In this condi-
tion she could talk and see and in fact did not know that she
was anasthesic at all on any part of the body. But if, while
describing visions, a jerk of the hand occurred, she was found
anasthesic above the larynx, as well as all over the body, and
was incapable of uttering a sound or of seeing anything. The
alteration of sensibility was here the mark of another per-
sonality, as we found the jerk of the hand to be this instead of
being an indication of the desire to do something with it.
Then apparently the automatic writing was accompanied by
a different sensibility from that of the usual lethargic trance.
It could never take place at once. Some little time had al-
ways to lapse before the hand could write when writing was
asked for. It might be as insensible as you please before, but
under Dan’s writing—and he was the only personality that
usually wrote—it showed signs of some sort of sensibility,
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tho normally Miss Burton knew nothing about it. As I re-
marked in the discussion, this clairvoyant condition was
exceedingly unstable and easily ran into the deep trance. It
was apparently marked always by the extension of insensi-
bility, suggesting that, in her case, the vocal system could
not act unless accompanied by some form or degree of sensi-
bility. It must be remembered too that normally Miss Bur-
ton never knew or remembered anything about this sensibil-
ity above the larynx when she was clairvoyant. We may ex-
press this by saying that it was normal anasthesia but sub-
liminal asthesia, whatever that may mean. It could be ex-
pressed in terms of the sensibility of controls and anasthesia
always of Miss Burton. But thatwe are not prepared to prove.
The primary point is that variations of anasthesia and sensi-
bility marked a change of personality in the case, whether
we ascribe the personality to her own mind or to foreign
agencies. There was no opportunity to determine whether
this variation extended to other than the tactual senses, with
indefinite combinations, as the circumstances did not permit
the study of this problem. But it is one that offers a clear
field for variations of personality coincidentally with varia-
tions of anaesthesia and its combination with different senses,
as well as variations of area in the same sense.

I know another case of some interest in this connection.
There have been three personalities in it. It is a case almost
identical with that of Dr. Prince. But I can speak of only
two personalities here, as I saw the case personally but once.
There were two of the personalities under my observa-
tion. They are called Margaret and Sleeping Margaret.
Margaret has her eyes open and can see perfectly well,
so to speak, tho the normal consciousness has no knowledge
of what goes on in this personality. I tested Margaret for
anesthesia and she was insensible on all parts of the body.
I mean tactually, of course. Her eyes could see, and if I
touched her at any point that she could see me touching her
she remonstrated, not as one feeling, but as one seeing.
When she could not see me she did not know that I had
touched her. Then to convert her into Sleeping Margaret
all one had to do was to ask her to close her eyes and go to
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sleep. She obeyed and conversation showed that Sleeping
Margaret knew all about Margaret, but Margaret knew noth-
ing whatever of Sleeping Margaret. It was evident, how-
ever, that Margaret was still an active personality, but she
could not express herself. Sleeping Margaret told what she
thought or wanted to say, especially if Margaret tried to
speak or do something. In other words Margaret still was
a conscious personality, but could not move or speak. Sleep-
ing Margaret did this and knew what Margaret thought and
wanted to do, but Margaret knew nothing about Sleeping
Margaret. When Sleeping Margaret came on the stage I
tested her for anasthesia and found her anzsthesic every-
where, including vision because the eyes were closed, except
from the wrist to the ends of the fingers. On both hands
from the wrist as indicated Sleeping Margaret was sensitive.
After waiting awhile I put my finger to her eye and opened
the lid. Instantly she was Margaret and she was anasthesic
from the wrist to the ends of the fingers as well as in the rest
of the body. It would seem that the difference between Mar-
garet and Sleeping Margaret is the fact that Margaret is
visually sensitive and tactually anasthesic, while Sleeping
Margaret is visually anasthesic and tactually @sthesic from
the wrist to the end of the fingers, tho otherwise tactually an-
xsthesic. The change of anasthesia marks the change of
personality.

It is apparent that there can be no end of the combina-
tions either areal or with the separate senses to affect altera-
tions of personality, and it would be worth while to investi-
gate this more carefully than it seems to have been done.
These variations of anasthesia have often enough been re-
marked and described, but I have not seen their relation to
personality remarked, and I am not sure that this relation
should be confidently affirmed as a rule. I have simply re-
marked it in the two cases with which I am most familiar.

Dr. Morton Prince has remarked some interesting phe-
nomena in the case which he has made celebrated, tho he
has not correlated his observations with the alteration of per-
sonality. This may not be so manifest in the case of Miss
Beauchamp, but it is there. I quote his statements.
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“Sally has a peculiar form of anesthesia. With her eyes
closed she can feel nothing. The tactile, pain, thermic, and
muscular senses are involved. You may stroke, prick, or
burn any part of her skin and she does not feel it You may
place a limb in any posture without her being able to recog-
nize the position which it has assumed. But let her open her
eyes and look at what you are doing, let her join the visual
sense with the tactile or other senses, and the lost sensations
at once return. The association of the visual perceptions
with these sensations brings the latter into the field of her
personal consciousness. The same thing is true of auditory
perceptions. If Sally hears a sound associated with an ob-
ject, she can feel the object. For instance, place a bunch of
keys in her hand and she does not know what she holds.
Now jingle the keys and she can at once feel them, as is
shown by her being able to recognize the different parts of
their forms.

* % X X

“ Curiously Sally does not have, as we should expect, lim-
itation of the field of vision unless she is ‘squeezed’; then
there is moderate limitation. Nor is there impairment of the
special senses.

“This peculiar anzsthesia is not as bizarre as may appear
at first sight, altho I do not happen to have run across any
references to it in the literature showing that it has been pre-
viously observed. Yet it is analogous to a form of hysterical
blindness when monocular. Such a subject,as pointed out and
proved by Parinaud, Pitres, Charcot, and other French ob-
servers, as well as by myself, cannot see with the blind eye, if
the other is closed. But as soon as the opposite eye is opened
sight returns at once to the affected eye, that is, as soon as
the images of the affected eye are associated with those of
the sound eye. (The recognition of this peculiarity of the
amblyopia of some hysterics is important, as such subjects
are often charged with malingering.) Another analogous
phenomenon is what is known as Laségue’s Symptom. A
hysteric who with his eyes closed has muscular weakness (or
paresis) of a degree which will prevent him from recording
more than a few degrees on the dynamometer, will, if his eyes
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are open (and he has visual perception of his hand), have an
increase of power of grasp that will record 80° or 90°. The
association of the visual images has the effect of restoring to
the personal consciousness the kinasthetic images necessary
for muscular movements.

*x % x . %k

“ Sally’s anaesthesia extends to the somatic feelings. She
is never hungry or thirsty. If she eats she does so as a mat-
ter of form or social requirement. There is also an entire
absence of bodily discomforts. This anasthesia probably ex-
plains in large part Sally’s freedom from 4l health. She does
not know the meaning of fatigue, of pain, of ill health. She is
always well. It is probably, in part at least, in consequence
of this anasthesia that Sally does not share the pain or other
physical ailments of Miss Beauchamp, or of any of the per-
sonalities. Let Miss Beauchamp be suffering from abdom-
inal pain, or headache, or physical exhaustion, and let her
change to Sally and at once all these symptoms disappear.
Sally knows of the symptoms of the other personalities only
through their thoughts or their actions. She does not feel
the symptoms themselves. The same is true of the sense of
muscular fatigue. Sally can walk miles without being con-
scious of the physiological effect. Curiously enough, how-
ever, Miss Beauchamp may afterwards suffer from the fa-
tigue effects of Sally’s exertions.

“ What is true of Sally in these respects as an alternating
personality is also true of her as a subconsciousness. Swub-
consciously, Sally is always anesthetic. 1f Miss Beauchamp’s
eyes are closed and any portion of the skin is touched or
pricked, or if a limb is placed in any posture, subconscious
Sally is unconscious of the tactile pain or muscular sensa-
tions, altho the other personalities are not anaesthetic, but
perceive each sensation perfectly.”

Now it would seem that there is no change of personality
with the variations of sensibility connected with Sally. Sally
is always conscious and knows all the other personalities.
The variation of sensibility with the opening and closing of
her eyes does not seem to involve an alteration of personality.
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But it should be noticed that the other personalities are sup-
pressed when this area of sensibility is extended. Sally had
a long struggle to “ open her eyes ” and in doing so simply
extended the area of her personality and in the same degree
displaced the others. When they obtained their sensibility
Sally was correspondingly “ squeezed.” Consequently the
relation of sensibility to personality seems to be favored by
these resemblances to Margaret and Sleeping Margaret.
The whole case may be coincidental with the area of sensi-
bility. Usually we can test this distinctly only in the field
of touch, but the thermal, the motor or kinzsthetic and
deeper sensorium may be variously involved. If so slight an
alteration of sensibility as the area from the wrists to the ends
of the fingers, associated with the closing of the eyes, will
determine the difference between Margaret and Sleeping
Margaret, a difference between different areas of the same
sense or different senses might determine the difference be-
tween Sally and the other personalities, and this may be
caused by sensory anaesthesia at points in the sensorium not
accessible to a test of any kind. In any case the degree of
synthesis is correlated with the area of sensibility in any par-
ticular sense or with the number of senses concerned. The
variations of this synthesis, due to variations of anaesthesia,
may be the index of the varying personalities.

All this, however, is framework in the definition of the
subconscious. It does not make clear what that definition
is. In defining it, however, I am not trying to give what is
called a logical conception of its genus and differentia, which
are what is regarded as a technical definition of it. That
may come at the end of the inquiry. At present we are try-
ing to define its area and the criteria of its existence. We
found that anzsthesia or the suspension of sensibility was the
primary mark of it and that amnesia is the primary mark or
evidence of the cleavage between the primary and secondary
personality initiated by anasthesia. Now we have to come
to instances in which this anzsthesia and amnesia may be
studied to understand more clearly the relation between the
normal consciousness and the subliminal.

I can make the significance of these illustrations intelli-
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gible, however, only by introducing them by a more definite
idea of what we shall regard as the area of subliminal func-
tions. We found in the study of Mr. Myers’s view and that
of others, who extended subliminal functions to include su-
pernormal powers, that they treated the range of its work as
extending beyond that of normal consciousness and to that
extent they implied that it had functions of which the normal
mind did not seem to be capable. Remarkable mathematical
calculations, the effusions of genius, telesthesia, telepathy,
clairvoyance and other powers were especially characteristic
of it as well as the memory of all that the normal sensibility
had received, even tho the normal consciousness could not
command that hidden knowledge when it desired. The
threshold divided them into two separate fields and anas-
thesia and amnesia accompanied this distinction. The sub-
liminal was supposed to represent a wider field of knowledge
than the normal consciousness, which was supposed to be
only a part of a larger whole of mental action and a very small
part of that whole. The distinction between the normal and
the supernormal gave rise to the idea that the functions of
the subliminal and of the normal were different and as the
subnormal and the supernormal were not properly kept apart
in that scheme the same difference of function was taught or
implied by the doctrine. A distinct and qualitative cleavage
was set up between the two fields on the basis that a qualita-
tive difference of contents or knowledge implied a difference
in the functional activities made the vehicle of receiving or
conveying it. This might very well be maintained as long as
the supernormal and the subnormal were assigned to the
same functions. But what I am going to insist upon here is
not only a radical distinction between the subnormal and the
supernormal, the subsensible and the supersensible, but also
the identification of the normal and the subliminal in respect
of function and knowledge.

To state the matter laconically, I may define the subcon-
scious as the mental functions minus sensation and the con-
scious as mental functions plus sensation. To express the
same idea in metaphysical terms, the subconscious may be
defined as the mind exercising its normal functions minus
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sensation, and the normal consciousness as the mind exer-
cising its normal functions including sensation. In this lat-
ter view the mind is conceived as the subject, not the phe-
nomenal manifestations of mind. The mind or subject is the
thing, whether spirit or matter or other substances or energy
or reality, that acts or functions as conscious or subconscious
action. The empiricist or phenomenalist would make the
term “ mind ”’ synonymous with mental states or phenomena.
So far as my present problem is concerned it is not necessary
either to agree or to differ with the metaphysical or phenom-
enal schools. I merely want here to define my terms consist-
ently with either or both of them. The thing to be emphasized
is that the only difference between the conscious and the sub-
conscious “ mind ”’ or states is the relation to the physical
world. In normal consciousness we are aware in terms of
conscious sensation of the stimulus; that is, of the existence
and perhaps action of the external world on the sensorium.
In subconscious action we are not aware of this relation, tho
we may respond to its stimulus or action upon us precisely
as if we were normally conscious of its action. Some like to
speak of the subconscious perception or response to it as if
it too involved “ sensation . It would, of course, be a mere
matter of definition to decide whether we meant to apply the
term sensation to the sensory-motor reactions of the sub-
conscious. If we wish to conceive sensation as a reflex ac-
tion in response to stimulus and thus regard the reaction as
the essential element of it there would be no objection, but it
excludes the characteristic of awareness which goes usually
to define our meaning of the term “ sensation ”. I prefer for
the sake of clearness to regard “ sensation ” as denoting the
sensory aspect of the response to stimulus and to regard the
motor associates as something else. This enables us to keep
up a clear distinction between the sensory-motor reflexes and
subconscious responses, tho the latter be quite as teleological
as the normal. However this may be, it is necessary to
make and keep clear the distinction between what we regard
as “sensation ” in normal consciousness where we are intro-
spectively aware of it, and the behavior of the mind in sub-
conscious action where we are not introspectively aware of
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the stimulus. It avoids ambiguity to refuse the application
of the term “ sensation ” to both of them.

With these explanations, I think we may make the dis-
tinction between the conscious and the subconscious per-
fectly clear while insisting that they refer essentially to the
same thing. The difference is simply between the number
of functions connoted by them. They denote precisely the
same functions in both cases, minus normal sensation in the
subconscious and plus sensation in the conscious, assuming
that the term “ sensation ” is limited to the normal sensory
reflex in response to stimulus. The evidence of subconscious
appreciation of stimulus will be a motor reflex which is non-
sensory.

The essential identity of functions between the normal
consciousness and the subconscious, which I here defend, is
in agreement with the conception of their relation which Dr.
Boris Sidis advocates. This might not be apparent at first,
because Dr. Sidis speaks of a “ subconscious consciousness ”,
and in opposing that school which regards the subconscious
as mechanical in nature and not involving intelligence of any
kind, he insists that, if we regard the subconscious reactions
and behavior of the “ mind ” as merely nervous registration
or mechanical reflexes, we must regard normal consciousness
as the same kind, for its behavior shows no more, and the
subconscious shows no less evidence of intelligence. With
this view I fully agree tho I have chosen here not to describe
the subconscious as conscious, since I did not wish to empha-
size their identity in that particular way. The two terms are
so nearly the same that we should not get the benefit of their
difference so clearly as when using the term “ intelligence ”
for their common element or characteristic. On the other
hand, the terms of Dr. Sidis have the merit of calling atten-
tion to that identity, while my own terms call attention to
their difference, and I emphasize in other ways their essen-
tial identity. But I want here to remark my agreement
with the view of Dr. Sidis on this point, whatever the lan-
guage employed to express the relation between the two
fields. We may differ about the proprieties of language
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in the case, but not in the meaning of the doctrine ex-,
pressed.*

It is apparent in this conception of the subconscious or
subliminal that we should not run into those ideas which im-
ply its separation from the normal subject of mental states.
That is, we should not encourage or even tolerate those
views of secondary personality and the subliminal which sep-
arate them as independent realities from the subject of nor-
mal consciousness All those theories which assume or as-
sert its wonderful powers will either fall to the ground or
be put to the demand for evidence that such powers can be
ascribed to it. ‘The usual conceptions of secondary person-
ality and the subliminal at least suggest a cleavage which is
the same as between two distinct and separate persons, when
the fact is that psychiatry takes no such view. There has
been too much of a tendency to let the public suppose that

* A fact which speaks strongly for the essential identity of the conscious
and subconscious functions of the mind is the agreement of students that
hypnotic subjects who are perfectly moral in their normal state will not
carry out immoral post-hypnotic suggestions. This view of psychologists as-
sumes that the subconscious is the same in nature as the normal conscious-
ness and that the difference is only anzesthesia and normal amnesia.

From this fact also and the assumed identity in kind of the normal and
subnormal state, we may raise the question whether the student of abnormal
psychology has the right to say that the subconscious plays tricks when the
normal consciousness would not do it. Dr. Prince in his case makes Sally
a tricky personality and assumes also that she is a secondary, tho co-con-
scious, personality, and other students constantly claim the same of secondary
personalities. If they are to insist on this they will have to modify the
claims made about criminal post-hypnotic suggestions made to normally moral
subjects, while if this be true they will have to modify their resort to tricky
subliminals for eliminating the influence of foreign agencies through the
organism. The case of Miss Burton showed, on examination, the same
exemption from real trickery. Superficially the phenomena presented the ap-
pearance of subconscious trickery, but a careful investigation of them showed
that they were automatic and systematically sincere, unless we excepted the
Black Cloud personality. But in that instance, the spiritistic interpretation
would consist with all the facts and also with the general doctrine that the
subconscious is identical in character with the normal mind, as is supposed
in the belief that criminal suggestions will not be carried out by the sub-
conscious, if the normal life is not criminally inclined. Cf Proceedings Am.
S.P. R, Vol V.
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the subconscious was another person than the one we cir-
cumscribe by the body and its functions, or the soul and its
functions. When implying the distinction and separation we
leave upon the public mind impression or right to infer that,
while secondary personality or the subconscious is not a
spirit, the reality indicated by it is for all practical purposes a
spirit of some kind either non-human or not known as human.
The student of psychology, it goes without saying, does not
favor any such view, but his mode of discussion tends to im-
press the public mind with the belief that he does believe this.
Hence the necessity of making clear that the cleavage which
he assumes is not one of totally different kinds of reality,
each from the other, but a distinction only of differences in
the synthesis of functions, the two being essentially the same
in kind.

This position involves a radical change from the usual
conception. It indicates a close connection instead of a
distinction or radical difference between them. The con-
ception which I propose to maintain regarding the subliminal
or subconscious is that the normal and the subliminal func-
tions are exactly the same minus sensibility. ‘This view makes
normal consciousness the wider in respect of its data of
knowledge, instead of making it a smaller part of a larger
whole. But here again we have to meet an important dis-
tinction. I have identified the normal and subliminal mind
in respect of their functions, meaning that the same faculties
exactly characterize them and the same sources of informa-
tion. I do not distinguish them in kind, even tho I may dis-
tinguish between the knowledge that is accessible to memory
in them. The fact that had so radically distinguished them
was the association of all sorts of supernormal knowledge
_with subliminal faculties, and as this knowledge was unques-
tionably derived by processes that are supersensible or not
familiar to ordinary experience it was natural to ascribe other
powers to it. But the association of two wholly distinct
forms of knowledge with the same agency, one part of that
knowledge admittedly derived by normal sense perception
and the other part by supernormal means, was at least a par-
adoxical conception of the subject. But as I have tried to
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show that we have no reason to refer both the subnormal and
the supernormal to the same processes, if we do not refer the
normal to them, I have insisted on keeping the subnormal
distinct from the supernormal. But I must remind the
reader that this distinction is one of data rather than of
agency. That is, I am trying to regard the functions of this
agent as the same while I distinguish between their phe-
nomena.

I have therefore to face the confusion which was attrib-
utable to Mr. Myers’s view. Mr. Myers saw or regarded a
unity which is desirable and yet stated it in a manner to con-
fuse the differences which were manifest. He was entirely
right in his aim, tho it was probably an unconscious one, or
apparently so from the nature of his discussion. But he did
not seem to discover how he could maintain that unity and
yet assert the distinction which I wish to insist upon here.
I have defined the subliminal as the same set of functions as
we know in normal consciousness with only the limitation
that sensibility is removed and with it sense memory. In
other words, the subconscious, so far as it represents mind,
is the same mind exactly that is conscious when sensibility is
not suspended. The same mental actions take place in it
that take place in the normal life minus the consciousness of
the body and the external world. Its functions are the same
and have the same limitations as the normal consciousness,
and perhaps even more of them, as its knowledge of the ex-
ternal world is more restricted or subject to the character of
mal-adjustment. Mr. Myers would probably have admitted
this as either identical with his intended view or as within it.
But that is not the impression which most people have of his
conception. The supernormal faculties ascribed to it and
the cleavage asserted or implied on the basis of the thresh-
old, anzsthesia, and amnesia either made his doctrine differ-
ent or concealed what is possible in connection with it. In
any case he does not appear to have made clear the relation
between distinctions of knowledge and identity of function
by which that knowledge is obtained. Besides, he did not
reckon sufficiently with the identity of the knowledge as-
cribed to the subconscious and that which was derived
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through normal channels. In the last analysis, his primary
fault was in connecting the subliminal with the normal in a
part of its knowledge, while he distinguished them and identi-
fied the subliminal and the supernormal faculties tho he
made their information radically different in kind. He had
every reason for distinguishing the supra-colliminal, as I
have called it, from the subliminal quite as radically as he dis-
tinguished the supra-colliminal from the normal. All this
can be done in terms of the knowledge possessed, but this
does not carry with it a difference of faculty, unless the dis-
tinction of knowledge in kind is great enough qualitatively to
justify it. But it is precisely the identity of normal and sub-
liminal sources of at least a part of the knowledge possessed
by both that requires us to assume the same functions and
sources. Hence we must identify the subliminal and the
normal in the functions involved. Then we must carry that
identification of function into the supernormal, to get any
unity in the mind, if reasons can be found for so doing and
this in spite of the difference in contents of knowledge. But
whether this can be done for supernormal knowledge or not,
it must be considered again when we can take up the phe-
nomena that are related to it. But the nature of subcon-
scious knowledge unmistakably connects it with the func-
tions of normal experience, in the narrower meaning of the
subliminal in which we have here taken the term, even tho
we admit or assert an important distinction defined by anaes-
thesia and amnesia.

The conception which I am here taking of the subcon-
scious involves an identification and a distinction at the same
time. The identification is in the functional activities that
characterize them and the difference is in the range of their
application. In the subliminal properly considered the
knowledge is derived through the normal channels of sense
perception, tho the action of those channels may not be nor-
mal, but it is also not supernormal. It represents an
activity which is minus the consciousness of its relation to
the external world, at least minus that consciousness of it
which we have to call normal and which is our only measure
of what goes on at all in the world. The illustration of the
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circle or concentric rings and areas of mental activity will
best represent this. The inner area represents the same
functions that are active in normal consciousness, but their
area is more circumscribed. Their data are largely memories
of what has been normally acquired and when sense percep-
tion occurs at all it is probably in some form of dissociated
consciousness or hysteria, or cataleptic trances, all of them,
however, cases where the whole area of the sensorium is not
anzsthesic in the proper sense of the term and to the full ex-
tent of its possibilities. What its threshold is we do not
know and hence its range of perception is not known, but it
is less than the normal consciousness so far as it must be
measured by its relation to the normal channels of sense. In
all the phenomena which it manifests in proof of its existence
it does not indicate any evidence for supernormal informa-
tion. The character of this knowledge conforms to that of
normal consciousness and is circumscribed by the fact of an-
®sthesia and amnesia, both, however, not directly known to
the subject himself, so that it is only a conjecturable phenom-
enon to the mind itself, or taken on the authority of external
observers. In other words its certitude is hypothetical and
speculative, increasing with the increase of knowledge. But
it is in all cases limited in character and source to the normal
types of information.

All this means that the subliminal is limited in its nature
and functions and that, as a set of functions analogous or
identical with the normal life minus sensibility it has no such
extension of powers as Mr. Myers and his colleagues as-
scribed to it. So far as we know it at all, it is discoverable
and its characters determined only in abnormal mental con-
ditions. Its phenomena are chaotic and disjointed, the result
of dissociation and disintegration. The syntheses of normal
life are severed into their elements in various degrees of par-
tial synthesis or total analysis. The mental life is like a
dream in which only a part of the total of experience gets
into normal consciousness, the dissociated part remaining in
the caves and labyrinths of the subconsciousness. In normal
life we may suppose that subliminal and normal activities
remain coincidental, so that the evidence of the subliminal
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does not appear, but in the dissociations of consciousness
parts of the total get expression without carrying with them
the total of the normal life, or to express the same truth in
another way, the phenomena which normal life would inhibit
are not inhibited or suppressed in dissociated and subcon-
scious phenomena, but get expression parallel with the nor-
mal, or co-existently with it. It will be apparent, therefore,
that all these conceptions of it are expressions of its limita-
tions rather than extensions of its powers.

Now one of the things ascribed to the subliminal by some
advocates of its remarkable powers is the astonishing na-
ture of its memory. We are constantly told that it remem-
bers everything that ever gets into the range of sense per-
ception, whether normal or subnormal. Instances are cited
in the support of this contention. We have only to consult
the ordinary psychologies to illustrate this claim. Carpen-
ter’s Mental Physiology is full of them. Mr. Myers’s work has
illustrations of it, and so have all works narrating facts for
assigning limits to the claims of the supernormal. I shall
not burden the reader with any large number of incidents.
But I may refer to a few of them as illustrations of what I
mean.

Carpenter tells us a story of a lady dying and leaning over
her infant in arms, and that some twenty years later when
this infant had become a mature woman she happened to be
in the same house and the same room, without knowing it or
that her mother had died there, and had the feeling of re-
membering a woman leaning over and kissing her in the cor-
ner of this particular room. She was afterward told that her
mother died in that room in that corner and that in her dying
moments she had so leaned over and kissed her, the historical
fact never having been told her. This is given as evidence
that the memory is very remarkable, and even extends into
the earliest events of infancy.

Now, if any one had tried to explain this incident by com-
munication from the dead, Dr. Carpenter would have raised a
question of fact. He would have insisted that the lady must
have heard sometime about the incident and that this was an
imperfect memory of it. But he here swallows a miracle of
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memory where it is quite as easy to swallow a miracle of
spirit, or rather something that would not be miraculous at
all if transmitted from spirit, as we constantly obtain similar
phenomena in mediumistic cases where the information is
unquestionably supernormal. But, in the interest of magni-
fying the powers of memory, people accept the superficial
character of the incidents and refer them to marvellous mem-
ories, when scepticism of the legitimate sort would raise the
same doubt about the facts whether explained by the memory
of the living or the transmitted memory of spirits. It is
indeed easier to believe that the lady who is said to have had
this experience had been told of the facts at some time in her
early life, with even the name of the house, and then recalled
only a part of the whole in this act of memory with amnesic
or aphasic influences to withhold the rest of it, than to sup-
pose that the memory had extended to the early period of
infancy, tho I am not going to dispute the possibility of this
latter. It is only a question of the evidence, and the proba-
bilities from experience are in favor of the former hypothesis
involving some disintegration of memory. That would com-
mend itself more readily than either a miraculous memory or
the influence of spirits, unless the evidence were incontro-
vertible for the absence of previous knowledge of the facts,
and I should then find it more consistent with what I know
of supernormal incidents of the kind than with the extension
of memory to such early infancy, recognizing, however, that
the latter possibility vitiates any assumed evidence in the
case of the former hypothesis.

I shall give another instance of weak memory on the part
of the subliminal. Mrs. Balmar, with whom I had experi-
mented, had read my Science and a Future Life and was per-
fectly familiar with the name of my father. In spite of this
it took two years for the subliminal to give it correctly in the
automatic writing purporting to come from my father. She
was normally conscious also in the writing. She gave the
name Henry and James several times tho she knew the cor-
rect name well enough.

Again there was a long effort to get the name of my
Uncle Carruthers through Mrs. Piper, and Rector,the control,
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always failed, making egregious mistakes, tho at times more
or less suggesting approximations to it. Finally G. P. got it
through several times in the subliminal recovery from the
trance, so that we must suppose that the subconscious had it,
A day or two afterward Rector tried to give it and totally
failed, doing no better than before, and admitting that he
could not give that name rightly (Proceedings Am. S. P. R.,
Vol. IV, p. 837). Usually, I might say always, when Rector
gets a name at all he remembers it perfectly, and if we assume
him to be a subliminal personality of Mrs. Piper and G. P.
one also, with constant connections between the two, we
should have obtained it easily.

The reply to this, of course, would be that, in alternating
personality amnesia always occurs or is to be expected be-
tween two different personalities, as G. P. and Rector may be
supposed to be. This is true enough, but it does not help
the claims of so large a memory for the subliminal. It rather
shows that it is perfectly finite and subject to exactly the lim-
itations of the normal mind in the clues and associations
which govern it, In fact, it is precisely this limitation which
I think we shall always find manifested in subconscious ac-
tion. We assume its larger powers because it remembers
things, at times, which the normal consciousness does mot
even recognize. But this may be due simply to the fact that
an associative clue comes to the subcouscious that does not
appear to the normal. And in fact also the normal often re-
calls what the subliminal does not. Witness the amnesia of
Mrs. Balmar in reference to my father’s name. In waking
life we often fail totally to recall the simplest names or things
with which we are perfectly familiar until the mental states
which inhibit the recall are away and the right clue comes.
It is the same with the subconscious. Whatever appearance
of superiority it may have to the normal memory may be due
solely to the absence of the normal inhibitions which charac-
terize the restraints upon normal memory. But whenever
any group of ideas in the subliminal come forward to inhibit
recall, limitations like those of the normal consciousness will
manifest themselves. Any man who takes the view of Mr.
Myers, that the subliminal is the basis of our real life and
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more comprehensive in its knowledge, will have to admit that
the limitations of recall in these temporary amnesias are due
to the subliminal rather than to the normal consciousness:
for as long as he makes the subliminal the reservoir of experi-
ence and the basis of our normal reactions in mental and
motor functions he must perforce assign the difficulties of
association and recall to it or to its inability to push up to
the normal consciousness what it has in command. It is not
the normal but the subconscious process that fails to recall,
according to this theory. But if we assume that the normal
is the real basis of the subnormal, we may then attribute the
limitations to normal consciousness and so understand the
limitations of the subliminal. .

If any one shows the influence of subliminal action on her
mediumistic work it is Mrs. Chenoweth. Her trance work,
whether of Starlight or the automatic trance, is full of it.
Everything takes the coloring of her ideas and forms of ex-
pression, and it makes no difference what personality pur-
ports to communicate. Here is a remarkable instance of its
limitations,

I was having a series of experiments with a gentleman
and the name of the communicator had not been given in any
of the subliminal or automatic work. One day, before a sit-
ting, she told me that the night previous and before she went
to sleep she got a certain name and with it the impression
that it was connected with the sittings. I recognized the
name as the ome I wanted and said nothing. During the
automatic writing G. P., who was controlling, indicated that
the communicator would rest a moment and that he would
speak of something else. As soon as he got through with
this I asked who had given the light, Mrs. C., the name the
night before, without mentioning what name it was. He re-
plied in the writing that he did not know any name was given
and asked what it was. I refused to tell him and parried the
query by asking him to give it. He got it wholly wrong at
first, and without saying it was wrong I simply spelled what
he gave and he denied that this was correct and managed
after some difficulty to give it correctly. Here at first this
personality was wholly ignorant of what the name was and
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denied having given it, attributing it to “ that little witch
Starlight,” the usual control of the lighter trance of Mrs. C.
Mrs. C.’s normal consciousness knew it perfectly and had
told it to me an hour before, and here I directly indicated
what I wanted and the control knew nothing about it. The
subliminal could not have been very wonderful to have shown
this sort of amnesia and then, when it did remember it, to
have so much difficulty in giving it when its practice is always
to give names easily when it once has them.

There is another pretty illustration of limited memory on
the part of what we should most naturally suppose to be sub-
liminal knowledge. Some several years ago in New York I
received an alleged message from some one connected with
my family about a glass ship under a cover. I was never
able to identify it. Last year I received a message from a
Carrie whom I could not identify. In the fall of 1911 I asked
the controls to identify her carefully, and my wife came to
clear the matter up and again allusion was made to the glass
ship and indication made that it was of the kind that glass
blowers make. I at once saw its meaning and yesterday
[Nov. 20th, 1912] at a sitting asked that my wife tell the re-
lationship of the Carrie to her. To-day, in the subliminal
stage of the trance, I was told that she was a sister, which
was true [half-sister] and that she had died first, which was
also true. I mentioned that I could not verify the glass ship.
Mrs. C. did not know what this meant and asked if she had
ever seen this for me. I told her that she had done so in the
deeper trance and then she asked if it was the kind that glass
blowers make. I replied inthe affirmative. But here was an
incident that had passed through her subliminal, by hypothe-
sis, but possibly like the dreams which the normal conscious-
ness cannot remember. In any case the subliminal either
never got the information or it was not remembered if it did.
The former alternative is so much in favor of outside agen-
cies and the latter of limited memory.

Another and similar instance is interesting. I had gotten
the word immortality in the subliminal stage of the trance
and about a half-hour later the control asked if I had ever
gotten the word “ immortality ” in connection with the com-
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municator and I remarked that I had done so in the sub-
liminal stage of the trance, and the control at once avowed
ignorance of the fact, tho the communicator was the same in
both instances. We may say it is, like the other instances,
a case of split personality in which amnesia exists in refer-
ence to other personalities than the one in control, but as re-
marked it shows limitations of memory, nevertheless. But
in this mediumistic case we must remember that there
are traces of the same subliminal action in all of the person-
alities. The language, style and other characteristics ex-
hibit the mould of the medium’s own mind, and coming, as
everything does, through this mould it would be natural to
expect a memory of such incidents when so closely connected
and having an interest for the situation, if it be really the
same mind that is concerned, but the facts show amnesia ex-
actly such as would take place if independent minds were the
source of the incidents.

Instances like the one just mentioned suggest a compari-
son with our dreams as a way of illustrating and proving the
limitations of the subconscious in regard to memory. We
are all familiar with the ready obliviscence of our dreams
when we wake, unless we immediately turn the attention
upon them. The rapidity with which the mind acts, the
transition from anzesthesia to sthesia, and the failure to give
attention, all combined cause an incident to vanish quickly
and we have no memory of it. The trance of the medium is
like the dream life, with some dissociation of its mental action
from the things that are being transmitted through the auto-
matic machinery of the organism. These messages are rapid
flashes of consciousness and often a moving picture or pan-
orama of far more than attention can fix in the passage, so
thatwith the slightest dissociationof the normal or subliminal
consciousness from this stream there would be little memory
of it. The incident might be noted on the instant but totally
forgotten the next, rapidity of action preventing the proper
fixation of the incident in attention to hold it or to link it with
some sensory or other datum that will provide it an asso-
ciative clue. I have seen this phenomenon in the trance and
the above illustration is an instance of it. The message
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passing is not caught by attention or held by it as the dream
image is lost in the process of waking without giving atten-
tion to the dying stream of the dream life.

Another illustration of limited capacity for the subcon-
scious comes from more recent experiment. I had taken my
son to a sitting with Mrs. Chenoweth. She did not see him
in her normal state either before or after the trance and he
did not utter'a sound in the séance room until after his name
and relation were given by his mother purporting to com-
municate. On the hypothesis that the subconscious has
semi-infinite memory we should expect it to have this know-
ledge of him ever after the indication of it in the communica-
tion. But in the subliminal recovery of the normal state he
was alluded to as my “ friend ”’, the term which I had used
and always use when arranging with the normal conscious-
ness for the presence of a sitter with me. In this state the
psychic showed no knowledge of who the sitter was, no such
remarkable memory as certain critics like to assume without
adequate evidence. The subconscious seemed to be prac-
tically nil in its capacities, or limited precisely as it should be
according to the really correct theory of dissociation.

The next incident shows the same fact with a connection
between the deeper trance and the subliminal recovery, a con-
nection which the previous incident does not betray. Be-
fore the sitting Mrs. Chenoweth and I had been talking about
the strike on the Elevated Railway and President Bancroft
of this railway was the subject of some mention. It hap-
pened that the communicator’s name wasalso Bancroft. As
Mrs. Chenoweth recovered normal consciousness and while
she was still in the subliminal stage, she asked me if the spir-
its had not been talking about the strike. I replied in the
negative and she then wanted to know why she heard the
name Bancroft, if we had not been talking about the strike.
But she had not the slightest knowledge of the real subject
of the communications just a few moments prior to this re-
mark. Here we have the chasm between the deeper auto-
matic trance and the subliminal recovery apparently bridged
for the name but not for the topic of communication. The
latter was wholly forgotten or unknown. It is even pos-
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sible that the cleavage was not overcome by the name. As
we often get supernormal incidents in this subliminal stage,
it is possible, perhaps probable, that the name actually came
through without any association with the subject of commu-
nication and having gotten through aroused associationswith
the subject matter of conversation prior to the sitting. How-
ever this may be, there is no large capacity for the subcon-
scious, but rather the contrary evinced by it.

Now if these are purely subconscious phenomena the sub-
liminal is finite as indicated. If they are spiritistic they
are natural and coincide with our ideas of a limited subcon-
scious. '

One of the best illustrations of the limitations of the sub-
conscious is that of Ansel Boumne, reported by Dr. Richard
Hodgson in the Proceedings of the English Society for Psy-
chical Research. A brief outline of it will be necessary to
make it intelligible.

Ansel Bourne was a lay minister in the Wesleyan Church
and disappeared from his home on January 17th, 1887, and
could not be found. On the 14th of March, 1887, he awak-
ened in bed in Norristown, Pa., eight weeks after his disap-
pearance, to find himself in a strange place. To a physician
who was called in, on thé ground that he had lost his mind,
he stated that he was from New England and wanted to
know how he had come where he was then. He had been
living in this place, Norristown, Pa., keeping a junk shop for
most of the time during his absence, as A. J. Brown. He
had gone first to Pawtucket after leaving Providence, R. 1.,
and then to Boston, to New York, Philadelphia, and finally
to Norristown to set up in business. When he awakened
from A. J. Brown to his normal state as Ansel Bourne his
mind was a complete blank in regard to the eight weeks of
his absence or life as A. J. Brown. He had no memory of
these weeks whatever. Prof. James and Dr. Hodgson, when
they heard of the case, induced the man to submit to hypno-
sis and by this means they restored enough of the A. J. Brown
* state to get a fair history of the main events during those
eight weeks. When hypnotized he became A. J. Brown and
knew nothing about Ansel Bourne, except that he thought
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he had heard of him. But of his past life previous to leaving
Providence he knew nothing. He did not get the place of
his birth correctly. He gave it as Newton, N. H., when it
was New York City, N. Y. He got the date correctly and
gave it for the personality of A. J. Brown when it applied in
fact to Ansel Bourne. The cleavage between the Bourne
and the Brown personality was so distinct and so pervasive
that there was no recollection whatever of his past save two
or three incidents and these very fragmentary. He remem-
bered that he had been married, but could tell no details. In
fact, his statement here might have been an inference as
much as anything else. But the infinite memory which is
so often ascribed to the subliminal was not manifested
here. In fact, the obliviscence seems to have been well-nigh
universal for the past life. The phenomenon in this, as in all
similar cases of secondary or multiple personality, resembles
the cleavage between the normal and subconscious life of
mediumistic cases. The normal life seems to affect the sub-
liminal productions of mediums very little, and indeed any
critic of the facts from the standpoint of secondary person-
ality must give up this view of infinite subliminal resources
in order to enforce any resemblance between them. If he
makes them unique in powers and resources he must deny
them the cleavage between the normal and the secondary
state that he finds in multiple personality, as the condition of
purchasing any advantage from the hypothesis of remarkable
memories. To insist on the comparison is to assume or as-
sert that the subliminal memory has no such resources as
even the normal self.

Now as to the memory of Ansel Bourne’s secondary state,
that too showed remarkable limitations, either such or more
than such as we observe in normal conditions. He remem-
bered mere fragments of the eight weeks he was in the
Brown personality. He did not remember the name of the
person with whom he lived in Norristown while he kept his
junk shop. He did not remember correctly the name and

address of the people he boarded with in Philadelphia. -

Event after event was jumbled and obscure, and where infor-
mation was desired on many points he had to confess that he
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could not recall them or that things were “all mixed up.”
The subliminal personality showed exactly the same kind of
limitations as the normal consciousness and apparently to a
larger degree.

The fact seems to be that we ascribe remarkable memo-
ries to subconscious conditions on no other grounds than that
this state recalls things which the normal memory either
does not recall or does not always remember when recalled.
But we forget the principle that determines this recall. It
is the associational clue that determines it and this clue does
not happen to arise in normal consciousness in a manner to
serve as a stimulus to the recall of the proper event. That
is, the synthesis is only a little different for the subliminal
state, and this brings forward the clue which acts on the mem-
ory to revive a past event. I recall in my dreams things
which I cannot recall normally, and this is because the pres-
ent mental states and sensations act as inhibitions on the re-
call of past events which might otherwise be easily revived.
Interest is the primary principle of memory for normal life
and it acts both as a segregative and a congregative in-
fluence, segregative to inhibit irrelevant associations and
congregative to sustain the recall of facts important in ad-
justment to present environment. When the present sensa-
tions are removed by some form of dissociation or anaesthe-
sia, the suspension or modification of sensibility, the clues
have more power and we recall things as we would in our
dreams. But we are just as limited in the recall as in the
normal life. Obliviscence may be as general as in normal
states, and sometimes is. Secondary personality manifests
this on a large scale.

The primary difficulty with those who exalt the memory
of subliminal conditions grows out of the equivocal meaning
of the term “ memory ”. This term does duty for two wholly
different facts, perhaps three. They are retention and re-
call, or to put them in three forms, retention, reproduction
and recognition. It is probable enough that we retain all im-
pressions but that we do not recall everything. Then we
may recall much without recognizing it as a past in our ex-
perience. * The finitude of memory is apparent in the last two
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processes, whatever we maintain regarding the first. Recall
or reproduction depends on the associative stimulus and this
is different for the primary and secondary states. The fact
that it is not the same for the two states is not evidence for
the infinitude of memory as reproductive action. Then rec-
ognition may be still more limited than reproduction or re-
call. Many things come into consciousness without the
sense of their past. This is dominantly true in the use of
language and all such memories. The recognition is more
finite than reproduction and reproduction is more finite than
retention, there being no measure of the last but the imag-
ination. Hence it is only because the term “memory” is
employed to cover the idea of retention which is so large that
it carries with it the implication of such large resources, while
the narrower import implied in limited reproduction and rec-
ognition indicates its limitations. It is the latter phenomena
that are the important ones in the economy of psychology
and philosophy, as well as in practical life. Retention is not a
determinable fact except as measured by the other two, and
we have no proof that it is greater than either or both of
them. Their limitation is apparent the moment that we rec-
ognize the law of their action and that is the dependence on
associative clues or stimulus, this being different for the sec-
ondary from that in the primary condition, tho they may in-
terfuse.

The Ansel Bourne case is no exception in this matter. It
was still more manifest in that of the Rev. Mr. Hanna. He
forgot even the meaning of his sensations. His memory
could not recall the simplest incidents necessary to protect
his physical life. He was, as Dr. Sidis says, an infant again.
He could recall literally nothing. The cleavage between
normal life and the subconscious state was absolute.

The important fact, however, to keep in mind here is the
circumstance that the phenomena of secondary personality
and subconscious life are all in favor of a limited influence for
the normal memories on the secondary condition. The ap-
peal to subconscious memories in the explanation of medium-
istic phenomena is a two edged sword. It carries with it the
implication of limitations which the critic does not wish rec-
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ognized, and he must either abandon it or admit that me-
diumship is not in that class of phenomena.

There is a phenomenon which has some interest in deter-
mining the nature and possibly the limited character of the
subconscious. It is alluded to by writers on certain abnor-
mal conditions or those of dream life. Mr. J. Arthur Hill, in
his little book, Religion and Modern Psychology, calls attention
to two illustrations of it and I quote them here. The first
one is from Dr. Holmes, representing his experience under
the mfluence of nitrous oxide.

“‘The veil of eternity was lifted: The one great truth,
that which underlies all human experience, and is the key to
all the mysteries that philosophy has sought in vain to solve,
flashed upon me in a sudden revelation. Henceforth all was
clear: a few words had lifted my intelligence to the level of
the knowledge of the cherubim. As my natural condition
returned, I remembered my resolution, and staggering to my
desk, I wrote, in ill-shaped, straggling characters, the all em-
bracing truth still glimmering in my consciousness. The
words were (children may smile; the wise will ponder): ‘A
strong smell of tm'pentine prevails throughout.”

Edward Carpenter in h!s Art of Creation tells a similar ex-
perience of a friend.

“An acquaintance of mine, who was accustomed to keep a
pencil and paper by his bedside for such occasions, told me
that he once woke in the night feeling himself drenched with
a sense of seraphic joy and satisfaction, while at the same
time a lovely stanza which he had just dreamed lingered in
his mind. Quickly he wrote it down, and immediately fell
asleep again. In the morning, waking, after a while he be-
thought himself of the precious experience, and turning to
look at the words, which he doubted not would make his
name immortal, he read:—

‘Walker with one eye,
Walker with two,

. Something to live for,
And nothing to do.””

Professor James mentions a number of cases in his Varte-
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ties of Religious Experience. Of them generally he remarks,
when nitrous oxide is concerned: “ Depth beyond depth of
truth seems revealed to the inhaler. This truth fades out,
however, or escapes, at the moment of coming to; and if any
words remain over in which it seemed to clothe itself, they
prove to be the veriest nonsense. Nevertheless, the sense of
profound meaning having been there persists; and I know
more than one person who is persuaded that in the nitrous
oxide trance we have a genuine metaphysical revelation.”

The experiences of Dr. Holmes and the friend of Car-
penter are not to be taken so seriously as they might have
been had they been described accurately. The men had too
much sense of humor to tell the exact facts. We can never
trust such narratives. To bring out the nonsense they mag-
nify the exalted ideas which terminate in the nonsense and it
leaves a sense of poverty where the experience is first de-
scribed as ineffable. There is no chance of getting a scien-
tific conception of the facts from such accounts. They have
to be reconstructed from better incidents. The writers try
to make us believe that the real thing which had created so
much exaltation was the fragment of knowledge which
emerged in the normal consciousness, and hence that the rest
was illusion. But this is concentrating attention on the in-
tellectual element to the neglect of the emotional. It is
quite possible or probable that the sense of enlightenment in
. the experience is only the emotional accompaniment of the
meagre intellectual content. Professor James calls attention
to the experience of Amiel told in his Journal. His “ prodig-
ious reveries ” in the presence of mountains or when gazing
into the skies were simply highly wrought emotional reac-
tions in the presence of power,the actual knowledge not being
greater than with any ordinary person. We may, therefore,
suppose in the case of Dr. Holmes and the friend of Carpen-
ter that the emotional element of the dream consciousness
suggested the idea of great illumination when it was not il-
lumination that was involved but intense pleasure. This is
very frequent in common life. A song that awakens no in-
terest in one place or mood may excite extraordinary pleas-
ure in another.
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But I am not concerned with the explanation of these ex-
periences so much as with their relation to the problem of
subliminal capacities. The first point to be remarked is that
we cannot minimize them, as do the authors, without imply-
ing that the subconscious is by no means the large thing that
our ordinary theories assert. If the content of the subcon-
scious is what these writers imply or assert it is a very inane
affair and has no large capacities or illuminating experiences.
The desire to explain away unusual experiences by enlarging
the powers of the subliminal is directly contradicted by these
experiences, if they accurately measure the capacities of the
subliminal. We cannot play fast and loose with these func-
tions. If we ascribe them enormous powers in order to es-
cape the admission of the supernormal we must accept the
possibility that, in these “ mystical” experiences, we may
have a larger content than emerges in normal consciousness
and that the inane fragments we get are dissociated matter
that has no intelligible relation to the content that lies in the
subliminal and that managed to excite emotions which suc-
ceeded in penetrating the veil between the subliminal and the
normal. On the other hand, if we define the nature of the
subconscious by the meagre character of its effusions in the

- examples quoted, we at once dismiss the theories of its un-
usual capacities and the contents of such experiences are to
be dismissed as illusions and wholly unlike remarkable mental
experiences, unless we deny the right to gauge them by the
material that emerges in normal consciousness. It is quite
possible that the material which comes to the normal state
is a dissociated and irrelevant fragment of the total contents
of the subconscious, and if we suppose this, we may have to
compare the dream and other subliminal conditions to those
trance cases in which transmitted messages from the outside
do not come through in their entire integrity. In hypnosis
in order to get certain hypnotic states through to normal
consciousness we have to make a post-hypnotic suggestion.
What goes on to make the transmission possible in such cases
we do not know. It is the same with clairvoyant incidents in
the dream life, whether they represent apparitions of the dead
or certain physical knowledge. If we can assume that the
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subliminal is always the rapport of the soul with the etherial
world and that the connection between it and the normal
physical life is rarely a clear one, we may suppose that the
transcendent knowledge which the “ mystic” feels may be
real, tho either not transmissible to the normal life or not in-
telligible to it when transmitted, unless in some way convert-
ible into sensory terms. If this subliminal life in contact
with an etherial reality be intensely emotional in its char-
acter, we may well understand why it is associated with
a sense of illumination when the normal incidents are dis-
sociated from it and yet when aroused by the emotional
stimulus the normal incidents may appear as the real
cause of the emotion. The infrequency of bridging the
chasm between the normal and the trance states may be
the reason for the contrast in contents when.the bridge hap-
pens to be formed or apparently formed in occasional emer-
gencies. It is the anaesthesia of the dream condition that de-
prives normal consciousness of its insight into the facts. At
times there may remain some local or partial @sthesia that
evokes the fragmentary and nonsensical data on which we
lay the stress in interpreting the facts, the real mental states
lying out of reach in the subconscious. In the case of Sally
Beauchamp the subliminal seemed to be quite a rational af-
fair when reported intact by Sally and was very different
from the dream life reported by one of the alternating per-
sonalities, say B L. It might be the same with the sublim-
inals of Dr. Holmes and Dr. Carpenter’s friend, could we get
at them. We could then better decide whether the stimulus
was sensible or supersensible, physical or etherial, normal or
transcendental. No individual instance of it can determine
what really goes on, and if the stimulus be transcendental or
etherial we may well imagine that the facts are more serious
and important than they seem. But they would not be sub-
liminal in the sense in which we ordinarily conceive that
term, namely, as subjective creation out of the sensory stim-
uli in a state of anasthesia. We must first know the con-
tents of these anzsthesic states to determine their origin.
The remnant or the dissociated matter, possibly not even in-
stigated by causes of the states defining the apparent illum-
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ination, is no criterion of what goes on if we are to assume
large capacities for the subconscious, and we can emphasize
it only on condition that we give up the assumption that the
subconscious is even as rational or possesses as large a com-
pass -as the normal consciousness. The analogies which
these experiences have with trance phenomena where we un-
questionably have transcendental stimuli suggests that we
may have to look in that direction for an explanation, while
we account for the apparent limitation of the matter to non-
sense by dissociation and the necessary partial sensibility for
getting any knowledge at all through to indicate that there
is a wider compass of expression than the purely sensary.
There is another illustration of this limitation on a large
scale. The sceptic assumes that the subconscious is the fab-
ricator of all the personalities that manifest themselves in
mediamistic phenomena. There ought to be 2 mnemonic
connection between them, if they are not independent per-
sonalities. Shakespeare remembers the personalities he cre-
ates and is the unity of all of them. They are integrally con-
nected in so far as memory is concerned. They are not in-
dependent personalities in so far as his own mind is con-
cerned. Now in all my medinmistic experiments the person-
alities claiming to be spirits show no such memory connected
with each other as would be expected in case the facts were
subconscious. The same incidents are never repeated, or if
occasionally a similar incident is connected with different per-
sonalities it is with variations to suit the realities of actual
life. They do not manifest a mnemonic connection with
each other. I have never seen any confusion in this respect,
unless I may except one incident and that was shown to have
a coincidental character perfectly consistent with the reality
of the claims. But what I always find is that any given per-
sonality purporting to communicate will disavow, emphatic-
ally disavow, the knowledge of incidents that did not belong
to him in life and that have come through this same sup-
posed subfiminal. I have no doubt that the subconscious is
more or less affected by every message that comes through it
or that is expressed by-it, but it never shows the memory of
it that should be shown by a subliminal characterized as our
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sceptics of spirits characterize it. Rather it seems to follow
the law of all such phenomena, namely, that the impression
is so evanescent that the subconsciousness, as in our dream
life when unattended at once, has no memory of them at all.
It is perfectly finite and behaves just as finite memories
should behave. Each personality disclaims the memory of
incidents that other personalities claimed. I repeat that
there is no use to appeal to the hypothesis or fact of alter-
nating personalities with a mnemonic cleavage between them,
such as we find in such cases, since this very cleavage is evi-
dence of limitation, and in the course of the history of any
special psychic the number of sitters and alleged communi-
cators is so great that we cannot well conceive so many sec-
ondary personalities which shall be coincident at the same
time with the incidents of the real personalities involved.

I mean by this last statement just this. A hundred per-
sonalities appear with a psychic, in the course of a given pe-
riod of time, claiming to be spirits and telling incidents of
which a large number appear as evidential. Now the subcon-
scious through which these messages are supposed to come
does not confuse them. These communicators keep their
own individuality distinct and will deny knowing or commu-
nicating various incidents that others may have told, if the
sitter brings them up, but admit others which they themselves
claim as their own, no matter how long before they may
have been told. The individual memory is clear and intact,
but the collective memory is nothing for them. The law is
that of finite memories and individuals.

The apparent objection to this is the fact that the control,
who will be assumed to be a secondary personality of the
medium where his or her identity has not been proved, does
show a memory connection between the different personali-
ties and hence may be supposed to illustrate this unity and
large memory. But the. first reply to this objection is that
this control makes no such claims unless he is the one through
whom the message or incident has been sent. If the com-
municator has done it directly the control knows no more
about it than any other communicator. The second reply is
that this control will as readily disclaim incidents which were
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not associated with his agency as any other communicator,
as observed in one of the incidents above. Perhaps a third
reply would be that this control does not show any memory
of what is transmitted when any communicator communi-
cates either directly or through another control. This is to
say that the law of memory for such phenomena conforms to
that of independent personalities and the control has no
knowledge where he has not been himself the medium of
transmission. The only escape from this view of the case
will be to multiply the personalities into which the subcon-
scious can be divided and to make the cleavage conform to
the requirements of the situation. That can be done and is
at least a plausible retort and may have more strength than
is implied by this term. But careful examination of the
facts, with their complexity, conforming to the idea of inde-
pendent personality, will show that this view of independent
personality has a more intelligible conception of the facts
than has that of multiple personality. It may be that we
cannot prove it other than by this clearer adaptation of the
hypothesis, at least for our present knowledge. But if the
individual will critically examine the data I am sure that he
will admit its entire applicability to the case even in the non-
evidential matter and will find no other fitting hypothesis
whatever for the evidential incidents.

There is one set of facts which supports the view that the
memory of the subliminal is very extensive. I have briefly
alluded to it above. I recur to it again to recognize it in this
connection and to show that it cannot be ignored by any ad-
vocate of its limitations. It is that the subconscious often
recalls and states fully what the normal consciousness will
not even recognize when told. This phenomenon, however,
does not prove the degree of extension given to memory, tho
it does show it to be larger than the study of normal con-
sciousness would seem to imply. However, when we take
account of the inhibitions to association that prevail in the
complexity of normal consciousness and the freedom of the
subliminal from these inhibitions, we may well understand
the superiority of the subconscious at times over the normal
mind, but even then we sometimes find that the sublim-
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inal does not remember what the normal consciousness does
remember and, as indicated above, it would appear that it is
subject to the same laws of recall, the association clues being
different and involving complexes that have no power in the
normal state. At least this is one of the possibilities to be
reckoned with in the study of the problem.

In conformity with this view is the alteration of memory
by the variations of anzsthesia. If the alteration of person-
ality is affected in any way by the variation of anaesthesia
and if we find, as we do, the cleavage of memory with alter-
nation of personality, we have a fact decidedly in favor of the
limitation of memory while it explains at the same time the
apparent superiority of the subliminal memory to that of the
normal. It shows how the association clues will be altered
and hence the incentives and inhibitions will vary, the mem-
ories varying with them and only occasionally bringing evi-
dence of the limitations which I have here suggested. Ac-
cepting this suggestion of the case it will be apparent that
the comparison should not be made with the normal con-
sciousness alone but with other subconscious personalities
and with the various groups of memories in the same sub-
liminal personality, just as we determine the limits of normal
memory, not by comparing its products with other personal-
ities, but by comparing them with the various groups in its
own existence.

The Law of Stimulation.

I have tried to show that there are facts which indicate
more limitations to subconscious action than the usual theory
implies when it is trying to give an explanation of things
really or apparently supernormal. I do not mean here to be
dogmatic in thus limiting the subliminal, as my primary con-
tention is that we do not yet know much about it. The usual
psychiatrist and psychopathologist exaggerates the case by
always calling our attention to wonderful powers in the sub-
liminal and he never says much about our real ignorance of
them. He does not tell us what is the fact, namely, that this
enlargement of its functions is an hypothesis, not always a
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proved fact. He is taking a perfectly legitimate course for
curtailing the claims which many as hastily make for the
supernormal, but he as constantly forgets that we may be as
ignorant of one as of the other. Hence I have been calling
attention to facts which point to a limitation of the sublim-
inal as much as any of the magnifying extensions of this sub-
conscious curtail the supernormal. This ascription to the
subliminal of a memory much like that of normal conscious-
ness, and often only apparently wider in its range of power,
is a limitation which comports much morewith what we know
of mind generally in the only field which must supply our ex-
planations, and that is normal consciousness. The usual
method of exaggerating the powers of the subliminal to es-
cape views which are more consistent with normal conscious-
ness and its limitations is only exchanging one supernormal
for another, and introduces as much mystery into the case as
any supernormal is supposed to do. Now what I wish to do
is to show that a certain fundamental law of mind affords ad-
ditional evidence of this limitation. I refer to the law of
stimulation. We may have to qualify the evidential import-
ance of this law, but it nevertheless affords a fact which at
least imposes caution on those who so readily invent or ex-
tend subliminal powers.

The present age is saturated with the conception of self-
activity of the mind, and when it wants to get an explanation
that will not require it to suppose foreign influences it talks
freely about “ faculties” of all sorts and assumes that the
mind can originate all sorts of ideas and information, taking
little or no account of the law of stimulation and the limits
which it imposes on self-determination. To understand this
tendency in the present age we have to look at the develop-
ment of this view or way of looking at facts, and it will be
found not to be confined to psychological science. It has
seriously affected physical science, as we shall see.

In physical science we have to consider the facts of in-
ertia, gravitation, chemical affinity, and the catalytic proc-
esses. In psychology we have to consider sensation, the
will, internal activity, and the old ideas of Fate. I begin
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with the ancient ideas which affected the philosophical sys-
tems of the time.

The Greeks did not have any clearly defined doctrine of
inertia. They fluctuated between inertia and self-activity
for matter. They had no theory of gravitation, and finding
that some matter remained at rest and some of it appeared
to move of itself, they had no means of asserting that matter
was universally and essentially inert. They thought and acted
as if it were inert in many instances, and in other instances,
without raising the question of consistency, thought and
acted as if it were self-active. But Christianity changed all
this. Its philosophy made inertia an essential property of
matter and sought the cause of motion in spirit independent
of matter. Spirit was essentially self-active. The world
was divided between two types of reality, matter and mind.
The former was inert and the latter self-active. Philosophic
thought was ruled by these assumptions for many centuries
and until the revival of science. When this came it sought
a modification of the ancient view in gravitation and chem-
ical affinity. Prior to these theories various conceptions of
divine action were necessary to account for the behavior of
the heavenly bodies and the organization of all compounds,
organic and inorganic. But when physical science came it
changed all this. Gravitation was used to explain the col-
location of the heavenly bodies and their relation to each
other while performing their motions. Chemical affinity was
used to explain the formation of various compounds. But in
putting these forces forward to explain the collocation of
celestial bodies, on the one hand, and of atoms, on the other,
science tried to keep its concepts consistent with the ac-
cepted doctrine of inertia. While matter was still assumed
to be incapable of moving itself, incapable of self-activity as
applied to its own motion, it might be capable of influencing
the motion of other bodies. Hence in gravitation and chem-
ical affinity, while a body could not move itself it might affect
the motion of another body. The earth cannot initiate its
own motion, but it can exercise an influence on the motion
of the moon, and vice versa. It is the same with the atoms in
chemical compounds. In all this the law of inertia is sup-
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posedly secure and universal in so far as the subject is con-
cerned, but side by side with it is a self-activity affecting
other bodies but not the subject of it.

But the later doctrine of ether in physics and catalytic
agents in chemistry has modified all this. Instead of putting
gravity i the matter moved we now look upon it as a force
originating in the ether, a strain of that agency, if you like
to call it so, and whether intelligible under that term or not.
Matter thus becomes wholly inert again and does not exer-
cise any self-activity on other matter. The force which dis-
poses it in the stellar space is found outside it in a reality
that has no material properties. But whether having mate-
rial properties or not, the force does not supposedly originate
in matter, and we return more or less to the Christian doc-
trine of inertia as the essential and universal property of mat-
ter. Itis the same with chemical affinity. That set up inher-
ent powers of initiating motion and composition, not motion
of the atom or subject acting, but of atoms acted upon. But
chemistry has come upon the fact that at least many bodies
are not themselves the agents in the composition effected.
We find often, if not universally, that compounds will not
originate unless some other body is present that does not
itself enter into the composition. For instance, take the case
of limestone in blast furnaces, or a spark in the formation of
water from oxygen and hydrogen. In the blast furnace the
separation of the iron and the union of the other elements
necessary to effect that separation will not occur unless the
lime is present, and oxygen and hydrogen will not unite un-
less a spark enters to effect it. This law of catalysis is said
to be as general as chemical action and it implies at least some
limitation upon the idea of chemical affinity. It means that
this supposed law of self-activity does not depend solely upon
the atom that is concerned in the union. Its affinity is noth-
ing, unless a catalytic agent is present. This again is a return
to the idea of inertia on a larger scale than had previously
been supposed.

All this means in physical science that the law of inertia
holds on a very large scale and in fact seems to have no ex-
ception. As long as the force of gravity was ascribed to mat-
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ter and affinity to the atom, we assumed some form of seli-
activity in matter itself and limited inertia until we had no
clear boundary between it and self-activity. But the later
view returns to the more clearly defined conception of inertia
and tends to make it the universal and essential property of
matter. A limit is assigned to the invention of powers and
forces in the subject to explain facts.

In the field of mind the Greeks did not recognize the pres-
ence of freedom and self-activity to the full extent. Indeed
they so generally admitted the place of “ Fate” in the gov-
ernment of things as to make the individual and his action
nothing, and conceiving mind, as they usually did, as a fine
form of matter, they were more or less at the mercy of the
assumptions and implications associated with the material
world. None of them ever reached the position of idealism
except Plato and the Stoics to some extent. All other phil-
osophers got only a slight way beyond the popular conscious-
ness. The individual was the passive instrument in the hand
of nature, the playground of the gods and the caprices which
dominated their character and power. Self-activity Plato
admitted, and others who reflected at all on things, and as re-
marked they even ascribed it to matter in certain forms and
conditions, but nowhere was the idea worked out clearly and
unequivocally. All knowledge came through the senses and
these were the recipients, not the makers of knowledge.
They were the passive receivers of impressions from with-
out. In its crudest form, this doctrine was embodied in the
Empedoclean idea of eidola or corpuscles thrown off from
bodies to impinge on the senses and to produce sensations.
This was exchanged for motion later. But throughout
Greek thought the mind’s knowledge depended on sense per-
ception, even when reason was exalted as the source of valid
knowledge. Reason interpreted and revised the work of
sense, or might even contradict it, but sense was the medium
or door through which knowledge entered. Knowledge did
not spring from reason alone, full blown, like Minerva from
the head of Jupiter, but came through the channels of sense
to reason which was the authority. It was not a spontane-
ous creation of reason. Mind was the subject of outside in-




The Subconscious and Its Functions. 103

fluences, even tho these were only matter. But Christianity
changed all this. Mind became the great center of self-activ-
ity and matter was inert, as we have seen. While it made
little or nothing at first of philosophic ideas affecting the
origin of knowledge, the distinction between sense and rea-
son, tho recognized in its philosophy, did not turn upon the
question of the passive and the active functions of mind, but
upon the kind of knowledge that was valuable, and this was
spiritual knowledge, carnal knowledge coming from the
senses. But the primary conception which governed its
thought was the radical distinction between matter and mind,
the former being inert and the latter self-active. This dis-
tinction became an important factor later in psychology and .
epistemology.

The first place in which it becomes crucial is in the phil-
osophy of Locke. He rejected the “ innate ideas ” of previ-
ous thinkers, as he understood them, and made the senses the
only source of all our real knowledge. The understanding
or reason simply combined sensations into “ complex ideas ”
which were not “real ”, that is, did not represent correctly
the nature and relations of the external world. Sense per-
ception or sensation was all that gave us true ideas of things.
The senses were passive recipients of impressions. The un-
derstanding was active, but it was active only on the mate-
rial of sense. This developed into the scepticism of Hume
which it is not important to consider here. On the other
hand, the philosophy of Descartes had developed into the
pantheism of Spinoza, and to counteract this Leibnitz set up
his theory of the monads with their self-activity and exclu-
sion of outside influences. His was the most thorough-
going idealism ever set up. The mind or subject had no win-
dows through which to admit the external world. No in-
fluence (influrus physicus) could enter the mind from the
physical world. This was construed to mean that no causal
action upon the mind by matter was possible. Physical and
mental phenomena were parallel with each other, exercising
no causal influence on each other, as that was construed in
the science of the time. He admitted what he called “ occa-
sional causes” acting on the mind, but this meant that no
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transmission of external motion to the mind took place, and
motion was the physicists’ conception of causality. In spite
of this qualification of his doctrine, his system was understood
wholly to deny the causal relation between matter and mind
and emphasized the notion of spontaneity or self-activity for
the mind. There was no passive reception of impressions
from without, at least as transmitted force involving identity
of the outside and inside—action of object and subject. This
coincided with the growing disposition to ascribe inner forces
to matter and at the same time kept up the orthodox distinc-
tion between matter and mind. The materialist at least im-
plied that material and mental causation were the same in
kind, and that the mind was the recipient of outside impres-
sions just as physical bodies were. Leibnitz sought to refute
this philosophy. He cut the Gordian knot in a manner to
destroy all equivocation or compromise in his view. Self-
activity of the mind was exalted beyond all limit or com-
parison. It was the center and originator of all its phenom-
ena, even tho occasional causes were admitted. The only
trouble in his system was that his occasional causes were
never clearly defined or developed and probably contained
all that was true in the materialistic theory. But he so em-
phasized spontaneity that passivity became a practical non-
enity in the system.

Kant modified this view. In respect of sensation he re-
turned to the conception of materialism and the doctrine of
Locke. He admitted that the external world could reach the
mind through sense perception, but he affirmed the activity
of the understanding. The receptivity of sense and the spon-
taneity of the understanding were the fundamental concep-
tions of his psychology. He retained the Leibnitzian doc-
trine of self-activity for the understanding and the will, but
assumed or asserted that there were windows to the soul in
the admissions of influence from without through the senses.
Matter had a causal access to the mind, whichever meaning
be given to the idea of causality. He did not raise the ques-
tion or discuss the two kinds of causes which must be consid-
ered in considering that problem and that will determine the
limitations of its truth. He simply wished to modify the
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thoroughgoing idealism of Leibnitz and did so by making
sense perception or sensation passive or receptive. All
knowledge came through the senses tho it did not all consist
of sensation. The spontaneity of the understanding ac-
counted for the constructive systems of thought whose ele-
ments or material came from sensation: the external world
gained access to the mind by causal action on sense. Stimu-
lation was necessary to knowledge.

Hamilton, like Kant, joined the passive and active func-
tions of the mind, but made no special point of the fact. He
merely represents the accepted doctrine of psychology.
Leibnitz had so exalted the self-activity of mind as to appear
to make knowledge of the external world impossible, while
the facts of the case brought all psychology, after Locke and
Kant, to the position that causal action on the subject was
necessary to knowledge. Whatever self-activity the mind
exhibited was confined to the causal action of the will and the
internal combinations of thought and imagination.

This history coincides with the development of ideas in
physical science. This had always conceded inertia as funda-
mental, after the time of Greek philosophy, and never as-
sumed any self-activity in it except in chemical affinity and
gravitation. In these it had applied to matter some of the
predicates of mind, even if they were only the power of re-
action against external impact. The active and passive sides
of matter were admitted and extended with the invention of
new forces. From Locke and Kant the passive and active
sides of mind were admitted, and the effect of this was to
give a free field to the psychologist whenever he came across
new phenomena in mind. He had only to invent a new “ fac-
ulty ” or to ascribe new functions to the subject to “ explain ”
his new wonders. He did not look for stimulus or external
causation for explanation. The inner activity of the mind
sufficed to eliminate the admission of external causes. While
he may have admitted external causation as the prior instiga-
tion of events, he did not rely upon this as so important in the
explanation. The internal activity was the resource for es-
caping the admission of new causes or as a subterfuge to con-
ceal their existence. Nevertheless the psychologist would




106  Proceedings of American Society for Psychical Research.

not return to the doctrine of Leibnitz. Spontaneity in Leib-
nitz was the escape from materialism, and it now becomes the
defense of it, and science could do this consistently enough
when so many internal forces were put into matter as an ex-
planation of facts. Now what is the present status of things?

Sensation is to-day the primary incident in knowledge, re-
gardless of what may be ascribed to the inner states of the
mind, and it is universally conceded to be the result of stim-
ulus, that is, external causation. There is no exception to
this law. All knowledge of the external world in normal ex-
perience is the result of sensation and external causation, or
objects acting on the sensorium. The only apparent excep-
tion to this law is hallucination. For a long time hallucina-
tions were supposed to be pure and spontaneous productions
of the mind and without external stimulus of any kind. But
more recent psychology has shown that hallucinations are
the product of stimulation quite as much as sensations, only
the stimuli are secondary instead of primary. By this I mean
that the stimulus to hallucinations is not correlated with the
sensory centers as in normal sensation. For instance, in the
sensation of vision the stimulus must be on the retina: in
hearing, on the tympanum: in touch, on the point affected.
But in hallucination the stimulus may be on the tympanum
and the reaction in the field of vision. In an abnormal con-
dition of the sensorium or some part of it, a stimulus, con-
scious or unconscious, may give rise to a sensory reaction at
some other center, and we may see visions when the causal
action is in hearing, or hear sounds when this action is in
vision. Other points may be the source of the stimulus, so
that the whole organism may be the subject of centers that
may give rise to hallucinations, when they seem to be purely
spontaneous. The law of stimulation thus has to be ex-
tended to what had seemed to be exempt from it.

The same will hold true of dreams. They have been as-
sumed to be the product of the mind and without stimulus.
But we now have reason to believe that the law of stimulus
applies as fully here as in normal life, and we come to think
it not so only from not being aware of the stimulus while we
are aware of the dream experience. It is the same here as
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in hallucinations,and in fact dreams are a species of hallucina-
tions. We are not aware of the secondary stimulus in hal-
lucinations any more than we are in dreams, and we should
perhaps never be able to discover the nature of dreams but
for our ability to compare them afterward with normal sense
perceptions, which we cannot always do in hallucinations.
But we have found that dreams are definitely correlated with
external stimulus, it may not always be external to the body,
but is always external to the center concerned in the reaction.
But action external to the point of reaction is always assumed
now in psychology as the condition of any mental phenom-
ena.

When it comes to supernormal phenomena the whole
field of telepathy concedes or assumes this view, namely, that
external causation is necessary to account for the phenom-
ena. No one invents “ faculties ” for the purpose. It is only
when you advance the idea of spirits to account for certain
phenomena, in perfect accordance with the law of external
stimulus, that men resort to all sorts of subterfuges involving
subjective * faculties” and “ powers ”, to escape their sup-
position. But I am anticipating. The main point is to note
that at least telepathy is conceived as consonant with the law
of stimulation and assumes that its cause is external to the
subject and does not depend on peculiar “ faculties ”. It re-
mains to ascertain whether the other types of supernormal
phenomena are subject to the same law of external stimulus.
When the advocate of telepathy explains spiritistic, or at
least apparently spiritistic, phenomena by telepathy he con-
cedes the principle of external stimulus, and only disputes
the form of its application. The same would be true of a
spiritistic explanation of clairvoyance, clairaudience, appari-
tions, dowsing and other phenomena. But the law of ex-
ternal stimulus is admitted and applied, and that is the main
point to be made in understanding the origin and process of
all knowledge or mental events, whether normal, abnormal,
or supernormal.

Interaction is a far wider law of evolution than sponta-
neity as we know it in human life. Such spontaneity as we
know may itself be the efficiently caused event of external
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stimulus, tho it is not the transmitted antecedent, and in-
volves any form of free adjustment we please to assume.
There might be no occasion for action but for stimulus, but
when stimulus does act the reaction represents spontaneous
adjustment tho efficiently caused action, if any such way of
representing it be received as not a contradiction of spon-
taneity altogether, as perhaps many thinkers would claim.
If the expression “ spontaneous ” is not accurate in the situa-
tion, I can only describe the situation negatively as not trans-
mitted action, and represent it on the positive side as the sub-
jective response to stimulus, affecting the character of the
phenomenon, where transmission would keep it identical in
nature with the antecedent.

This law, however, has to be held consistently with a
measure of the mind’s own action. That action may be only
reactive, and not spontaneously creative or active. It is sub-
ject to stimuli, tho its mode of action be determined by its
own nature and not by the nature of the object or of the
stimulus. It is possible that the same law holds good of
matter, namely, that, while it is inert in so far as initiating
even its own actions is concerned, it is active in the sense that
its reactions are affected in their nature by the subject itself.
That is, matter is active and passive also, tho not capable of
initiating its actions, but only of determining their nature.
Accepting this as true or possible, we have an analogy with
the mind. Psychologists agree that the mind has its active
side as well as its passive side, and the active may involve
larger powers in this respect than ordinary matter. In fact,
we may here be in the realm of monism_which supposes that
all energy is of one kind, and if so and if the mind is only a
form of matter—for which there is no a priori objection—we
should expect to find in matter some analogies with mental
functions. In the ordinary physical world no matter acts
without external causation. In the realm of mind no sensa-
tion occurs without external stimulus, which is physical cau-
sation. In the physical world matter reacts according to its
own kind. In the mental sphere the reaction accords with
the nature of the mind and its experience. We may then ex-
pect the same general law to prevail in its states universally
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and that inherent “ faculties ” will mean nothing apart from
stimulus.

The important thing about this law of stimulation is its
place in limiting the functions of the subconscious, as well as
the conscious, in fact, all the operations of the human
mind, normal, abnormal and supernormal; subliminal, col-
liminal and supra-colliminal. Whatever powers we ascribe
to mind, it is limited by the law of stimulus which is external
toit. The spontaneity is not internally creative as is so con-
stantly implied by the language about its “ faculties”. One
of the illusions so constant in the talk about the subliminal
and the subconscious as explanatory agents is that the appeal
to them does not distinguish between origin in the subcon-
scious and expression by it of foreign stimulus. This sublim-
inal is not conceived as a medium of transmission, with all the
coloring effects which its own nature and reactions must ex-
press. When a man offers spirits as an explanation of certain
phenomena, we deny this and substitute the subconscious for
these external agents, and the hypothesis carries with it the
idea that the phenomena do not originate with outside forces
or agencies, but with the subliminal, as we deny the former
and assert the latter. We inevitably assume that the phe-
nomena derive their existence from the subconscious, and if
accompanied or anteceded by any stimulus at all, it is from
the bodily side of the subject or the external material world.
But we do not often think of this stimulus, if ever, and get
into the habit of thinking that we start and end with spon-
taneous actions of the subconscious. That we should not
hastily accept spirits is to be granted and, if the facts are not
the right kind of evidence, to be insisted on. We cannot as-
sume spirits unless the evidence points that way and this, too,
even if it be possible to explain the facts by such causes.
Hence I am not here defending a spiritistic theory. I am
using it merely to help in the analysis of the psychological
habits of our minds. We simply think that, if the origin or
center of causal action is not in spirits, it is in the subcon-
scious, and neglect the law of stimulus whether from matter
or spirit, and fall into the habit of assuming what requires
proof quite as much in one view as the other. When we are
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discrediting evidence of spirits it is well enough to exalt sub-
liminal functions, but even then we must not forget that it is
quite possible to have foreign stimulus, whether of spirits or
ordinary matter, and yet to have no expression of either
source in the actual evidence. Spirits might act on the sub-
conscious and its reactions partake of nothing but its own
nature and the experiences obtained in a normal way. It is
that fact which makes it so imperative to investigate the
problem of origin when we admit that the subconscious may
be an agent that manifests no evidence of the real source or
stimulus that initiates its action.

This law of stimulus can be expressed in a larger way. It
is found in the most influential law of evolution, that is, the
law of environment. It is now accepted quite generally that
environment has more to do with the development of the in-
dividual than any other factor and that subjective spontane-
ities are more or less subject to it. Spontaneities there are,
but they must be adjusted to environment which is the all
powerful factor in creating occasions and directions in which
spontaneities must act. The law of inertia would prevail but
for that of environment. Adjustment to environment is the
great law and condition for developing the individual and, if
he does not consciously adjust himself to it, he must do so
unconsciously or perish from not being fit to survive. En-
vironment is stimulus, causal action from without. The act-
ing environment may itself be modified by the reaction of the
subject, so that there may be causal commerce between the
two realities, as we find in all physical things. But the sub-
ject has no reason or inclination to act unless environment or
external stimulus makes it necessary for self-preservation.
Action is adjustment to it. It seems to i: the law of both
mind and matter. Hence we should expect stimulation to be
the requisite of all mental states and not spontaneously sub-
jective, or the expression of subjective faculties unrelated to
stimulus. We must remember this in subliminal functions as
well as supraliminal or normal functions.

Nothing is clearer than the universal application of this
law to normal sensation and psychologists agree that all
knowledge of the external world is initiated by external stim-
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ulus, no matter what spontaneities we ascribe to the * under-
standing” or interpreting functions. These latter apply
their action to data derived from sense and, so far aswe know,
the internal states, however reflective and self-active, would
not manifest themselves but for external stimulus at the out-
set. The only apparent exception to all this is the fact of hal-
lucinations and these we found to be, along with dreams, the
effect of external tho secondary stimuli. The only question
that remains is whether the subconscious is subject to the
same law of stimulation.

Dreams are subliminal affairs in their origin, and some of
them happen to emerge into the margin of normal conscious-
ness, and some never so emerge, but remain below the thresh-
old. The case of Dr. Morton Prince illustrated this clearly.
Sally insisted that one of the other personalities did not tell
all of her dreams and said that she could see no difference
between those she told and those she did not tell. Hallucina-
tions have a subliminal origin even when they come into con-
sciousness as products. They are due to stimuli on the sub-
liminal. Telepathic phenomena, the first grade of the super-
normal, conform strictly to the law of stimulus and do not
otherwise manifest evidence of themselves. The forms of
clairvoyance and clairaudience show that they are probably
subject to the same conditions. Spiritistic phenomena at
least superficially illustrate the same fact and so do appari-
tions, no matter what explanation you give either type.

All this indicates the first great limitation imposed on the
subconscious. It is possible that no one will question this.
But I must call attention to the first corollary of the fact. It
is that selective telepathy, of which so many talk and which
they assume without evidence, is not possible, according to
this law of stimulus, unless we suppose that the stimulus is
more comprehensive than is usually assumed. That the
mind of the telepathic subject, the person getting the infor-
mation, should spontaneously reach out and select facts from
other minds without stimulus from them creates doubt about
itself from its real or apparent exception to the law of stim-
ulus. We should have to assume that all thoughts, conscious
or unconscious, are exercising an influence on all minds at the
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same time and that the medium has only to select the relevant
part of these thoughts to make her points. This way of stat-
ing it has not been ventured upon even by the believers in
universal telepathy, tho they tacitly assume this when propos-
ing it to explain away certain facts. They simply neglect the
law of stimulus, and so disregard what is implied in their as-
sumption. They give no evidence for the selective process
and make no allowance for the law of stimulus, to say nothing
of the evasions involved in disregarding the fact that the gen-
eral law of nature is that causes and effects are manifested
together and coincidentally, but they can not assume this
without either limiting the causal action to present action or
making the subconscious, as the reservoir of the past, active
in the same way that the normal consciousness is, and for
that they present no evidence whatever.

I pass this by, however, as incidental and designed only to
point out the law of stimulation as affecting all the telepathy
of which we know anything, scientific or otherwise. The pri-
mary point is to insist on the limitation of the subliminal in
its action to the law of stimulus, whether we make it subnor-
mal or supernormal in its data.

The next poipt which I wish to emphasize is the nature of
this stimulus. Here we shall have to keep in mind the nar-
rower definition which we have given to the subliminal. In
so far as it is to be defined by the contents of its information
we have distinguished it from the supraliminal and from the
supra-colliminal. The ordinary knowledge of the subliminal
is derived, all of it, through the normal channels of sense and
by the same means and the same law of stimulation. The
impressions may be too weak to be appreciated by normal
sensory processes, but whether so or not they are neverthe-
less received through the same physical channels, and the
only question would be whether the supernormal comes
through the same channels. Of this latter problem again.
We only state it.here. All agree that the data of subcon-
scious knowledge are derived through sense perception and in
accordance with the law of stimulus.

It is at this point that we have to identify the normal and
the subliminal. I do not identify the facts of knowledge, but
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the subject of it. The supraliminal and the subliminal minds
are one and the same thing. They have exactly the same
functions and the same powers in kind, tho we may have to
distinguish between them in degree of receptivity. Here it
is that we shall seem to part company with Mr. Myers. In
fact, however, the difference between our views on this point
is not so great as may appear on the surface. I think Mr.
Myers did not mean to deny this identification of the supra-
liminal and subliminal, normal consciousness and subcon-
sciousness. He did not discuss the difference between unify-
ing the subject of all mental phenomena and' distinguishing
between the contents of its phenomena. His distinction,
along with that of all other writers, between normal and sub-
conscious knowledge derived through the ordinary channels
of sense, on the one hand, and between both these and super-
normal knowledge, on the other, seemed to carry with it dis-
tinction of “ faculty ” or function, and hence without specific-
ally stating and defining the point made here, he seemed to
make it appear that the same mental functions were not oc-
cupied in all three types of knowledge. But I think it was his
conception of the soul that it was the same subject that was
concerned in all of the phenomena, and I have endeavored
here to make this whole matter clearer by insisting that the
distinction is between data and not function in the problem.
The functions of the mind are the same in all these manifesta-
tions. The subject of the subliminal functions is the same
as of the others, the normal and the supernormal. The en-
vironment or the stimulus may differ but the action is the
same for all relations, the stimulus simply being different in
kind or degree. Mr. Myers I think would accept this as
either his intention or as consistent with his view in Human
Personality and other writings. Hence I am not proposing
anything radically opposed to him, but different at least in
the impression that it is calculated to produce. His view, as
well as that of others, tended to separate the subliminal and
normal mind in a way that the facts do not justify, and my
effort is to emphasize this unity and identity in the interest of
a more scientific conception of the problem and of the limita-
tions that can be proved to apply to the phenomena.
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We can, perhaps, best return to the phenomena of anas-
thesia or the suspension of sensibility as the one which helps
us to prove the contention here made. I have called atten-
tion to the fact that the identity of the stimulus, possibly in
degree, and certainly in kind, for both normal and subcon-
scious mental states tends to prove the same subject for both
of them. I wish here to present the fact of suspension or dis-
placement of sensibility as further proof. I have hitherto
represented this displacement merely as the negation of sen-
sation or consciousness of sense impression. I want now to
speak and think of sensation as the index of rapport with the
external or physical world, so far as known by normal con-
sciousness. The displacement or suspension of it, or anzs-
thesia, is then but the alteration or suspension of that rap-
port, with the qualification always that it is merely the dis-
placement of normal rapport. We have found that even in
anzsthesic conditions the mind may be aware of the stimulus,
tho not normally conscious of it. The experiments proving
this are too numerous to treat it as a matter of doubt or spec-
ulation. But I shall illustrate. Dr. Pierre Janet gives many
instances in which an anasthesic person will not recognize a
stimulus normally, but under hypnosis will describe the stim-
ulus as accurately as the normal consciousness could do. A
hysteric afflicted with limitation of the field of vision (rétré-
cissement du champ visuel) will not perceive an object whose
image falls on the anaesthesic part of the retina, but will
automatically write out the name of the object or state
what it is, when hypnotized. I have myself seen a boy ap-
parently normally conscious fail to feel a touch on the hand,
his eyes being closed and turned away, and then write out au-
tomatically when his eyes were open that his hand had been
touched. The Burton case constantly showed appreciation
of stimulus of which the normal consciousness knew nothing,
and its subconscious memories showed that the stores of
knowledge which had been accumulated by the normal mind
were constantly accessible to the subliminal and, in fact, con-
stituted its source of power to some extent, tho much was
done that could not be so accounted for. Passing this by,
however, this phenomenon of subconscious perception, occur-
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ring in thousands of instances, proves that the same receptive
organism is concerned with both normal and subliminal
knowledge. Anasthesia or suspension of sensibility does but
modify the nature of the rapport with the physical world.
Sensory activity of the normal kind is displaced and rapport
with a different set of stimuli established. According to the
depth of this anzsthesia will the environment be affected.
Sleep only removes motor action and its rapport to prevent
all expression in the motor system of the stimuli which con-
tinue to affect the sensorium. Old age simply illustrates the
persistent weakening of sensory responses and represents
some form of partial anasthesia. Trance is a form of this
displacement which retains motor activity for the expression
of what comes into the mind whether normally or supernor-
mally. Death is but the permanent suspension of sensibility
and the alteration of the organism so that sensibility cannot
be resumed.

Considering anaesthesia as the alteration of rapport with
the external world normally appreciated, we simply raise the
question whether there may not be other environment with
which rapport may be established by this displacement of sen-
sibility. We certainly have this different environment in
subconscious states, tho it be the same real world as evi-
denced in stimuli which normal consciousness does not per-
ceive. What the nature of those stimuli may be is not a
present subject of interest. They are certainly connected
with the same world as normal sensation. But in telepathy
and all supernormal phenomena we seem to come into con-
tact with another world altogether. We are apt to suppose
this radical difference from the supposedly radical difference
between supernormal and other phenomena. But I am quite
willing, for my part, to assume that it is the same world in a
form not appreciable by normal sensory functions or even by
the subconscious functions,as known in abnormal psychology.
The difference between its stimuli and those of the subcon-
scious and normal reactions may not be greater than between
these two well known functions. It is not necessary as yet
to decide such a question. The primary point to remark in
favor of their general identity is the fact that all supernormal
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knowledge takes the form of the normal. Apparitions, telep-
athy, mediumistic facts as represented duplicate the sensory
phenomena completely, whether they be due to the limitations
of the human mind or not. We have found that all super-
normal conforms to the law of stimulus, and we must expect
that its relation to the normal world of sense perception will
involve some features of identity, even tho they may not be
greater than that involved in the relation of ice to water, or
water to steam, or of any solid to a liquid or gaseous state of
the same substance.

Now as anasthesia or the suspension of sensibility is an
index of a change of rapport we may expect that it involves
rapport with the environment or stimulus not accessible to
normal consciousness, and we have the way prepared for un-
derstanding what goes on in supernormal phenomena. We
have the same mind existing in different relations and capable
of receiving impressions from different conditions of environ-
ment. The various states of its actions are correlated with
the various forms and conditions of suspended sensibility.
We may conceive this as defined by three general conditions.
(1) The various phenomena of dissociation which represent
various forms of anzsthesia, partial or total, but which are
bounded by the exclusion of the supernormal. (2) The re-
sponse of the subconscious to stimuli of the ordinary kind in
sense perception and recegnizable at least by a foreign ob-
server, and bounded by both the normal and the supernormal.
(3) The perception of supernormal facts which represent
-agencies foreign to the normal actions of sense, even tho we
conceive them as mediated through the normal channels.

Let us then conceive rapport as the characteristic which
determines the relation of the soul to its environment or
stimulus. In normal life, then, the soul is definitely insu-
lated. If I may import the analogy of electricity, the normal
man, with the retention of normal sensibility, is insulated
from the transcendental world completely. In fact his sub-
conscious and normal functions may not be distinguished at
all, but be coterminous. Only dissociation will give the ap-
pearance of a distinction. In this normal condition a man
will not appreciate transcendental stimuli. He can appreci-
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ate only the physical world of sense. The supersensible
world will be non-est to him. But in dissociation and the
suspension of sensibility we find him breaking down that in-
sulation and beginning to open the way to the partial release
of the soul from its physical restraints. The invasions of an-
®sthesia mark this change and the removal of insulation
opening the subject up to another world of stimuli. Trance
is the door to this world. It is but the deeper suspension of
sensibility, with the retention of motor functions for the ex-
pression either of foreign information or of subliminal stores.
The result will not be witnessed by the subject but by foreign
observers. When the dissociation of normal consciousness
from the subconscious can go far enough without the trance,
the same information may be carried through and terminate
either in the normal consciousness or be received by an out-
side observer. There is no definite limitation of the condi-
tions in which this same result may be obtained But the
trance will be defined simply by the retention of motor func-
tions while the sensory are suspended. Sleep will simply be
the same state plus the suspension of motor activity. That
is, sleep will be related to trance in respect of motor action
exactly as sleep and normal life are related with respect to
sensory action. In normal life sensory action is present: in
sleep it is absent. In trance motor action is present: in sleep
it is absent. Here Mr. Myers’s theory of sleep may come in
as involving the release of the soul from the body, if we may
use that expression, and its living in the metetherial environ-
ment. “Release”, however, may seem to imply a spatial sep-
aration and I do not think it is necessary to maintain that
position. I should prefer to express it in terms of rapport.
Normal life is rapport with the physical world of sense, and
the non-appreciation of supersensible stimulus. Sleep would
be rapport with the metetherial or spiritual world and the
non-appreciation of the physical. Trance would be the in-
termediate state in which rapport with both worlds would
prevail and cause the intermingling of their stimuli. It is
the condition for commerce between them and partakes of
the limitations of all such intermediations.

It is not faculty but rapport that explains the differences
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of phenomena. In so far as the facts manifest knowledge, the
same general functions, and therefore faculties, are involved,
so that source and causes should be the direction in which
explanation should be sought. Mere faculties would leave
causes out and imply spontaneous and subjective action with-
out causes adequate to explain the occurrence of events.
But rapport, when the phenomena are supernormal, involves,
not new faculties, but new causes. Even in normal phenom-
ena faculties play only the part of functions subject to the
law of external stimulus, and, as we have shown, the whole
law of stimulation applies to the supernormal as well as the
normal and the abnormal. Hence the principal factor in
making the facts intelligible will be rapport which only indi-
cates the special conditions under which the supernormal
will occur, faculty being only a subterfuge to conceal ignor-
ance.

This view is not presented as representing any basis of
proof for a transcendental world, but only as a corollary or
result of having obtained evidence that the physical world of
normal sense perception does not exhaust the possibilities of
existence. The nature of the materialistic theory is such that
we must first prove a spiritual existence before we can con-
struct a theory of the soul and its relation to environment.
We must have facts that cannot be explained by our nor-
mal sensory experience and that involve supernormal in-
formation transmitted from the supersensible world and that
are yet verifiable in this existence. The whole case thus rests
on the transmission of human memories of deceased persons
under conditions that exclude previous knowledge by the
medium through whom they come and that are numerous
enough to exclude chance and guessing, and that represent
an organic or collective unity illustrating personal identity.
I regard such facts as numerous enough to justify the belief
in survival and it is not the place here to take them up or
even illustrate them, in as much as the library of the Socie-
ties’ publications supplies the material for this conclusion.
The proof is thus independent of all theories of the sublim-
inal, of sleep, of genius, or of supernormal “ faculties ” gen-
erally. These are to be studied as consequences of the proof
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and are not proof themselves. Once concede the existence
of a soul a