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stitutes our knowledge of a thing?

tions of the exterior particles or 
different objects causing different 
velocities or amplitudes of the ether- 
waves that happen to impinge upon 
them, producing the various effects 
we cognize as the color of the ob­
ject we behold. Now ^re we not as 
fully warranted in designating the 
surface conditions of an object that 
produces a certain state of con­
sciousness as “white,” or “green” or 
“yellow,” as we are in thus denom­
inating the effect said conditions 
have upon our consciousness? Does 
the primary cause of these effects 
not consist of their variegated 
molecular surface conditions? And 
is the secondary cause of these 
effects not in the ether-waves which 
depend for their velocities upon the 
molecular arrangements of the par­
ticles of the thing perceived?

Well then, here we have two 
distinct causes in the nature of act­
ual entities,which combined,contain 
all the essential elements of what is 
really “color” in itself through such 
combination of entities. Yet we 
are asked to ignore these entities 
and to recognize only the p.-ychic 
effects they have upon our percep­
tive faculties! Thus, in the recog 
nition of what constitutes color, 
Idealism ranks the sense-impres­
sions above the objective realities 
that produce them—“placing the 
cart before the horse;” subordinat­
ing the greater to the lesser, the 
real to the unreal!

The various objective realities in 
which all the elementary conditions 
and properties of what we term 
‘‘color" are combined, existing in­
dependent of psychic cognition, in­
validates the idealistic claims that 
color does not exist outside of, or 
apart from, the sensations it pro 
duces. Science sustains us in as­
serting that an orange is yellow, 
grass is green, etc., whether they 
make any psychic impressions or 
Qot. The conscious states to which 
the molecular conditions of the ob­
ject perceived, in connection with 
the ether-waves emanating from it, 
give rise, are but the luminous 
etheric reflections upon our senHor- 
Inmof the color-conditions or quali­
ties resident in the thing itself.

There is nothing in this conten­
tion to sustain the charge of Mr.

nderwood that Materialism holds 
that the qualities of a thing are ob­
jective realities. We claim that 
the qualities constitute the nature 
°f the thing perceived and as such 
cannot be dissociated from, or re­
garded separate from it. To use 

I nderwood’8 own words in 
Ostentation of these views: “We 
11 w and distinguish objects by 

the states of consciousness which,

—k con-*
money he has in his vaults, and if 
it is silver, gold or paper, whether 
he sees it or not? What difference 
can it make to the thing itself, or 
how can it affect its condition when 
it makes an impression upon our 
senses? Thence by determining its 
nature and qualities with the aid 
of our senses we know just what it 
is apart from them.

All objective realities are so in-

sciousnebs. Well, a tree or a man 
is not a phenomenon, but a very 
concrete reality! Such realities he

see where it appears to us to be 
pitch dark”, he concludes that: “If 
. . . . . . .
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.modify it with the word “onlv”?  ------- n — r - n ----  r______ -• Concluded on 6th page.

with the judgment connected there­
with, we have a tolerably approxi­
mate conception of what the thing 
really has been or is in itself with 
all its qualifications.

“What are phenomena?” asks Mr.
Underwood, answering: “ What 
appears; the appearance of the 
real; the effects upon consciousness 
of that which is.” The real, or that 
which is, being admitted, why ques­
tion its reality? What difference 
does it make to a reality whether 
its appearance is phenomenal in its 
nature or not? Conceding the ap­
pearance of a phenomenon,concedes 
the reality of that which appeared, 
for something unreal could certain­
ly never have produced the phe­
nomenon.

He further avers: “That which 
is, is the thing in itself—that which 
is independent of the perceiving 
self.” So far very good—all things 
are independent of the perceiving 
self. (he Materialistic position 
could not have been laid down in 
plainer terms. But hequalifies this 
proposition with the rather incon-

none.


