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INTRODUCTION.

§1. I PrOPOSE in the following pages to give the chief
conclusions reached by Modern Science on the central ques-
tions of religion, morals, and society,—to state, in a word,
the general creed of Science ; and, as the scientific faith may
still be fallible, or of unequal degrees of credit, I propose, in
the second place, to offer some comments and criticisms on
some of its more doubtful articles, with a view to their
reconsideration or revision.

Already many have taken in hand to set forth the
scientific faith, together with the grounds on which it rests.
In particular, eminent physicists and naturalists both in
this country and in Germany—Huxley, Clifford, Tyndall,
Haeckel, Helmholtz, Tait, and Balfour Stewart have all
attempted it in essays, addresses, or books, with more or less
pretence at fulness. But the physicists and naturalists,
though they may be depended upon to reflect accurately
the tendency of scientific thought on the questions within
their respective provinces which touch on the sphere of
religion, do not speak with the same authority on questions
moral, social, or philosophical.
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The scientific thinkers, to whom the work more
properly belongs, have also attempted to give expositions of
scientific faith and doctrine. Within the past forty years
Comte, Mill, Strauss, and Herbert Spencer have all essayed
it. But as the two former wrote before the discovery of
the two most comprehensive generalizations in physics and
biology—the law of the Conservation of Energy and the law
of Natural Sclection—they failed to reach the new and more
commanding point of view which these two laws place hence-
forth at the disposal of thinkers. Their systems are accord-
ingly to a considerable extent superseded as incomplete
scientific explanations of the universe, while the moral and
social doctrines of both are pronounced by Herbert Spencer
inconsistent with the deepest and widest generalizations of
the laws of life and society.

Herbert Spencer has himself, in the various volumes of
his new system of evolution-philosophy, given the most com-
plete and philosophic statement of the scicntific faith, and
he has given it with special references to the above-named
highest laws. But waiving the fact that physicists object
to some of his physics, and philosophers to some of his
philosophy, the system is itself so voluminous and vast—in
fact, so severe a course of reading, which postulates a special
facility in the art of quickly apprehending the meaning of a
train of abstract symbols, scientific and philosophic—that
a more compendious if not an easier exposition would seem
a matter to be desired. To supply some such condensed
exposition to the large and increasing class who have an
intelligent human interest in the new scientific theories,
and in the great collision and controversy now going on
between the new and old beliefs is one ohject of this book ;
to supplement the exposition with a eriticism which may
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assist them to separate the false from the true elements in

the new creed, is the second and possibly more important
object.

§ 2. In the absence of any single and universally
acknowledged authority on all articles of faith and doctrine
I have taken the consensus of scientific opinion amongst the
few highest authorities on each particular article, and I have
treated this as the orthodox teaching of Science—as what
would have been the decision had all such authorities met
together in Council to fix the faith. Thus, on the question
of the origin and future dissolution of our earth and solar
system, the most eminent physicists are in the main agreed,
however much they may differ on such philosophical
questions as the immortality of the Soul or the existence of
God. Professors Tait and Helmholtz, for example, differing
on the latter, are still agreed that a widely dispersed nebulous
matter, closing together under gravitation, awoke the sun’s
fires,and produced the earth and planets originally at molten
heat. They are further agreed, and so also are Professors
Balfour Stewart and Clifford, in accepting Sir W. Thomson’s
doctrine of the Dissipation of Energy with the consequent
future dissolution of all the systems of the universe. There
is a consensus of opinion, that is to say, amongst the foremost
physicists as to the remote physical beginning and far-off
end of the material universe, though they differ widely as to
the nature and destiny of the human soul. Accordingly,
this consensus of opinion may be accounted an article of
scientific faith, even though some physicists seem disposed
to doubt it.

In like manner, I have treated as the orthodox belief the
Darwinian doctrine of the origin of Species, and in particular
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of the animal origin of Man, even though there still exists
with respect to both an eminent body of scientific dissent.
It is to be so held because the balance of biological
authority, estimated not less in quality than in quantity, has
clearly pronounced in its favour ; and because on these two
points the biologists form the final court of appeal.

But when we come to mental, moral, and social questions,
neither physicists nor naturalists are any longer authoritics,
however little some of them seem disposed to concede the
point. In particular, when the question relates to man and
his behaviour under the complex motive forces, conscious or
unconscious, which determine it (supposing the question to
come at all within the range of scientific methods or
treatment), we shall no longer refer to the physicist or the
naturalist for the scientific doctrine. Not to the physicist
certainly, whose special studies of the invariable behaviour
of matter or the settled sequences of physical phenomena
prepare him very imperfectly for the investigation of the
widely different phenomena presented by human conduct;
nor yet to the naturalist, whose infinitely wider subject of
plant and animal life forbids the due concentration of regard
upon the special human subject, particularly on its inner
conscious side. Nor need we greatly care as yet to consult
that new man of science, the anthropologist,—not at least
until he has a little more systematized the miscellaneous
mass of facts referring to man in all times and climes which
at present forms the subject-matter of his study.

On all questions concerning man himself, his virtues and
vices, and the uniformity, such as it is, which his life in
society presents, we are properly referred, on the part of
science, to a different order of specialists—to the psychologist,
the moralist, the sociologist, to such authorities as Mill, or
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Bain, or Herbert Spencer, who, in addition to their writings
on the philosophy or the logic of the sciences, have dealt
expressly, and from the scientific point of view, with ethical
and social questions. It is true, indeed, that both physical
and vital phenomena are manifested in the human subject,
that man is both a machine and an organism in which the
law of the transmutation of energy is fulfilled; true,
therefore, that he is so far a proper subject for physical and
biological investigation; still, neither the most important
nor the most interesting problems presented by man relate
to the mechanism, however express and admirable, of his
physical structure, nor to the transmutations of physical
into vital and mental energy which really has place within
the human machine. Nor do they relate to those other
facts of organic functions and their various relations, with
which the science of physiology deals. The most important
problems presented by man from the point of view of
science are psychological, moral, and social, and our scientific
authorities may be credited with having taken into con-
sideration such physical and physiological conclusions as
have special and important bearing on these questions.

§ 3. Thus far on the subject of authorities. But it may
be said, If your exposition be unexceptionable, and your
finding of faith and doctrine accurately gathered from the
first and surest sources as respects each particular article, is
it not a little presumptuous to affect thereafter to criticise
such acknowledged authorities ?

I think not,and for the following reasons:—In the
first place, we must distinguish between scientific faith
and scientific fact, between a fully verified law and a sup-
posed inference hazarded from it without being contained
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under it, between a well-established theory and a hypo-
thesis only probable, perhaps only possible. The facts,
the laws of science are true and certain: nothing can be

more 80. But the same cannot always be said of the
interpretations of the facts, of the inferences from the laws,
of the temporary tentative hypotheses framed to give some
sort of systematic unity or supposed causal connection to a
collection of facts or of laws. And some, though by no
means all, of the articles of belief fall under this descrip-
tion. They are only hypotheses of different degrees of
probability, and consequently of fallibility ; whilst one or
two, confidently accepted by Herbert Spencer and Strauss
at the hands of the physical speculators, do not merit even
the name of good hypotheses, being predictions which have
yet to be fulfilled from hypotheses which are acknowledged
to be uncertain. The articles, in particular, which touch on
the religious sphere are mostly inferences without scientific
Jjustification, because from the nature of the case they can
never receive that verification by comparison with facts,
which Mill, Bain, and Lewes, our authorities on the logic
of science, insist on as essential to legitimate inference or
confident prevision.

Thus, any one with a moderate acquaintance with
physics, who has mastered the principles of inductive and
deductive logic as taught by Mill or Bain, may without pre-
sumption point outy what some physicists are ready enough
to tell us, that the nebular hypothesis of Nature’s mode
of manufacture of the earth and worlds of space, now
somewhat confidently offered as an article of belief, is still
only a hypothesis, subject in all its forms, and after all its
revisions, to very serious doubts ; while at the best it does
not admit of that decisive proof which other hypotheses,
at first doubtful, in process of time received.
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And happily, it is still more permissible to doubt the
recent apocalyptic vision and gigantic prediction of the
greater prophets of physics so circumstantially recorded
by Professors Tait and Balfour Stewart, in The Unseen
Universe ;—the prediction that the sun will one day,
Saturn-like, devour his own offspring, the earth and planets,
with their satellites; that thereafter the nearer suns—our
own and Sirius, for example—“having each long since
devoured his attendants,” will rush together to absorb each
other or reduce themselves to a nebulous vapour in the
attempt ; that after an infinite series of such collisions, after
each of which there is a sun or perhaps two suns the less in
space, after innumerable deaths (as well too as occasional
births) of suns and systemws, the final consummation, how-
ever long delayed by the latter disturbing element in the
calculation, will be the coalescence of all the matter of all
previous suns and systems into one widely diffused matter
of uniform temperature, which, as such, can make no fresh
attempt at world-generation.*

I say we may be fairly permitted to doubt this very
“big” physical speculation, even without being extreme
sceptics with regard to the general scientific creed ; more
especially as the first though worst calamity, the fall of our
earth upon the sun, is confessedly such a very long way off
that the unbeliever can never be convinced in the only
effectual way—by fulfilment or unmistakable tendency to
fulfilment of the prophecy. Besides, the supposed finer
matter dispersed through space, the universal ether or
“resisting medium,” whose impérceptible but ceaseless
friction in opposition to the earth’s motion is the small

* The Unseen Universe, pp. 165, 166; see also H. Spencer's First
Principles, p. 528,
b
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not eoncern the earth. The whole disturbing prediction
muay be only a false alarm, founded on the ceeentric be-
bhaviour of Encke’s comet, whose slight anticipation of its
enleulated time of return led, ag is well known, the per-
plexed astronomers to this hypothesis of a resisting medium,
But, even if the ether doeg exist, as Herbert Spencer and
Professors Tait and Balfour Stewart helieve, we might still
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laws of matter is in reality very limited.”



INTRODUCTION. Xix

In like manner, though to a less degree, we may enter-
tain doubts respecting the far more important and sig-
nificant Darwinian hypothesis. We may doubt that the
hypothesis of Natural Selection is as well-founded as the
Newtonian theory of Gravitation ; or, admitting Natural Se-
lection as an undoubted vere cuusa, we may still doubt that
it was the sole agency employed by Nature in the deriva-
tion and fashioning of her innumerable types and varieties
of life. We may doubt the universal applicability of the
hypothesis, even though we must acknowledge that our
biologists have produced much evidence in its favour.
And those who prefer to doubt may still doubt the descent
of man from an extinct variety of the ape species, though
it is really easier to believe, and is more likely to be true,
than the infinitely wider Theory of Development, from
which, if established, it would of course follow as an evident
corollary. In the present case, the corollary, if the least
satisfactory, is the most significant part of the theory; and
already, independent of the theory, in our undoubted
ancestor, the Cave-man, we have more than half-way
bridged the gulf between us and our still more questionable
“ country cousin,” the gorilla.

But, as said, we may still doubt a little longer our
alleged animal origin, as we may doubt Haeckel’s hypothesis
of the Spontaneous Generation of life, which, though it
can hardly as yet be pronounced an article of scientific
faith, is probably destined at no distant date to become
one. And we may entertain degrees of doubts about all
these hypotheses, even though we concede that each one
of them is on the right lines of truth, and is gradually
feeling its way nearer and nearer to it. For that some
doubt is inseparable from every hypothesis is implied in
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the very notion of a hypothesis; and all who know the
logical and psychological conditions which govern our
assent when rightly yielded, know also that all degrees of
doubt may and do attach to hypotheses, even in the minds
of their originators themselves.

So stands it with the Darwinian hypothesis when
looked at from the scientific point of view. A degree of
doubt still hangs over it, as to the amount of which and
the co-relative amount of evidence in its favour we must
defer to the opinion of the best biologists, supposing them
logical and free from mental bias. But it is otherwise
when the scientific hypothezis is converted by biologists
like Haeckel into a universal philosophical theory—a
change which, though great and significant in its con-
sequences, is easily and often made without notice being
taken of it. When the scientific hypothesis of Darwin is
turned into a philosophical system, called Darwinism, or
is made the leading principle in the allied though more
complete system of Herbert Spencer, called the Evolution
Philosophy ; when it is regarded not merely as a probable
scientific hypothesis, but as a full philvsophical interpreta-
tion of the universe and of the whole course of organic
evolution, to say nothing of mental, moral, and social evolu-
tion in man ;—then it is quite another matter, and we have
a right to object to the all-embracing pretensions of the
hypothesis, even though we are neither specialists nor
advanced students in biology.

In fact, when Natural Selection—a name barely serving
to mask the infinite play of Chance, which is its essential
feature—is offered us as the chief or sole creative agency ;
when the only principle employed by Nature in the
elaboration of the marvels of organic and of all other
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evolution is said to have been the principle of utility;
when the unfolding of the purpose of the universe is re-
solved into movement in “the line of least resistance ;”—in
a word, when Chance and physical necessity, to the exclusion
of Reason, Morality, and Purpose, are announced by Haeckel
and Huxley, if not by Darwin himself, as the fundamental
principles of the universe and of its process of development,
we have the strongest philosophical grounds for objecting
to the Darwinian doctrine so understood.

It is our right and our duty to challenge the conclusions
of Science, or rather of the current philosophies which
profess to speak in her name and with her credit, when
they affect to be authoritative and final deliverances on
philosophic or religious questions of supreme import. On
the question of a future life, and of the existence and nature
of God, we cannot allow the decisions of scientific specialists
or even of scientific philosophers to contain the whole truth
and the final word. On these two questions, that have been
discussed since the days of Plato by the supremest intellects
of our species, it cannot be allowed that the greatest of
these were wholly away from the truth which has been
only revealed at last in our own day by the latest great
scientific hypothesis in conjunction with the law of the
Conservation of Energy. Our new scientific philosophies
must be content to have their pretensions tried by the same
tests as all previous philosophies, namely, by criticism.
They must be content to be valued by their powers of
recommending themselves to the most developed human
reason, including the universal human instincts; and when
they have been thus tried and valued, I venture to pre-
dict that none of our new interpretations of the universe,
ncither the rovised Materialism of Democritus resting on



xxii INTRODUCTION.

the doctrine of atoms and energy, nor the Evolution-Mate-
rialism of Haeckel which mingles the germs of life with the
atoms, nor the still higher Evolution Philosophy of Herbert
Spencer, will give full and final satisfaction. The last is
the greatest, but as it takes away the attribute of Purpose
from the Ultimate Reality and Power which it acknow-
ledges in the universe, it will fail so far to find general

acceptance with men.

§ 4. The question of a future life does partly belong
to Science; and physies, physiology, and natural history
under the light of the Darwinian theory, have all apparently
decided against the possibility of it. When the cunningly
constructed human machine breaks up; when the bodily
organism, with all its functions, including thought, col-
lapses ; when man, the merely developed animal, dies like
the rest ;—there is a common scientitic verdict that the end
has veritably come, that the career of man as a conscious
individual being has for ever closed. And it is not to be
denied that the apprehension that it is really so has been
decpened in our generation by the discoveries of Science.
Nor has the apprehension been lessened by the applica-
tion of the new Historical Mcthod which tries to show
the natural origin and genesis of the doctrine itself, and
which, moreover, points to a period in the infancy of
the species when the notion of immortality did not even
exist. Nevertheless, the question of a future life is only
in part a scientific one; nor is the doctrine disproved by
showing that in the infancy of the species it was no more
thought of than it now is in the infancy of the individual.
The question is also philosophieal, or, if the reader is not
afraid of the word, metaphysical. It is metaphysical ; for
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on the two questions of God and immortality, if one raises
them at all, there is no escape from metaphysics, which, in
fact, since the days of Kant, has been concentrating itself
mainly round these two questions. Happily, from the side
of philosophy, the question of a future life shows itself in
an aspect quite other than it does from that of Science.
In the two concluding chapters of the First Part of this book
the whole question is discussed anew, and with special
reference to the new scientific theories which bear upon it.
I have fronted the arguments of science with the counter-
theses of philosophy and religion, supplemented by the
instincts of the human heart, and I have endeavoured,
finally, after assigning to the several arguments the degree
of weight that seemed in each case due, to take the fair
measure of our fears as well as of our hopes.

§ 5. As regards the scientific ethics, in addition to ex-
position, some criticism is called for; because, though a
certain agreement is apparent, one is also soon forced to
recognize very serious differences amongst the scientific
authorities; and also because the doctrine the most appa-
rently well grounded does not appear wholly unexception-
able. Thus, scientific moralists agree that the will is not
free, and here I agree with them; they agree further that
the ultimate end of action is happiness or the lessening of
pain; that the proper standard of virtue or right action is
the amount of resulting good or happiness or utility ; and
with neither of these principles am I disposed to quarrel
much. But though utilitarianism is thus the common ethical
creed of scientific moralists like Mill and Bain and Herbert
Spencer, it is by no means conceived alike by all of them.
The utilitarianism of Mill, which places the happiness of
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most universal and necessary, the most controlling and
comprehensive generalization ; and if we elect to stand by
the utilitarian creed at all, we must further make choice
between these its divergent forms, or else we must make
some compromise between them.

It is with the utilitarianism of Spencer that we shall be
chiefly concerned ; for it must be allowed that it is not only
more practicable, but also more scientifically grounded than
any previous presentment of the utilitarian creed. It is
more truly rational than the famous rationally deduced
system of Kant, because, unlike the latter, it is founded on
human nature and can be followed by human beings. It
is better based on human nature than the ethics of Butler;
more consistent than the orthodox popular system, a com-
pound of Butler and Kant, which goes by the name of the
a priori or intuitional morality. But when all this has
been said in its favour, we have to add that there are grave
objections to some of its tenets, and still graver ones to its
inmost spirit and practical tendency. There are the most
serious questions raised by it; nay, that most serious and
sinister of all questions,—whether Virtue has any reality
beyond convention,—is once more irresistibly raised by it;
and the answer to the question from the evolution point of
view is not quite satisfactory. In fact, if virtue is not to
be attacked at a vital point by being resolved in the last
analysis into selfishness; if morality is to be regarded as
other than a useful invention, to abate social jar and frie-
tion ; if moral rules are not to be brought to the level of
police regulations ;—then there are some qualifications or
concessions that must be made by the evolution moralist
over and above those made by Mr. Spencer, in his recent
remarkable work, The Duta of Ethics.
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Whatever becomes of moral systems, the practical
morality, the ethics to be preached and enforced on men in
future, must be the result of a compromise between the new
and old teaching ; and an attempt is made in the last two
chapters of the book at a partial conciliation between the
evolution ethics on the one side, and the transcendental,
intuitional, and humanitarian ethies on the other. It is
there maintained that the evolutionist must concede to the
moral idealist that sacrifice is an actual ultimmate fact, as
well as an eternally necessary thing in life; further, that he
must acknowledge the reality and binding obligation of the
ideals of Truth, Justice, Charity, as true and not illusory
lights, whose meaning, as given in the impulses to them, is
that they should be followed, within rational bounds indeed,
but sometimes at all hazards. He must also coneede to the
Kantian that there does exist someewhere a moral “ought,”
absolutely imperative, and a duty that must be done at
whatever cost. But the latter, on his side, will have to give
up the notion that the whole complex and sometimes con-
tradictory ficld of conduct can be reduced under the all-
embracing category of duty, equally obligatory and equally
inexorable, even when the duties are in evident conflict.
It will have to be given up, under penalty of the whole
Kantian scheme of moral legislation being pushed impa-
tiently aside, as not properly addressed to men, but to a
wholly different order of beings—to beings possessed of free-
will, which assuredly cannot be men ; to noumenal c¢gos, who
are not swayed by our phenomenal passions and motives ;
in short, to hypothetical beings, existing nowhere on carth
or in space, but only in the strange sphere of Things-in-
themselves, or in the philosophet’s imagination.

In order to get a suitable practical cthies for men, there
o
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must either be a further element of sacrifice, of devotion,
of absolute allegiance to duty, borrowed and added on to
the evolution ethics, that it may contain the proper moral
prescriptions for men in an imperfect moral world, which is
improved less by moral systems than by individuals who
manifest these qualities ; or else the absolute systems must
soften a little their rigid and unconditional moral code.
They must stoop to consider the actual circumstances of
men subject to facts and conditions of nature and environ-
ment under which action must be taken, and subject some-
times to perplexities and moral antinomies, where no right
course is visible, no moral rule applicable. And if they
cannot do this,—if the absolute moralist, like Kant, must
plead a non posswinus, then we must be content to improve
our evolution and utilitarian ethics, and do the best we can
with them.

Where our scientific authorities are all agreed, as on the
question of the ultimate moving priaciple of action, and
again on the question of the freedom of the will, I am in
the main agreed with them. But on the last-named famous
controversy a new statement of the necessitarian theory
scems necessary, as well to supply certain points omitted
by Mill and Bain, as on the other hand to show the futility
of the merely mechanical theories of certain physicists and
biologists, who, by reducing all action in man to the play of
physical forces in the man-machine, would destroy the moral
man altogether, as well as drag this old controversy back
once more to the dark regions from which, after infinite
vain wrangling, it had just emerged.

§ 6. There remains an important aspect of Science to be
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considered ; an aspeet in which she is distinguished equally
from the metaphysical as from the hypothetical speculations
which s0 often pass current under her name and assume
her eredit; an aspeet under which she shows herself, her
character, and pretensions in their fullest and clearest light.

There is the Baconian view of Science, according to
which she challenges our attention, not upon the strength
of uncertain theories or provisional hypotheses, which for
the most part she sets lightly by, but upon the evidence of
her established laws, their worth and certainty ; an aspeet
in which, far from being subject to the doubt that hangs
over her hypotheses, she offers herself to us as the only
assured truth, and the highest conceivable type of certainty
and reliability.

There is positive science regarded as a vast and ever-
increasing body of verified natural laws, of ascertained
natural scquences, which, arranged in their proper groups
and sub-groups, constitute the sceveral sciences; positive
scionce, which, having divided the phenomena of the outer
world into their proper provinces—physical, chemical,
natural —and having successfully reduced these to law
and order for the intelligence, is now engaged in reducing
physiological, psychological, and social phenomena to law
also; positive science, which, before evolution had even
been heard of, had already, in large measure, revolutionized
man’s previous conception of the universe, and which is
further destined, if not to revolutionize wholly, at least to
greatly modify, the current theories of religion, morals,
polities, ‘aml the conduet of life,

There is positive seience (not Positivism}, which in itself
s truth, which in its scarching methods  furnishes the

surest test of truth, and the potent instruments in its
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further discovery ; positive science, which, in its application,
has given man the mastery over Nature, and tamed and
turned her once formidable and destroying forces into his
potent and submissive slaves; positive science, which,
besides ministering to the higher wants of his intelligence,
has multiplied manifold man’s comfort and the material
factors of his happiness, while confidently promising inde-
finite further gifts and services.

This aspect of Science, in which she is properly herself
and truly great; in which she brings not merely the fruit
which Bacon chiefly sought, but also truth, not merely
material but spiritual bread, not merely the power which
knowledge gives but the satisfying knowledge itself, and the
pleasure from its discovery or rediscovery,—I have dwelt
upon in the Second Book, on account of its intrinsic
importance and the constant extension of this positive
spirit over all departments of inquiry. Further, it is
from this positive point of view that the Socialism and
Pessimism of our time can be most profitably considered
and best answered.

It must, however, be allowed that hitherto it has been
chiefly in the physical and biological sciences, and in the
practical sciences and arts to which these supply the neces-
sary knowledge, that the conclusions and results of the
positive methods have been of great and evident value. It
is the positive conclusions of astronomy, chemistry, physics,
physiology, and their applications in engineering, medicine,
surgery, navigation, and the numerous other useful arts, that
have multiplied man’s power and increased the material
conditions of his happiness. It is these same positive con-
clusions that have slowly altered and aggrandized his con-
ception of the universe. But when we come to the mental,
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moral, and social sciences, there is less unanimity in their
cultivators. Neither the laws of mind nor those of socicty
are beyond dispute, like physical laws. There is less uni-
versality, and less permanence in the laws, because mental and
social phenomena vary with the individual and the society.
Nevertheless, of psychology at least it may be said, that,
however its scientific claimns be rated, it will at no distant
day be rcgarded as an important department of study in
connection with physiology, having its uses and applica-
tions in an order of things higher than material interests
—in philosophy, ecriticism, ethies, politics, education, and
even, in union with physiology, in the preservation of
health and the conduct of life.

It is chiefly in the sphere of society that the discovery
of settled laws becomes difficult, and the worth of those
discovered questionable. For how, it is asked, can we
reduce social phenomena to any permanent laws, when, as
history clearly teaches, the appearance of a single great
spirit, of a religious founder like Buddha, or cven of a con-
queror like Ciesar, might greatly modify them; and when
the rise and spread of a new religious faith, or the growth
of a new social system, might almost wholly dissolve them ?
The objection has weight; and we shall see reasons of a
different sort for oljecting to any science of society which
would appear to bind man’s power of social or political
initiative in the fetters of necessity in the shape of scientific
laws, social or economic, few or none of which are true for all
ages and all societies. Sociological and even economic laws,
it may be said, unlike physical laws, are revocable. They are
made by the will of men, and the will of men can unmake
them. They are made possible only by the consent of men,
which can be revoked if it suits the general interest and
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convenience to do so. In short, the struggle of classes to
enfranchise or to better themselves, the general movement
of modern society to greater social equality and justice, the
whole of what we call social progress, tend to make many
sociological and economic laws merely temporary expres-
sions of social facts, and the quicker the progress, the less
durable all such laws. The notion of social evolution, and
still more of revolution, is incompatible with permanent
laws of social equilibrium, though it allows of laws of
change or growth; and thercfore the application of the
term “science” to the ascertained order, such as it is, of
social phenomena, is a matter of doubtful propriety. In this
region of interesting speculation, scientific methods are un-
questionably applicable ; methods which have borne fruit in
the explanation both of the facts of existing and of past
societies ; but whether the utmost possible systematization
of which the infinite body of facts of a complex modern
society admits, is to be called by the name of science or
by some more fitting term, is still a disputed question.

I must add, too, that it is to a considerable extent a
verbal one, since the applicability of scientific methods is
universally admitted; while, further, that there is some
order amongst social phenomena which lasts for a consider-
able time, is also allowed by all, and an accurate state-
ment of this, together with the prediction of the next term
in social progress, might fairly be regarded as scientific.
But whether a science of socicty in a stricter sense be or
be not possible, what is certain is that as yet the science
has not been fully developed in any sense. The entire
scope and boundary of the science are, in fact, not conceived
alike by the only two thinkers who have laid claims to the
creation of it—Comte and Herbert Spencer. And it still
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remains to be seen how far the latter eminent thinker, when
he has finished his task, will have succeeded in at last
creating the grand Science of Society, embracing, amongst
other things, the subjects already more or less systematised,

of political economy, politics, and jurisprudence.

In what precedes, I have given a general indication
of what is to follow; of the chief questions that will be
raised, of the methods of exposition and criticism that will
be employed, of the general spirit in which they will be
treated, and, in some cases, of the conclusions that will be
contended for. We shall now proceed to the development
in detail of the outline indicated.



BOOK I

THE CREED OF SCIENCE
RELIGIOUS AND MORAL.






CHAPTER L
ON THE CREATION AND GOD.

§ 1. THE earth, the sun, and the worlds of space stand
before us as existing facts, poised in space and governed by
law ; and unless on the hypothesis of their eternal existence,
as we now behold them, they must have had an origin
of some kind. What was the origin? the mind of man
naturally and persistently asks. To this question only
three answers seem possible. They were created, or sud-
denly summoned into existence from nothing, by fiat of
the Creator. They were slowly evolved by natural pro-
cesses such as are still in operation, from elementary
matter. Lastly, the question is too transcendent for human
capacity : we do not know; and we can never know {rom
the necessary and eternal limitation of our faculties and
means of knowledge.

The hypothesis of the eternal existence of the earth, the
sun, and the other heavenly bodies would seem at first the
most natural one to hold; but it is negatived, as regards
the earth and the solar system generally, by the considera-
tion that the sun itself, on which the earth and planets
depend, is, according to scientific showing, a consuming
energy, & lit lamp and fire that could not have been
burning for ever unless recruited by agencies of which
Science has no knowledge and can form no guess.
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The hypothesis of creation in time need not be long
considered, because the thing itself is in fact unthinkable
Creation ez nihilo, the creation of matter from pure
nothing, is entirely unthinkable;® while creation in the
less proper sense of architectonic world-building from pre-
existing materials, though not beyvond the reach of a certain
rude anthropomorphic imagination, is an unsatisfactory and
inadequate explanation, for besides that the highest philo-
sophic thought lends no countenance to such a conception,
it is also opposed to the view which geology has accustomed
us to take of the extremely slow transition of our earth
through an indefinite series of changes, due to the action
of natural causes, which still continue their work. It is
opposed to the whole modern conception of evolution, which,
however satisfactory or otherwise it may itself tarn out as
a complete hypothesis (a point to be considered in its turn),
has at least so far established its claims on our credit as to
set aside in comparison the notion of the sudden construc-
tion of the earth and worlds by a world-builder. We are
still at liberty, indeed, to believe in a Power, one and eternal,
immanent in matter, and moving it when it is supposed to
move by its own laws; but, though we may even continue
in imagination to represent this Power as still at work like
the architect or the engineer, we can no longer believe in it
as really working in such fashion, or concede to the conception
of the Great Architect who fashioned worlds and launched

® Bee Critigue of Pure Reason, p. 189, Meiklejohn’s translation, where
Kant, treating of “ The Permanence of Substance,” tells us that annihilation
and creation are alike inconceivable in the field of possible experience, and
that the two maxims, ““ Gigni de nihilo nihil,” “ in nihilum nid posse reverts,”
should never be separated.

B8ee also Herbert Spencer's First Principles, ch. iv., “On the Inde-
structibility of Matter.”
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them fully finished on their paths in space, other than a
poetic significance of no scientific or philosophical value.

The negative doctrine of Nescience, or the necessary
insolubility of the problem from the limitation of our
faculties, is one only to be fallen back upon finally, after the
complete and demonstrated failure of Science to solve the
mystery of the origin of things by a positive and probable
hypothesis. At least, Nescience will only be listened to
without impatience after Science has made her utmost
attempt at explanation and signally failed But Science
is now in possession of the ear of the court; she professes
to have ‘a satisfactory hypothesis to offer explanatory of the
origin of the material universe, as well as of the world of
life. It remains, therefore, to let her unfold her hypo-
thesis, and apply it to the explanation of the facts, that
we may see how far we can accept it.

§ 2. According to Science, the earth, the sun, the moon,
the planets, and all the host of heaven are the results of the
condensation, millions of years ago, of a nebulous vapour
or extremely attenuated matter diffused throughout the
expanse of space.

This dispersed matter, with a stock of potential energy,
existed from eternity, but into their previous possible states
or transformations, Science does not inquire. She commences
her story at the beginning of the evolution of the present
existing universe, without raising the question whether the
necessary materials might not have entered into the com-
position of a previously existing one which had become
dissolved ; and for purposes of explanation she postulates at
this beginning our present quantity of matter and energy,
subject to the law of gravitation, and the law of the
transformation of energy.
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The primitive matter, at first in a chaotic state, we are
to suppose slowly reduced to order under the continued
agency of these two laws. Its isolated atoms, under gravita-
tion, congregated into groups more or less close, and these
again into larger and larger groups, until at length the
original diffused matter became resolved into a number
of rotating nebular masses of spherical form, of immense
volume, and in a state of high heat from the previous shock
of their atoms and constituent parts.

According to the nebular hypothesis, these vaporous
and rotating spheres slowly cooled by radiation, in cooling
contracted, in contracting acquired a more rapid rotatory
motion, in consequence of which, through the increased
centrifugal force, huge rings of vapour were at length
flung off from the equatorial regions. These Saturnian
rings successively projected from the spinning spheres as
the cooling of the central nebulous mass still continued, in
their turn condensed, broke from their annular shape at
their points of feeblest cohesion as rings of smoke, united
again by the law of gravitation, and settled into the
spherical form like their parent masses, with which, how-
ever, they continued still connected, as planets, by the
powerful invisible chain of gravitation. But the planets, in
cooling, had early imitated the process of the parent nebulse
by also expelling rings of vapour which, having gone through
the same steps as their generating primaries, appeared as
younger families of planets, or planetoids—a third genera-
tion, so to speak, and faithful copies, both in form and move-
ments, of their progenitors. Such was the 01"igin of our earth
and planets, as well as of their moons—their lawfully-born
offspring, and still the followers of their fortunes; while
in the rings of Saturn we have an instance of a former
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potential moon, whose course of development was checked,
the broken fragments not having united—a mishap which,
however, had the good result for Science of suggesting the
whole hypothesis to its originators.

Such is, in substance, the celebrated speculation of
Laplace and Kant, concerning the origin of the earth
and the solar system; the.first of that startling series
of tales issued by Science during the past century, and
which has now been seemingly completed in the Dar-
winian story of the origin of plants and animals, and
above all in the crowning one—the metamorphosis of the
ape into the man.

The hypothesis is generally allowed to be of a legitimate
and scientific character. It postulates only a vera causa,
and such laws as we still see in operation. It postulates
only a nebulous mass subject to present physical laws; and
such nebule now exist, while such laws, we may fairly
be asked to believe, did govern from eternity the be-
haviour of matter and energy. Moreover, the hypothesis
explains many of the facts requiring explanation, as the
fact that the motions of the planets are all nearly in the
same plane; that the central mass of our system remains
a blazing sun, while the surface of our earth has long
since cooled; the fact of the rings of Saturn, the satellites
and the various temperatures of the planets, and many other
things. Nevertheless, as will presently appear, the hypothesis
is not without great and as yet unexplained difficulties.

“The greatest of them,” as Professor Newcomb ilrges,
“perhaps, is to show how a ring of vapour surrounding the
sun could condense into a single planet encircled by
satellites.” * For the ring of vapour that by supposition

® Newoomb’s Astronomy, Part IV. ch. iii,, which contains a full con.
sidcration of the subject.
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condensed into our earth, for instance, must have been at
least the diameter of the earth’s orbit, that is, some two
hundred millions of miles, in breadth. But now, even if
we suppose this enormous ring to have been successfully
expelled after the manner described by Laplace—a sup-
position not without its difficulties; if we suppose it to
have subsequently condensed as it certainly would, and to
have broken up as it probably would;—the further sup-
positions that we must make constitute a demand on our
scientific faith that is scarcely justified by either physical
science or analogy. For we are asked to believe that all
the sundered parts, probably extremely numerous, some
of them separated by the interval of the earth’s orbit, and
all of them necessarily moving with great velocity in the
same direction, at length, after paroxysmal efforts due to
the action of gravity, found themselves together again in
one symmetrical sphere of vapour, moving orderly round the
sun. The exercise of faith required is great; for physical
science would rather predict that the broken parts of such
a ring, instead of coalescing into a single sphere, would, as
the authority just quoted affirms, “ condense into a swarm of
smaller bodies like the asteroids,” or like those still smaller,
which compose, according to conjecture, the rings of Saturn.
And then we must believe that this precarious process of
generating worlds repeated itself without accident again
and again ; the rings of Saturn showing the only abortive
attempt. The earth was also a sphere of vapour which, in
shrinking, left behind a ring, which in its turn condensed,
broke up, joined again, and finally formed our moon. And
Jupiter must have been thus successfully delivered of his
numerous progeny of eight. But a much more serious
difficulty presents itself in the case of Uranus, whose
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moons move in & direction nearly the reverse of that
required by the hypothesis. It would seem that either
Uranus received a temporary tilt over in his orbit at the
moment when each of his rings was disengaged, or else
some great perturbation or other exceptional experience
occurred to each of his progeny after they were born. And
the same must be said of Neptune, whose single moon moves
in a more decidedly retrograde order.

Moreover the conditions, if any, under which such a ring
could be thrown off from a rotating sphere of cooling vapour
have not been investigated mathematically, nor is there
any experiment in point,* while under the conditions sup-
posed by Laplace, it has been objected that in the absence
of all cohesion between the particles of vapour, the throw-
ing off the ring in the manner alleged was in fact im-
possible. Finally, the existing nebul@ do not manifest that
symmetry of outline which is requisite if they are destined
to condense into suns and planets. All which objections,
together with others that might be urged, tend to discredit
the hypothesis very considerably in the forms propounded
by its originators.

The authors of The Unseen Universe have given an
improved statement of the nebular hypothesis. They begin
with a chaos of atoms compelled to order by the law of gravi-
tation, instead of reaching it slowly by chance after many
false starts and failures as in the system of Democritus.
We are told that “the original state of the visible uni-
verse was a diffused or chaotic state, in which the various
particles were widely separated from one another, but

* That of Plateaun, sometimes adduced, of a sphere of oil rotating in
water, is no confirmation, as it relates to a different thing under different
conditions, and on an infinitely smaller scale. See Jevons’s Principles of
Science.
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exerting on ome another gravitating force, and therefore
possessed of potential energy. As these particles came
together, impinged on one another, or gathered into groups,
this potential energy was gradually transformed into the
energy of heat, and into that of visible motion. We may
thus imagine the cooling and (except under very strict
conditions of original distribution) mecessarily revolving
matter, in course of time to have thrown off certain parts
of itself, which would thereafter form satellites or planetary
attendants, while the central mass would form the sun.” *
Now, if this be the development hypothesis of Kant and
Laplace, as we are expressly told it is, it must be allowed
that most of the difficulties which beset the more audacious
presentments of it are avoided. But also, it must be said,
with this more guarded and general statement of it, nearly
all the grandeur of the hypothesis vanishes. With the con-
tracting spheres and the mighty rings of vapour suppressed.
which closed together and became worlds, all the charm and
attractiveness is gone. That, however, should not signify
in a matter that respects only scientific accuracy. True;
but also with the removal of the rings and the sphere of
vapour, the hypothesis itself is gone. There is nothing
remaining but & mass of matter which threw off parts of
itself in its revolution—a different, if a safer, theory. Nor is
it wholly satisfactory either. For unless the parts were pro-
pelled in a skilful manner that has not been described, they
must have either fallen back again or travelled into space,
to return no more ; and why neither of these accidents, ante-
cedently possible, did actually happen, we are left to surmise.
This last theory has, however, been presented by Sir W.
Thomson, its real originator, from a much more striking and
* The Unseen Universe, p. 164, Fifth Edit.
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suggestive point of view, from which it claims a further and
a special consideration.

According to this distinguished physicist, the sun and
the heat of the sun were produced some millions of years
ago by the fall together of its materials from a state of wide
diffusion, as a cloud of stones and dust and gaseous matter.
The shock of its atoms, and the mutual collision of its
smaller constituent bodies and masses under the action of
gravitation, gradually warmed and lit up the nebulous
mass, while the final rush together of the whole immense
materials with prodigious velocities resulted, by the law of
the convertibility of energy, in a vast development of heat
in a single condensed mass, which formed the sun.

In like manner, the fall together of the earth’s materials
millions of years ago, produced the earth at first at white
heat, like the sun; but as the earth’s constituents fell in
smaller quantity, from less distances, and with consequent
less velocities, the amount of heat, though great, was far
less than in the case of the sun. Accordingly, the earth
cooled down long since, while the sun, though lavishly
spending heat from the beginning, will not be reduced to
the earth’s temperature for millions of years to come.

In the same way, our moon and all the other planets,
with their moons, were produced—the meteoric showers
and the comets, probably of meteoric composition, still
existing to remind us of the like former condition of all the
other bodies ofsthe solar system.

Such is the theory of Thomson respecting the origin of
the sun and planets. But there is no mention here of rings
of vapour, and in other respects we are a good way from
the theory of Laplace. It is, in fact, so far, a different and
a better hypothesis. It explains the sun’s heat, which was
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assumed by Laplace ; and it explains it by a true scientific
cause—the impact of masses in motion. Moreover, by a
still bolder application of the same conception, and for the
first time, we might almost say, since men began to speculate
on the matter, it explains in a real way, the actual presence
of our old solid earth here in space to-day. It is true that
the explanation given—the sudden convergence from the
-four winds of the materials of our globe—is at first a little
startling, and almost as trying to the imagination as the old
theory of creation ex nihilo. But on reflection we see that
the thing is possible, the conception scientific If we
believe our earth to be a globe in space, we must allow
that its materials, as well as those of every other heavenly
body, may have come_thus together from a state of nebular
or meteoric dispersion, under the strong compulsion of
gravitation; and it may have even been, as Professor
Tait suggests, “that they fell together in such a way that
the whole mass of the earth was agglomerated together
almost at once.”

We might, I say, even believe in this instantaneous
fusion and chemical union following on the mechanical
forcing together of the materials, since the chemical change,
on the vast scale of a given mass of loose materials into a
molten planet, may be quite as easy for Nature to effect as
the chemical changes on the small scale in her ordinary
operations. It is only when we ask the inevitable further
question—Whence came the materials that thus suddenly
met together one day for the composition of our globe ?—that
the theory begins to prove unsatisfactory. For it appears
from Sir W. Thomson’s expositor, Professor Tait, that the
precipitated substances came from, or rather formerly com-
posed, a smaller nebulous cloud that had become severed
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from the primitive mass before its main body had finally
condensed into the sun. But how severed ? is still the
question, and that which raises the old difficulty. The fall
together of the parts of a scattered nebulous cloud we
understand, and admit as a possible explanation of the sun
and planets ; but, precisely for that reason, the fall asunder
of the primitive nebulous mass is difficult to understand,
and cannot be allowed as an explanation of the separate
masses required to compose the earth and planets, with their
numerous moons. It cannot be allowed, at least, until some
natural force is pointed out sufficiently powerful to produce
the separation in opposition to the strong force of gravity
drawing the mass ever closer together by hypothesis. No
matter how loosely associated the constituents of the original
nebulous cloud, in order to break off parts from it (since no
original repulsive force is postulated) it must be shown that
some such force, centrifugal or other, would be generated
within the mass. Nor would this be sufficient. It must be
further shown how such a force disintegrated the nebula so
skilfully, and gave the transported parts at the moment of
projection such precise velocities and in such directions, that,
avoiding the other contingencies of the case—of passing
off finally into infinite space or describing paths returning
on the mass—they have been ever since moving in nearly
circular orbits around it.

It must be shown, in short, that all was provided for by
law, and that nothing was left to chance, especially at the
supreme moment when our earth was cast off. Until this
has been shown more satisfactorily than has yet been done,
though we may entertain ourselves with the speculation
that the earth and planets were formerly nebulous islands
floating in space, we shall yet hesitate to believe in their



- ——

—~y

14 THE CREED OF SCIENCE, RELIGIOUS AND MORAL.

alleged former connection with the mainland of the sun's
nebular continent, and all the more when we reflect that
the former existence of the islands themselves is not beyond
the reach of doubt.

To conclude: we know nothing for certain respecting
the mode of origination of the earth, the sun, the planets,
the stars. We believe, on the showing of Science, that the
sun could not have existed from eternity, because his heat
is a limited quantity that could not have lasted perpetually
unless recruited from sources of which Science has no know-
ledge. But still, there may now be, and there may have
been, such sources. Nor could we be certain to the con-
trary, unless we were assured that we know all the physical
forces in nature, and that none of these, either separately
or by their conjoint action, could have kept up an eternal
supply of solar heat. Assuming, however, as more probable,
that the sun has not existed from eternity, we are sure that
he gathered his fires by natural causes. But we are not
sure that the only cause was the impact of falling masses of
matter, or the condensation of his diffused matter into closer
compass, as Helmholtz has it. And assuming that the sun
had a beginning in time, we are equally sure that the earth
had also a beginning, since it could not well have existed in
the sun’s absence. But we are not sure that the earth (any
more than the sun) was formed at white heat by the
rushing together of its materials, much less that it is the
solidified result of a prodigious ring of vapour, thrown off
ages ago from a revolving vaporous sphere in the course of
its contracting and cooling down td the sun.

Both these hypotheses should, indeed, be treated with the
respect that is due to the guesses of men of genius. Still,
however scientifically prompted, however skilfully shaped,
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however superior to the rude cosmogonies of non-scientific
ages that we now dismiss as only fit for children, they are
only guesses. They are only attempts at the solution of the
problem—being given a world or a system of worlds, to
determine how they were made ; a problem so transcendent
that the highest human solutions may be no more than rude
approximations. And all real verification is out of the
question ; since, however true our theory of the past process
of construction, a competing and more plausible theory is,
we see, always possible; while, if worlds are now any-
where made in stellar space according to our formula, it is
still impossible to prove the fact, owing to the remoteness of
the phenomenon. 'We must not, then, with some, treat the
nebular hypothesis in either of its forms as if it contained
the whole truth which explained fully and finally the
process of world-making. We must not erect it into an
article of scientific faith with the physicists and geologists,
or make it an integral part of our philosophic systems with
the evolution philosophers like Strauss and Herbert Spencer.
We are simply to consider the two forms of the hypothesis
as conjectures—equal in poetic grandeur, but unequal in
scientific credit—of the phenomena, possibly portentous, ab-
normal, and wholly beyond the reach of the scientific imagi-
nation to shape, which preceded or accompanied the first
appearance of the earth, the sun, and the planets as globes
in space. They may both contain a certain proportion of
truth ; they may both be erroneous and misleading, even
though one might be less wide of the facts than the other.

§ 3. Let us now pursue the scientific narrative of the
creation, which starts from the nebular hypothesis as
accepted truth; and for the moment let us also concede
its truth. According to both forms of the hypothesis,
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though there is independent geologic evidence to the
same effect, our globe existed as a molten sphere before
it cooled down to a solid one. With this fiery-fluid
condition of things, the existence of all life such as we
know it was wholly incompatible.®* Life was impos-
sible on the earth till, after the lapse of ages, its surface
had become sufficiently cooled. And then we are pre-
sented with the same question with respect to the origin
of life that was before raised with respect to the origin
of the earth itself. If life has not been from eternity—
and it evidently has not been—whence came its first
forms? Now, if we dismiss the strange fancy of Sir W.
Thomson, that the first forms of life were transported from
some other planet to the earth upon an aerolite—a theory
moreover, which would only push back the mystery one
step, without solving it—there are only two other possible
answers to the question of the origin of life. Either life
was created supernaturally from nothing, or from nothing
by us conceivable, by the fiat of the Creator, as we read in
the Mosaic and Miltonic account; or life was spontaneously
evolved by Nature herself from the primitive physical
atoms, according to natural process, by chemical and
physical laws. The first, it is contended by scientific
thinkers, is no answer, since the word “creation” conveys,
when closely pressed, no meaning, and the creative fiat is
a wholly inconceivable cause—a notion which Science and
Philosophy agree in declaring to be unthinkable, and the

* There are, indeed, those who think that life may have existed in some
form “as an eternal constituent of the unmiverse.” And Haeckel has
hazarded the notion that “all matter is, in a certain sense, alive.” But
no life such as we know it could have existed in the first fiery.fluid con-
dition of our globe as Science represents it ; and if matter be alive, it must
be in a sense wholly inconceivable to us.
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attempt to realize which puts all thought to confusion.
The second is both the secret conviction of Science and her
sometimes openly hazarded opinion through the mouths of
her more outspoken and sanguine representatives, who
hope, at no distant date, to put the matter beyond the
reach of further doubt. They have already endeavoured
to make manifest by experiments the fact, if not the
process, of spontaneous production, by which, they contend,
Nature, in the secret recesses of her vast laboratory,
formerly introduced the first germs of organic life—a process
which, in the case of certain simpler organisms, she still
occasionally repeats. It is true the experimentalists have
not yet succeeded in surprising Nature in the very act of
creation. But they feel certain they are on the right road.
They by no means abandon the hope of tracking the last
and greatest of Nature’s secrets to its final hiding-place,
masked, as they believe it to be, under simple natural
processes and physico-chemical laws. This secret, which
has hitherto baffled scientific scrutiny, but which, since the
dawn of science, has attracted all who had a thirst for real
knowledge, the secret that filled Faust with the con-
suming desire for the power

To see below earth’s dark foundations

Life’s embryo seeds before their birth,

And Nature’s silent operations;
this secret of the first beginnings of life, so long and
seemingly so carefully guarded in the deepest recesses of
Nature’s breast, will, our physicists and biologists are con-
fident, before long, be finally laid bare. The thing which
Kant thought impossible—the attempt to explain the facts
of life by physical and chemical laws, and which, he
affirmed, must be shattered to pieces on a “ caterpillar "—

C
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will be successful, and will explain the man as well as the
caterpillar. The missing link in the grand chain of evo-
lutionary process from the nebular haze to the sublimed
spirit of man, as manifested in Plato, Raphael, Newton,
and Shakespeare, will soon be supplied, and the last enigma
of existence at length be solved.

Indeed, Professor Haeckel will have it that the problem
is as good as solved at present, spite of the want of con-
firmation by recent scientific experiment, of the asserted fact
of spontaneous generation. According to this eminent
biologist, the first step from non-living to living matter was
made spontaneously by Nature millions of centuries ago at
the bottom of the sea, “ where the primitive life organisms
were formed like saline crystals in water.”* Moreover, this
process of spontaneous generation, though now less neces-
sary, still goes on at intervals, perhaps even constantly, had
we only sufficiently keen and commanding range of vision
to see it. Some species of the monera are probably pro-
duced in this way. But at least it is certain that, in the
past, the fact of spontaneous pfoduction of life must have
occurred. There is no other conceivable or possible hypo-
thesis. Only grant sufficient time—and it is argued, with
a whole infinite past to draw upon, there need be no stint
in this respect—only grant the necessary time to exhaust
possible errors, wrong tentatives, erroneous combinations
of chemical atoms, and at last the happy fortuitous meeting
and permanent alliance of the proper atoms must take
place; the living molecule containing the due though com-
plicated combination of chemical atoms will at length be
born; from which, under favour of natural selection, to

® Address of Professor Haeckel (see Tinmes, August 30, 1878; also
History of Creation).
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protoplasm—the elementary building material of all life, and
in particular of the monera—things will, in further course of
time and evolution, in duly sequent steps proceed. True,
we cannot get down to the dim ocean-beds to witness the
actual process of the production of life from matter by
chemical combination; but though we cannot descend
save only in imagination, we can do the next best
thing,—we can summon up from the vasty deep these
elementary forms of life in great variety, as witnesses of
the truth of our deductions. And they have been brought
up in great variety, in particular in the course of the
recent expedition of the Challenger in the South Seas. Pro-
fessor Haeckel bhimself, in his History of Creation, gives
minute and careful descriptions of several of these remark-
able types of life, if such they can be called, which have
been thus obtained from an immense depth in the sea.
These since celebrated monera are the simplest of all
organisms,—if that can be properly described as an organism
which possesses in fact no organs, and which consists only
of a homogeneous, structureless clot of albuminous maitter,
or protoplasm. Strictly speaking, the moneron is not an
organism,—it is neither plant nor animal, though all the more
interesting on that account ; for this phenomenon propagates
its kind by self-division, and absorbs neighbouring appro-
priate matter, which displaces some of its own albuminous
particles : * that is to say, these ambiguous creatures between
mere matter and life possess, in elementary form, the capa-
cities of propagation, of nutrition, and of growth, which are
characteristics of all living beings, while they themselves are
certainly not organized beings, according to Haeckel. They
form, in fact, the bridge between the two worlds, the organic

* History of Creation, vol. i. p. 186.
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and the inorganic; and though not living, they are the
original progenitors of all life, including the human. More-
over, to add to the interest which already surrounds this
singular class of beings, there is, says Professor Haeckel,
amongst its species one “ which probably even now always
comes into existence by spontaneous generation.” *

If it be objected to these views that scientific experi-
ments of an ingeniously searching and seemingly exhaustive
character appear to negative the hypothesis of spontaneous
generation, it is replied that such are not and could not be
exhaustive. 'What, asks Professor Clifford, do such experi-
ments really prove? Merely that “the coincidence which
would form a Bacterium—already a definite structure,
reproducing its like—does not occur in a test-tube during
the periods yet observed. The experiments have nothing
whatever to say to the production of enormously simpler
forms in the vast range of the ocean during the ages of
the earth’s existence.” And this is clearly true. The
experiments do not exclude the possibility that Nature, in
her vast laboratory, can and does at present evolve living
from non-living matter; far less do they destroy the
- grounds of the scientific conviction that Nature, working
under wholly different and more favourable conditions in
the past when the earth, slowly cooling from her originally
incandescent state, was warmer, and when her own
plastic powers were greater, could evolve life spontaneously
from her own breast. But the strongest of all arguments
for the theory of spontaneous generation is the inadmis-
sibility of the only rival hypothesis. In no other way can
the origin of life be conceived, argues Haeckel. If Nature
did not evolve spontancously the few primordial forms of

* History of Creation, vol. i. p. 344
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life which the Darwinian theory postulates, then they must
have been supernaturally created. ~We return to the
miracle—the sudden production of things by a Supernatural
Personal Creator from blank nonentity—the production of
effects without prior natural causes or conditions, and by a
process respecting which neither science nor human thought
can form any conception. The miracle, from which spon-
taneous generation would deliver us, and which puts reason
to confusion, once again returns, after being everywhere
expelled from the wide territory of Science.

§ 4. Without further comment for the present on the
hypothesis of spontaneous genmeration, let us resume the
story of creation, which, it should be observed, from the
production of the first planet from the nebular vapour, to
the production of the first human being from a lower form
of life, covers much more than the six days’ paroxysmal
creative labour as recorded in Genesis, necessitating, as it
did, many hundreds, perhaps thousands of millions of years
for its slow evolutionary achievement.

We have learned the origin of the worlds of space,
according to Kant, Laplace, and the physicists; of the world
of life in the dim ocean-deeps, according to Oken, Haeckel,
and the naturalists; there remains to be told by Science the
origin of the multitudinous and varied species of animals
and plants, even should we admit that Nature, the all-
bountiful mother, herself unwittingly accomplished the first
grand preliminary feat in the spontaneous production of
the rudest and simplest forms of life. From the rude and
simple to the refined and complex ; from the homogeneous

. moneron to the heterogeneous mammal; from the “few
primordial forms” of life which Darwin begins with, and
which, let us suppose, have resulted from the due colloca-
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tion of the chemical atoms after many abortive tentatives,
up to the endlessly varied and highly elaborated forms of
life which science to-day contemplates,—there is still a vast
distance. And the question now rises, How have all these
various species in the organic world arisen? How has the
elementary life run into such endlessly varied forms, each
distinguished by its special kind and degree of adaptations
and beauty? Above all, how has life, starting from such
low beginnings, soared to such lofty heights in man himself,
severed, seemingly, on all sides from the other species by
a great gulf apparently not to be bridged, as shown in
his outward form, and yet more in his inward nature and
in its still growing capacities of invention, of art, of thought,
of disinterested virtuous endeavour ?

For answer to this most important question we must
consult the books of Darwin and of those who have worked
in the lines indicated in his world-famed theory. As we
there learn, the higher species of plants and animals,
including man, were derived from the lower, and all
ultimately from “ one or a few primordial forms,” through
the agency of Natural Selection combined with the fact of
Inheritance ; the first representing the changing and pro-
gressive, the second, the conservative factor in the great
process of organic evolution. Nature, or to speak more
precisely, a complicated but yet connected and continuous
process called Natural Selection, whose action has extended
over unimaginable ages, and is still at work, was the uncon-
scious sculptor and mechanician that slowly—extremely
slowly—elaborated all the various forms of life that we now
behold, as well as many long since extinct species. Natural
selection it was that scparated the different species from
each other; that carved thcir organs gradually, and ever
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more carefully, from rough rudimentary attempts, and that
fitted them each to the other and all to their environment
—an unconscious artist, that worked by seemingly discon-
nected efforts and without any plan or preconception of
the result to be finally achieved, but who nevertheless, by
the simplest means, reached at length the most surprising
and splendid results. For, by acting on the simple rule
of selecting those individuals the best fitted to their sur-
rounding conditions to continwe their kind, and soon or
late letting drop the ill-fitted, and by an undeviating
repetition of the process and adherence to the rule, Nature
has attained to all the wonderful and varied life that we
behold. Moreover, by acting in this manner, she evolved
ever higher as well as ever different types. By this means
she slowly evolved the wing of the bird, the fin of the fish,
the foot of the mammal,—all the different propellers from
common germinal beginnings; by this means, by natural
selection only, from an optic nerve, coated with pigment
and tingling in the sunlight, she elaborated and perfected
the living miracle of the human eye, and adapted its lens
to the properties of light ; finally, by this means she evolved
the civilized man from the savage, the savage from the
brute, and the brute, through ever lower lines, from the
molluse and the moneron ;—results so marvellous without
the Darwinian clue, that men were compelled to refer
them to the action of a Supernatural and Omnipotent
Creator, who, according to our anthropomorphic habits of
thought, still worked after our human fashion in fulfil-
ment of a plan and purpose.

Thus Natural Selection, by seizing on favourable varia-
tions accidentally offered, by accumulating and intensifying
these, and by thereafter handing them on as a constantly



24 THE CREED. OF SCIENCE, RELIGIOUS AND MORAL.

increasing capital, from generation to generation, in the
fact of inheritance, succeeded in producing all the variety
of plant and animal life that now exists. But for the
most part, she finished her species myriads of years ago,
and has made little alteration since in the type. And
having elaborated all her forms, she did her best to efface
all traces of her methods of work, and of the slow and
laborious steps by which she reached her ends, which, now
that we have discovered them, seem at a first view as start-
ling, when morally regarded, as they are simple from the
point of view of mechanical contrivance; consisting simply
in invariably favouring the strong and the successful, and
in leaving the weak to perish in the eternal and necessary
“struggle for existence.” Nature had only shown to us
the finished article of her manufacture, and we all in our
ignorance admired greatly ; she had carefully reserved the
secret of her processes, which would have much diminished
our admiration. Tt is to Darwin that we owe the drawing
aside of the mysterious curtain behind which Nature had
carried on her secret operations in the elaboration of her
species and varieties. He has explained it to us, and the
marvel ceases. He it is who has taken us into her inmost
laboratory, and shown her at her labour and in her work-
ing dress. He it is first and chiefly who has surprised
Nature in the act, who has discovered her secret, and dis-
closed the processes by which, after long-continued practice,
she has reached in some cases so great and splendid
results.

But if Darwin has diminished our wonder, by showing
us the secret of Nature's mechanical skill, he has aroused
other, and some of them disquieting, sentiments. For what
a process, according to his showing, Evolution has been!



ON THE CREATION AND GOD. 25

One long-continued battle without quarter, raging fiercely
over the whole animal kingdom, and carried on even into
the vegetable kingdom, though there less cruelly, because
there is no attendant consciousness; a struggle between
species and species, where the weak is ever the prey of the
strong; and a still more deadly and concentrated struggle
carried on within the limits of each species, amongst the
component individuals, compelled to compete with each other
for the same precarious supply of food which, however
cruelly procured, is always less than the demand for it; a
conflict where, unless in the few social species, it is to “the
near in blood the nearer bloody.” Indeed, the revelations
of the Darwinian story are in many cases by no means
agreeable to dwell upon, although as our own species—the
crown and finished masterpiece of Nature’s workmanship—
has emerged supreme victor from the universal trial by
combat, and upon the whole has come well out 6f the long
chapter of most disastrous chances for other species living
and extinct, it seems, according to Darwin and Spencer,
that, all things considered, we ought to congratulate our-
selves on our good fortune. At least, there has been no fall
of man; on the contrary, there has been a wonderful rise,
that could scarce in reason have been expected at first.
There has been no degradation, but a constant and still-
continuing development, which opens out great vistas of
promise for our future and still more selected successors.

§ 5. Nevertheless, what strikes us most in reading this
marvellous story of the origin and process of manufacture
of Nature’s living forms, is the seemingly chance affair it
all was. We are not permitted, on Darwinian principles, to
suppose that there was any prevision or forecast of what
was to come resident in Nature’s blind bosom. There was
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no eonception, not even the vagiest dream. on the part of
Nature, at the eommenceisent of the esmic prooess, of the
forms of life that should emergze in the sequel  Nature did
not know what she did, for there was no principle of know-
ledge within her.  Still worse, there was no constant purpose
in view, and no controlling Power governing the process
of evolution. Nature had no special aims in view; any-
thing, in fact, might bave happened.  She did not aim par-
ticularly at life or the human consciousness. When life first
resulted, it was an accident, lucky or unlucky, as we choose
to regard it. ' When the first rudiments of that wonderful
revealer of nature, the eye, were laid, they came by chance,
and by further repeated chances the eye was improved. It
was improved as a telescope is improved, by slow degrees,
only, unlike the telescope, it was improved not by an
inventor or maker, but by Natural Selection, which preferred
the animals with good eyes, and elected them to continue
the advantage to the species.

What bas resulted need not have resulted, for Nature
neither knew, nor cared, nor directed. Things might have
taken a wholly, different course, on the earth at least, with a
slight accidental alteration of conditions at a critical moment
in the history of any one of the species. In particular,
man himself, the crown of creation, might not have appeared
at all. And after his appearance it was only owing to the
chapter of accidents unusually favourable that he emerged
victor from the general battle-field of existence. Man is
here to-day the master and the “interpreter of Nature,”
because he has cscaped a thousand perils and chances of
failure, any of which, taking a more adverse turn, might in
the infunt stages have early closed his since distinguished
carcer.  He is here, too, because the particular line of his
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brute progenitors, itself since extinct, survived sufficiently
long to launch him on a precarious world, not too well pro-
vided. Had the latter circumstance been other, or had
the special branch of the tree of life from which man is
descended withered earlier, as other branches have done;
had even any of the antecedent branches, which bore other
diverging types as well as the human, perished earlier,
assuredly man would not have appeared. The splendid
series of accidents which prepared the way for him and
made his advent possible, could not have happened twice ;
in which case Nature would have had another master—-
the dog, the horse, the elephant, or some other promising
species now kept in the background, and whose “genius is
rebuked ” by man’s overshadowing superiority.

On the Darwinian hypothesis, man is the child of
Chance, as from the Evolution Hypothesis, in its full gene-
rality, all life is the result of chance. An eminent expositor
of the truths of physical science, and an eloquent expounder
and advocate of the evolution hypothesis, Professor Tyndall,
by implication denies this. He affirms that in the primitive
nebular vapour all the future developments of the universe
were potentially coutained : life, man; his philosophy,
poetry, art, science; Plato, Shakespeare, Newton, Raphael.
Speaking of the evolution hypothesis, he says, “For
what are the core and essence of this hypothesis? Strip
it naked, and you stand face to face with the notion that
not alone the more ignoble forms of animalcular or animal
life, not alone the nobler forms of the horse and lion, not
alone the exquisite and wonderful mechanism of the human
body, but that the human mind itself—emotion, intellect,
will, and all their phenomena—were once latent in a fiery
cloud. . . . But the hypothesis would probably go even
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further than this. Many who hold it would probably assent
to the position that at the present moment all our philo-
sophy, all our poetry, all our science, and all our art—Plato,
Shakespeare, Newton, and Raphael—are potential in the
fires of the sun. We long to learn something of our origin.
If the evolution hypothesis be correct, even this unsatisfied
yearning must have come to us across the ages which
separate the unconscious primeval mist from the conscious-
ness of to-day.” *

And to this we can only say that a serious attempt
to substantiate the proposition, and to show how even the
human species, to say nothing of its philosophy and art,
or of its Platos and Shakespeares, was potential in the
cosmic vapour, would involve the construction of a new
system of metaphysics—a feat which would present very
exceptional difficulties to any one who, like Professor
Tyndall, accepts the law of natural selection, with its
admitted play of boundless contingency, as the most
fundamental shaping agency in the evolution of organized
beings.

But it is just possible that we misunderstand Professor
Tyndall when we suppose him to imply that Plato, Shake-
speare, and Raphael were potential in the original “fiery
cloud” What he says is that they “are potential in the
fires of the sun.” Does he here mean that when the
sun is cooled sufficiently, life as on earth will result?
It would be a bold prophecy. Or only that if the sun
cooled, and if all other conditions be supposed alike, there
would be a like result ? It might be; but if any difference
be allowed, it is safer not to affirm details; since, even on

* Fragments of Phyxrical Science :  On the Scientific Use of the Imagina-
tion,” p. 163.
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the earth, the Shakespeares and Platos have not yet
appeared in whole continents. But perhaps he only means
that thought is potential in the sun’s fires because, through
a series of transformations, it can be referred back to
the sun’s energy as source.* And if so, we have only
Plato and Shakespeare traced sideways to the sun as
their first cause, instead of backwards to the cosmic vapour
as their source. We have only the cruder materialism,
which appeals for support to the conservation of energy,
instead of the more refined materialism of the evolution
hypothesis, both of which will be considered at the proper
place. But the final sentence in the quotation from Professor
Tyndall I confess I find it difficult to refer to any system
of philosophy, or even to give to it any definite meaning.
He says, if the evolution hypothesis be correct, that the un-
satisfied yearning to know our origin “must have come to
us across the ages which separate the unconscious primeval
mist from the consciousness of to-day.” The only meaning
that can be given to this, and what probably is intended, is
that this yearning, like all very general feelings, is derived
by inheritance from the generations behind us, who in
like manner inherited it, till we come back finally to our
first animal ancestors not far removed from “the uncon-
scious primeval mist.” But such a sentiment fades away
long before we reach the moneron, and even long before we
go back to the monkey, which, as far as we can judge,
manifests no desire to know its origin. The sentiment in
man is, in fact, a product of philosophical reflection, and of
comparatively cultured ages, which scarcely exists in the
savage. How, therefore, such a “yearning,” born long

* The latter is certainly one of Professor Tyndall's meanings; see
Fragments of Physical Science: ‘ On Vitality,” pp. 437, 441.
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after life appeared, could “have come to us across the ages”
from the primeval mist, in many of which ages it did not
exist, is very perplexing to understand, even when assisted
by the extremest use of the scientific imagination.
Doubtless, every material thing, including our own
bodies and brains, all that has ever assumed any form of
matter, has come out of the original stock of matter, which
has only been worked into new forms without any increase
or diminution; and therefore we may grant that all these
have proceeded from the original cosmic vapour. But this
admission does not require us further to say that the
highest immaterial things proceeded from the vapour or
that they were “potential” in it. Indeed, in what sense
could our philosophy or art be said to be potential in the
cosmic vapour? That they were bound to come out
eventually in course of development. But they did not
come out in Mars or Jupiter presumably, certainly not in
the moon, all of whom are derived from the cosmic vapour
as well as the earth. And they would not have come
out on the earth if there had not existed other powers and
properties than the physical ones postulated in the cosmic
vapour, other agency at work than the play of contingency
in natural selection; if there had not been an inner force
and necessity that was bent on realizing life and conscious-
ness and the ever higher content of these—Philosophy, Art,
Science ; an inner Power at work behind natural selection,
that manifested both unwearied purpose and all-compre-
hending executive skill, but of which there is no notice
taken in either the Materialist or the Evolution philosophy.
At least, we arc certain on Darwinian principles that
after life appeared on earth, and when the universal struggle
for existence began, the uncertainty repeated again and
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again that hangs ever over the ordeal of battle must have
made the possible future existence of the human species
a matter of contingency; as we are certain that after our
species appeared, especially in its infancy, there must have
occurred crises, when, as in childhood generally, the
further existence of the species trembled in the scales of
uncertainty. At the first appearance of man the chances
were all against his having that long and successful career,
which nevertheless a series of fortunate events have since
determined for him. His immediate progenitors, half-
human and non-human, perished after launching him, not
too well provided or appointed, into a precarious life and
a world of battle. Moreover, we know that if from any
of the other human-resembling and still existing apes a
variety at all approaching the human had diverged, such
did not survive; so that we must conclude on Darwinian
principles that, as the advent of man was not specially
contemplated by Nature more than of any other species,
and as there was no special fostering or favouring care
shown him when he did arrive, his actual survival through
so many imminent perils was due, partly at least, to the
favour of fortune, as well as the chances of battle.

In one sense it is true indeed that nothing which has
ever actually resulted could have been otherwise; when the
thing has occurred as a fact, we see that there must have
been causes all throughout to determine the fact; and the
human species, including its art, science, philosophy, poetry,
has resulted as a fact. After the fact has happened, we see
that it could not have been different, owing to the antece-
dent forces at work, just as we see that an infinite intel-
ligence might have predicted the fact before it occurred;
but this admission takes nothing from the logical conclusion

-
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that, on Darwinian principles, where neither an infinite
intelligence nor a controlling purpose is postulated, the
appearance of life, of man, and of consciousness must be
recognized as a series of fortunate accidents.

§ 6. In maintaining that Chance is the chief characteristic
of the Darwinian process of natural selection, when viewed
in its philosophical reference, we do not imply any objection
to it as a scientific hypothesis. For what appears to be
chance, may be, so far as Science is concerned to regard
it, a real scientific causc. And natural selection, with all
its seeming chances, is undoubtedly a legitimate scientific
hypothesis. Natural selection is a vera causa, which we
can now see actually at work in the organic world, as well as
in human societies and nations. The best nations survive,
and of these in general the individuals best suited to their
environment continue the race. In such ways as natural
selection indicates, Nature must have travelled. By such
a law as natural selection she undoubtedly did do some,
at least, of her work in the differentiation and elaboration
of her species and varieties ; the only question of importance
is—Did natural selection, which did some or even much of
the work, really accomplish all? Is it the sole scientific
cause sufficient to explain all the facts; and if it be so, is
the scientific explanation also a full and satisfactory philo-
sophical explanation ?

Even as a scientific hypothesis, natural selection is far
from being free from defects, which have been pointed out
by both friends and adversaries, and some of which have
even been admitted by its distinguished and candid origin-
ator, Mr. Darwin himself. In particular, Mr. Wallace, who
shares with Darwin, though in lesser degree, the honour of
first propounding the hypothesis, thinks it inadequate to
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account for the highly developed and organized brain
of the lowest savages—a brain so far in advance of any
present needs to which they could apply it, and which
therefore it should have been beyond the power of past
needs to develop. And Hartmann, the pessimist philosopher,
while admitting that natural selection and inheritance were
made use of by the Unconscious Power in differentiating the
species, and generally in developing the animal and plant
world, still denies that these causes are adequate to account
for the main part of the development in the organic sphere,
which he ascribes to the direct action of the Unconscious,
working on to its own special ends. But in my own
opinion, the difficulty the hypothesis labours under is simply
the tremendous and all but incredible range of effects of
which natural selection is the only explanation offered, and
which, if its pretensions are to be justified, it must actually
have accomplished. For we are asked to believe that
natural selection evolved or made the thousands and tens
of thousands of species of plants and animals from one or
a “few primordial forms;” that natural selection made not
only the tree, but the bird that sings in it; not only the
flower, but the bees that suck it; not only the man himself,
but also, in great measure or altogether, his art, science,
invention, language, institutions, civilizations, and all his
special higher associations. Beeides the species, natural
selection made the music of the bird, the beauty of the
flower, the thought of the man—for, beyond natural selection
and the facts of adaptation and inheritance, no other causes
are offered ;—and all these different effects, when we view
them in their totality, are so prodigious in comparison
with the cause assigned, that the hypothesis seems wholly
incredible. That natural selection, the seizing hold of an
D
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accidental variation® useful to the individual, according
favour to its possessor in the struggle for existence, and
transmitting this advantage to the next generation; that
a constant repetition of this simple process should alone
have accomplished all the marvels of organic creation, and
produced all the higher mental and moral peculiarities of
the species, seems too futile an explanation to be seriously
believed or entertained. The hypothesis of the spontaneous
generation of elementary life by chemical combination
seems a mere trifle in comparison with this tremendous
hypothesis of the creation of all other living things merely
by Nature’s constant preference of individuals possessing an
exceptional advantage which came at first by chance. And
yet, when we read once again the Origin of Species, we
see that natural selection must have done much, especially
when supplemented by the subsidiary cause of sexual selec-
tion (itself, however, a species of natural selection). Between
them, these agencies have done much: but have they accom-
plished all? Has natural selection been the sole cause of
all from the scientific point of view, to say nothing now
of the philosophical? T do not think so for the above
reasons; but the reasons why I do not think natural sclec-
tion a sufficient explanation of the development of man in
particular will appear more fully in the following chapter.
I shall only here say that, if natural selection be offered,
not merely as a scientific hypothesis, which goes a con-
siderable way in the explanation of the origin and differences
of existing species, but also as a full scientific explanation, we
cannot, accept it without a larger reservation of doubt than
belongs to the generality of scientific hypotheses; and if it
be offered, not merely as a scientific, but also as a philo-
* Origin of Species, oh. iv. p. 63.
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sophical explanation, which, together with its further de-
velopments, finally disposes of all questions of the beginning
and present existence of things and species, and which frees
the mind of man from all further need to ask questions, if,
in short, it is to be a final philosophical as well as scientific
explanation, we cannot accept it at all.

At the same time, the hypothesis is of the very greatest
sigunificance and importance in its philosophical reference.
It opens out a new line of inquiry, and suggests a new train
of arguments, which the materialist has long been in want
of. It does more than this. It suggests new reflections
and arguments to all classes of philosophical thinkers; so
much so, that it will necessitate a fresh reconsideration
of all philosophical and theological problems. Nay, what
some may consider of possibly more consequence, it will
necessitate an examination, from the very basis, of all our
current theories of morals—possibly a fundamental recon-
struction of them. The appearance of Darwin’s Origin of
Species in this century, like the appearance of Hume's
Essays in the last century, makes and marks the begin-
ning of a new epoch in the history of all philosophical,
theological, and moral speculation; an epoch which, in the
opinion of some evolutionists, is destined to simplify greatly
all three of them, if not to remove two of them—theology
and philosophy—wholly from the list of independent subjects
of thought. This it is which makes the importance of the
Darwinian hypothesis.

§ 7. Theology and philosophy, at least, will be simplified
on evolution principles. For if the perfections of organs and
their exquisite adaptations to their several ends and to each
other were achieved by slow natural process, and only after
many abortive and unskilful attempts had been made—the
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blunders and failures being necessarily dropped and hidden
away from our sight—it would seem futile as well as
useless to argue, from adaptations that have been slowly
made and necessarily left, to a designing mind that con-
ceived and constructed them all at once, as the old theo-
logians argued. If all adaptations can be accounted for as
results that came simply by natural process, why suppose
preconceptions and special construction of them? More
especially, if good results must have been reached by natural
selection in any case, no matter on what road Nature started,
why suppose them to have been specially conceived and
planned in a mind that aimed at them? Not without
reason, therefore, on evolution principles, have naturalists
like Haeckel and Huxley so often repeated that the famous
argument from Final Causes to prove the existence of a
designing mind and maker is worthless. If Darwin’s hypo-
thesis contains the truth and the whole truth, all Theism is
worthless, and we may burn our old Natural Theologies
and Bridgewater Treatises. Even the qualified doctrine of
_ Kant, that men must read teleology into organic Nature,
whether there be warrant for it or no in her inmost structure
and essence, is set aside by the new and startling sugges-
tions of science and evolution. For we are shown that
Nature had no special aims whatever in view; that she
could not have had any such; that the only means em-
ployed by her, namely, natural selection, were capable of
reaching almost any organic ends; that they did stray
into uncouth and monstrous forms occasionally in geologic
periods ; that, in a word, Nature neither knew nor cared
what forms should ultimately emerge from the general
organic strife and the attempts of individuals to better their
condition. We are shown that, though there were no aims
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in Nature, yet that some kind of order must have resulted,
whatever course she took, if she only persevered sufficiently
long in natural selection. As for the appearance of man, it
was no more contemplated than that of any other species,
nor were there any special preparations made for him on
his arrival to ensure a lengthened stay. He came, as the
rest, by the necessities of the case, in which, however, chance
played a conspicuous part, and when he came he had to fit
himself slowly, and with infinite pain and effort, to his by
no means happy environment. There was no special Pro-
vidence watching over his cradle, any more than a Creator
which specially fashioned and instructed him.

Now, it is extremely difficult or wholly impossible to
trace the operation of mind in this process. There is no
room allowed for it. The more we read the story of Darwin,
the further and further the notion and the possibility of
mind recedes. The species in the organic worlds are brought
into being in much the same fashion as the physical worlds
in the system of Democritus, namely, by chance. In this
system, after many unsuccessful trials and momentary ad-
hesions of the atoms, after ephemeral worlds had been born
and dissolved again in the course of a day,*—at length a
particular combination of the atoms occurred, which, as the
event turned out, had permanent cohesion in it, from which
resulted the solid universe, and, in a like fashion, all that is
therein. In a manner not dissimilar the species of animals
and plants were begun and survived, while some quickly
disappeared, on Darwin’s theory; and there seems on the
whole as little room left for a shaping intelligence (according
to our old notions) in the origin of species according to

® Cicero, “ De Finibus:” “Innumerabiles mundi, qui et oriantar, et in-
tereant quotidie.”
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Darwin, or rather Darwinism, as in the origin of the worlds
according to Democritus.

There is only intelligence which results, not previous
thought or power which produces it. The first intelli-
gence that appears is a faint glimmer that emerges myste-
riously—a variation that offers itself, of advantage to the
creature, but not the effect of superior intelligence outside.
A rude sentience first comes by chance, it quickly mani-
fests itself in its shapeless possessor by a blind instinctive
groping for food, or by efforts to escape destruction, or
to suit itself to its conditions. There is certainly no
room for a Creator who planned and executed organisms
with their adaptations according to men’s old conception ;
there is scarcely room even for mind, in the most extended
sense of the word ; and there appears in the long process no
trace of a guiding purpose. Chance, and urimaginable years
which favoured it (for natural selection is but a phrase for
the endless operation of chance), are the two shadowy and
impalpable agents that alone appear as the authors of the
protracted world-drama called evolution, from which both
we and the worlds have come. These alone have produced
the life, variety, adaptation, and beauty of the organic
world.

§ 8 Again, on the moral side, theology and philosophy,
after weighing Darwin’s story—so strange and terrible and
hopeful by turns—must look to and reconsider their first
principles. For the old question of the origin and con-
tinuance of evil in this universe of strife, is once more raised
up vividly before us; and this time it receives a new
and simple, though sinister, solution. Formerly the knot
which puzzled the philosophers was to reconcile the exist-
ence of benevolence in the Deity with so much evil and
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pain which was so antagonistic to it; now this part of the
problem vanishes with the conscious personality of the
Deity. No one, it seems, is to blame for all the evil that
man and the other species have suffered. The evil lies in
the nature of things which brought about conscious life,
and finally in the properties of matter, according to the
materialist. Nature, being impersonal and unconscious, is
not to blame; at least it is useless to blame her. Were she
conscious, and had she laboured with any connected and
persistent purposes, she would be a criminal, as the pessimist
argues. But in reality, she had no more a malevolent than
a good intention in view ; and so she stands acquitted.

The evil that exists, and the evil that has always existed,
is rather the result of imperfect organization or of the
strife for life between the units, necessarily too numerous
for the supply of*food. But this evil, in the human species
at least, is a steadily diminishing factor, and in time, ac-
cording to Mr. Herbert Spencer, though it be a long time,
it will totally disappear. We men, particularly in ecivil-
ized societies, have come well out of the long and bloody
struggle of the past. The fortunes of our species, as appears
from its best specimens in civilized nations, are steadily on
the rise; and already great things have been attained,
' giving a promise of still greater. There has been from the
infancy of the species a great and astonishing progress
made ; and there shall be yet further progress, and that too
at a constantly accelerating rate of speed, so as to carry us
further in shorter time. Thus Science, speaking through
the mouth of her sanguine apostles, speaks and prophesies.
And thus the faith of Science is optimistic, in spite of her
painful knowledge of the past, and to some extent also the
present, state of things in the world.
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Science, indeed, must be optiinest, both from her know-
ledge, her pretensions, and her actual work in helping men
to subdue their evils She shows us a great rise in our
species from a low and unpromising origin, and moreover
she has indirectly much mitizated the ills and multiplied
the comforts of men through many and great inventions
made by her suggestions. Looking backwards, she discerns
that there has been an extraordinary expansion of man’s
nature, and a consequent increase of bappiness; looking
forward, she feels justified by her own inductive logic in
prophesying a much higher and happier future for men.
She not only prophesies it, but she will herself be the chief
agency in the fulfilment of her prophecy—she will bring
about the happier future and also fit men for it.

But though Science cannot despair of men and their
prospects without stultifying herself and all her pretensions,
and though the facts and results of evolution, in the hands
of Darwin himself, as well as in those of Herbert Spencer,
Huxley, Haeckel, and other savants as well as thinkers,
lend themselves to a more or less pronounced optimism,
nevertheless, we see from the new school of German
pessimists that a quite different interpretation may be
put both on the process of evolution, as well as upon its
final result up to the present. The universe, according to
Schopenhauer, the founder of the new school of thought,
could not well have been worse without ceasing to exist
altogether; life, and above all, consciousness, the great out-
come of it, is itself the grand mistake; and even if our
species has made the best of its unfortunate circumstances,
which may be doubted; even if it has come out the
conqueror crowned from the general battle-field of exist-
ence, yet bad has been the best, and the crown only covers
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the greater cares. According to Hartmann, who writes with
a full knowledge of Darwin’s doctrines, man pays a heavy
price for this questionable superiority to the lower animals;
for his widened consciousness has only enlarged the circle
of his sufferings, his greater knowledge eminently multiplied
his sorrows, except in so far as it may one day teach the
species to end itself and them together. As for our much-
vaunted progress, perhaps if it were well looked into, it
might equally well deserve a very different or opposite
name. For the evil of all kinds, physical and moral, ever
increases as well as the good, or in a greater ratio than the
good, while our nerves grow more sensitive to the former—
which is the same thing as an increase in its amount.
But it is the ratio between the two factors of evil and
good, and not their absolute amounts, that should deter-
mine whether we are really making progress or the reverse.

It does not here concern us to estimate the weight of
the pessimist’s argument. Let it suffice to say for the pre-
sent that pessimism has a case, and that the issue raised
is not to be dismissed as an unpractical or a profitless one,
on the ground that, whether life be an evil or no, man must
submit to it. The rise and spread of pessimism is a fact of
great interest and significance, which cannot be ignored
when an estimate of the results of evolution is being made ;
and I shall have occasion to refer to the subject again at
the proper place. For the present I am only concerned
to notice an important difference between the Darwinian
account of the origin and evolution of organized beings,
and that of Hartmann, the great chief, after Schopenhauer,
of the pessimist school of philosophy. In both Darwinism
and the system of Hartmann, the universe now looks as if
it had been planned by a conscious intelligence, though in
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reality it was not. So far the two philosophers are agreed,
but only so far. For, according to Hartmann, the Un-
conscious Will which produced the world laboured with-
out preconception, indeed, but still with a consummate art
and skill in seeking its ends in the case of organized beings,
and with a most persistent, though as the event proved a
fatal and perverse, purpose in the evolution of life and
consciousness. There was intelligence at work, though
blind and unconscious, according to our modes of thinking ;
and there was will and intention, though they were not
accompanied with a consciousness or shaped in a mind in
the remotest degree like ours. The universe is not without
an end and a purpose; far otherwise; but the misfortune
was that the Unconscious, to reach its final aim, found it
necessary to pass through consciousness on the road—a
fatal and all but irretrievable blunder, for which all con-
scious beings, and we men in particular who suffer most
in consciousness, are now paying the smart.

The point to which we wish to direct attention is that
in the system of Hartmann there is will and purpose and
skill manifested in the universe and its course of evolu-
tion. Not so in Darwinism, or apparently in the Philo-
sophy of Evolution of Herbert Spencer, which contains
the most systematic presentation of Darwin’s doctrines.
Here Natural Selection, or the “ survival of the fittest,” is
offered to us as the sole shaping agency. This it was
that, after endlessages, gave us law and beauty and adapta-
tions in organic life. But natural selection irresistibly raises
before our minds the agency of Chance, the opposite of pur-
pose ; and in natural selection, which takes ages to accomplish
its chance results the conception of a single continuing
and controlling Will is necessarily set aside, since such, if it
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existed and could only manifest itself through natural
selection, would necessarily show itself as broken, discon-
nected, and contradictory. And on this point it is that
the system of Hartmann seems to me to contain a deeper
thought, a more fundamental truth.

The existence of purpose in the universe, Science must
herself admit,—a purpose manifested in the fixed and rigid
laws in the physical world, as well as in the uniform laws
that govern vital processes, and the relations of parts to
each other in all organisms, nay, even in the actions of men
in societies, which are now found to be subject to laws of
evolution and coexistence. In fact, wherever Science dis-
covers the reign of law, whether in physical, physiological,
or social phenomena, there too reigns purpose ; and wher-
ever she discovers powerful tendencies that will yet become
facts and future laws, there the delayed purpose of the
universe is still manifested, while awaiting fulfilment.

It is said, however, by Professor Haeckel that there is
not any overruling purpose, and that there never was
a purpose, in the sense of an intelligent one that aimed at
special ends in the evolution of organized beings; that
neither Nature nor any Power behind or immanent in
Nature ever knew or cared what should come eventually out
of the course of evolution ; for to this extreme goes his total
proscription of Final Causes and of the doctrine “ of Provi-
dence or vague idealist pantheisms of Hegel, Schopenhauer,
and Hartmann.” And to this we can only reply that in that
case, if there was no purpose, then all was the result of
chance, and a blind mechanical necessity. It was chance
that brought about the meeting of the right atoms, even if
the inherent properties of matter were competent to evolve
life from them. And even if necessity and physico-chemical
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laws produced the organs of animals, it was chance again
which determined the “favourable variations” that were
seized upon by natural selection; and it was only as the
result of a thousand fortunate chances that man eventually
emerged from the prolonged organic strife and hurly-burly.
It was chance that presided over his cradle, and that
favoured his further development; and, in a word, if we
do not allow some principle, with Hartmann, that was ever
powerfully pushing towards a goal—some power that,
though not conscious as we are, yet had a most decided
end to attain, and took the sure road to attain it,—then
it was chance that stumbled upon every living thing, as
well as that unique thing, the human consciousness, with
all its wonderful content—Art, Science, Morality, and the
thoughts that wander through eternity. And this conclu-
sion the human mind refuses to receive. Thus, while
chance is the only possible alternative offered, our reason
necessarily falls back upon purpose, as in some sense the
determining principle in the world-process, and into this
notion it will be the business of Philosophy to throw the
best meaning she can.

§ 9. We have been considering Darwinism in its essen-
tial principles, and as a philosophical system which has
been developed by others rather than by its distinguished
founder. And we are entitled to consider the system,
whether Darwin himself would accept all the consequences
involved in it or no. For it is the system as a whole that
really concerns us; it is there that the important and far-
reaching consequences of the whole doctrine of Natural
Selection and Evolution are most clearly manifested. But
Darwin himself is only responsible for the conclusions
drawn by other evolution philosophers so far as they are
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logically contained in his principles and methods of
reasoning.

Now, in Darwin’s Origin of Species a Creator is
placed at the commencement of the process of organic
evolution—and an intelligent Creator other than the plastic
powers of Nature—which, however, his most eminent
followers have since set aside. The question arises—
Are they justified in 8o doing on Darwinian principles ?
and the still graver question—Are they justified on true
and universal and philosophical principles? The former _
question I am inclined to answer in the affirmative.
For the Creator in the Origin of Species seems introduced
more for ornament than for any serious work that He has
to do; or at least, rather to conciliate the mass of hostile
theological prejudice certain to be aroused by the other
doctrines, than to satisfy any logical demands in the system.
He has nothing to do at the beginning, save to endow
“one or a few primordial forms” with the Jowest degree
of elementary life, leaving the rest of the work to natural
selection and the ordeal of battle; and He has had nothing
to do ever since (on the earth at least) but to sit passively
by and watch laws which execute themselves without need
of any interference on His part. He is “a monarch that
reigns but does not govern,” like the sovereigns under our
parliamentary régime; and accordingly, in the evolutionary
monism of Haeckel, the passive, Personal, Supernatural
Creator is dethroned, and the real ruling and efficient agency,
Matter, eternal and governed by its own laws, is placed on
the vacant throne. There is no need to suppose creative
agency either at the beginning or since, because “ physico-
chemical laws,” which now regulate the behaviour of
matter and all the processes of life, were quite competent
to introduce life at first.
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But is God denied entirely in the system of Haeckel ?
Apparently not. Apparently it is only the Personal Creator,
if we are to judge from the following passage :—“ The more
developed man of the present day is capable of, and justified
in, conceiving that infinitely nobler and sublimer idea of
God, which alone is compatible with the monistic con-
ception of the universe, and which recognizes God’s Spirit
and power in all phenomena without exception. This
monistic idea of God, which belongs to the future, has
already been expressed by Giordano Bruno, in the follow-
ing words:—‘ A spirit exists in all things, and no body is
8o small but contains a part of the divine substance within
itself, by which it is animated.’”

But the sublime conception here put forth of a Nature
filled with the Spirit of God, seems in no way to consist
with an explanation of the universe from mere matter
and its laws. If a spirit exist in all things, it is clearly
different from matter, and then it is impossible to explain
the universe from matter alone, so long as the existence of
this spirit in and under matter is acknowledged. The very
admission destroys all materialistic systems. For possibly
this immanent and universally diffused spirit is the real
First Cause and principle of all things; and what, then,
becomes of your materialism, which, if it have any sig-
nificance, always means and must mean the derivation of
all from, and the explanation of all by, matter? Even if
this spirit were only another ultimate principle, coeternal
and coefficient with matter in the evolution and present
support of things, still, there it is, admitted as a second
principle, and what becomesof your monism ? “If, in short,”
we say to Professor Haeckel, “ spirit is at the bottom and
the most fundamental thing, the final word in your system
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should be spiritualism and not materialism; if only a
second principle is admitted, not superior to matter, but
also not resolvable into it, then your system is dualism and
not monism.”

But, however the conception of a Nature filled with the
Spirit of God consists with Haeckel's materialism, the con-
. ception is admitted by him, and is a truly great one. It is
the conception which Spinoza developed into such great pro-
portions, with such memorable consequences to theology; -
and it seems to want only one thing to make it at once recon-
cilable with the needs of science, theology, poetry, and the
imperious cravings of human nature. It wants only one
thing, but that very important, the recognition of a purpose
in this universal spirit ; as otherwise we cannot conceive any
explanation of the past course of evolution save chance ; and
we can have no guarantee that the future course of develop-
ment will be controlled otherwise than by chance. Without
purpose in the inmost essence of Nature, or the spirit
diffused through Nature, there is only chance and mechanical
necessity to determine what will take place anywhere in
the universe, and this conclusion never has been accepted
and never can be made acceptable to the human mind.

§ 10. We repeat—the fatal defect in Darwinism, and in
all the more or less systematic presentments that have lately
been given of the whole doctrine of Evolution, whether by
Spencer, Haeckel, Huxley, or Strauss,® is the denial, express or
by implication, of all and any purpose or Final Cause in the
universe. For in purpose, in some sense of the word, and, more-
over, in a rational purpose, however difficult it be to define
the conception in human language or to assimilate it to our
notions of purpose, the human mind, nevertheless, obstinately

* Strauss, The New Faith and the Old.
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continues to believe. All men believe in it—the mass of
mankind guided by common sense, as well as the masters
of thought who have meditated most deeply on this all-
important question. The grea.best' names in philosophy
from Aristotle and Plato to Descartes and Leibnitz, to Kant
and Hegel, even to Schopenhauer and Hartmann, have
believed in purpose in some sense of the word; the only
thinkers opposed being Democritus and Epicurus in ancient
times, perhaps Spinoza and Hume in modern times, together
with the present representatives of these. And apart from
the balance of philosophical authority in its favour, can any
rational and candid mind doubt that there was a purpose
in the course of evolution of the universe? Can any one
really doubt that the human consciousness on our earth
was not meant and intended to come finally out of the
whole evolutionary process and struggle for existence? At
least, can any one doubt that the eye and the ear, which
open out the world to all the animals, were not, somehow,
in Nature’s aims ; or can they believe the other alternative,
that the first rudimentary eye came one day as the result of
a lucky chance, a fortunate meeting of the atoms,—that it
only appeared after infinite impotent combinations had in
vain been tried, at one happy moment when the right
number and due arrangement of particles were hit upon ?
Is this credible? And then the same origin must be
assigned for the ear, and for all the other organs of sense, as
well as for all the mutually adapted organs of the body—the
origin of chance, a perpetual shifting and rearrangement of
the atoms by chance and mechanical necessity till the new
and startling phenomena appeared. We say by chance,
since they were not themselves endowed with any self-
moving power, nor was any concert possible amongst them,
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nor any general marshalling agency supposed. Now, it
is faintly conceivable, though incredible, that chance might
produce the physical organ, which, it must be allowed, is
resolvable into cells and nerves and finally into a collocation
of atoms. Given endless time to exhaust all wrong arrange-
ments, an instrument like the eye might in the end result;
but it would clearly require an incredible period of time, by
the laws of probability, before the right combination of
atoms resulted from chance alone. But even if the right
arrangement which gave the physical organ at last did
result, there is still a gulf from the organ to the seeing
power. What is this new phenomenon, the fact of vision,
which opens out a new world, which one day or one moment
came, having been non-existent just before? Is this new
thing not something like creation? It is the product
of the atoms, the effect of molecular changes, says the
materialist. Then the atoms are literally creative—they
have produced from nothing a most wonderful thing; they
have evolved or evoked this unique power from no pre-
existing materials ; for the fact of vision is wholly different
from the material particles which compose the organ—it is a
thing not made up of them, nor of anything but itself, which
one moment was not and the next moment was; and this
is creation,—call it evolution, if you please. It is creation,
and, moreover, it is very like creation ex nihilo, pronounced
so absurd,—only that the blind atoms have accomplished
the miracle, according to the materialist.

In short, we say to the materialist: you believe in
creation after all, under the name of evolution; only it
was matter which effected the creation; and you believe
in the miracle of creation from nothing, only that the atoms,
acting without intention or concert, accomplished the

E
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miracle. You believe in a creation by the atoms, only
that the atoms did not know what they were about to do
or what was about to happen. They had no intention of
producing the result—nor could have had any; and the
creation or evolution, first of the senses, then of conscious-
ness, and last of the highest human reason, was the result
of a long series of fortunate accidents. This is the real
and most important issue raised to-day by Darwin, as in
ancient times by Democritus—whether chance or purpose
governs the world ; and it is the issue raised by the thought-
ful Evolution philosophy of Herbert Spencer as well as by
the cruder atomistic materialism of some of the other
expositors of Darwin’s doctrines.

Now, for my own part, I am quite prepared to give up
the old anthropomorphic Creator, who went to work in the
construction of worlds and organisms as the architect and
the machinist. I gladly deliver myself, by the aid of the
scientific doctrine of the eternity and indestructibility of
matter, from the old dogma of the creation ex nihilo, of the
earth and planets by creative fiat. I am even ready, on
the strength of the united demand of modern philosophy
and thought, ‘made by Spinoza, Fichte, Shelling, Hegel,
Schopenhauer, and Hartmann, as thinkers ; by Schliermacher
as theologian, and by Goethe as poet, to surrender the human
attributes of personality and consciousness in the Deity ; and
all the more readily as we are assured by philosophy that
these attributes, which we find we can never, by the utmost
effort of thought, connect in any way with the notion of
QGod, are in clear contradiction to the notion of an Absolute
Being, which, as such, cannot be subject to the limitations
which consciousness implies. We can give up all these
imperfect conceptions of God, one and all; but yet we can-
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not abandon all belief in a purpose, an intention, a finality
of some sort, which has been and still is manifested in the
universe, and in the evolution of human destiny.

We cannot give up belief in purpose, because the
alternative belief is that the earth and the million spheres
in space came from mechanical necessity and for no end, and
that life and consciousness came from this same mechanical
necessity, supplemented by chance as the active shaping
agency and real divinity ;—that all things came from chance
and that the universe drifts at hazard towards no par-
ticular goal but final dissolution.

Men must postulate a purpose in the past, to control
the course of evolution, to dispense with the hypothesis of
“ga fortuitous concourse of the atoms,” to avoid the notion,
shocking to the reason, of endless and abortive attempts
of the atoms to frame a world and to produce life. We
require a guiding inner principle; we even require to pos-
tulate creative agency where a new fact appeared, such as
life, sensation, consciousness, unless these too existed from
eternity as well as matter; but we do not require to
postulate a personal Creator or special creations of the
different species of plants and animals. We must have a
purpose, and there must be creative power, at each new
appearance between the chemically constituted cosmic
vapour and the most developed human- species. Evolu-
tion is granted, and the difference between creation and
evolution is hardly worth disputing about. The first appear-
ance of something wholly new, life-like,—is it to be called
creation or evolution? This is & question that we care
not how it be answered. There is, then, a purpose; it has
been creative, and in a certain sense it is supernatural ; for,
as Herbert Spencer admits, there is a “power behind
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humanity and all things,” which is not exhausted in any of
its forms as shown in evolution. And this power behind
Nature, and yet manifesting itself in Nature, might still be
called supernatural as well as natural, were it not for the
special association of the former word with miraculous
interventions. But the power itself is admitted by all, ex-
cepting only those who, like Hume, maintain that pheno-
mena alone, with nothing behind them, compose the
universe.

The present is not the place to press further the in-
consistency and insufficiency of the materialist explanation
of the world. Let it here suffice to say that while purpose
as well as wisdom is denied, power and even creative
power is allowed, in the fact of evolution ; while the further
question, whether this power—which admittedly shows itself
in Nature, though it is itself invisible, non-phenomenal, and
so to speak behind Nature—should be described as super-
natural or by some term of less equivocal meaning, is merely
a question of words. The existence of the power is ad-
mitted by evolutionists themselves, as well as by so great
a thinker as Kant, who is now in such special favour with
them. Our belief goes further, for the reasons already as-
signed : we believe in a purpose,and we believe that purpose
to be a good one. In holding this faith, we are at issue both
with the evolutionist and the pessimist. In holding fast by
purpose as the principle of the universe, we differ from the
former; in holding that it is good, we differ from the latter.
Both convictions are articles of faith that do not admit of
perfect demonstration ; neither are they always held with
the same unwavering strength of conviction. Indeed, at
times both are sorely tried. When we look around and see
that justice is not yet enthroned in the world ; when we see
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the terrible struggle for existence, in which virtue does not
triumph ; when we see the conditions, sometimes terrible as
death itself, which the necessities of this struggle exact,
not merely from the over-sensitive but from the best and
bravest spirits ; when we find the perpetual intervention of
this formidable thing which we must call chance, in the
crises of our own lives to make or mar them; and when,
disturbed with these reflections, we look through history for
support for our faith, and see that the truth has not always
triumphed or the good cause prevailed, and that the crises
of history, as well as of our own lives, have apparently
turned upon a cast of the dice;—when we brood over all
these things, then, indeed, the desperate suggestion some-
* times rises within us, that there is and has been no power at
the helm, that the universe drifts purposeless, or that some
base and malignant power is a co-ordinate principle with
the good, if not the chief controller of the course of things.
In this mood, the stars seem to run blindly; the world is
“an unweeded garden that runs to seed,” where “things
rank and gross in nature” alone have full and riotous
possession ; men are—

The flies of later spring,
That lay their eggs and sting and sing,
And weave their petty cells and die.

But these are the dark moments of the trial of our faith,
to which we ever return when the paroxysm of doubt
and denial has passed. For if the social world, with its
evils and miseries, thus sometimes shakes our belief, Nature,
ever bountiful and beautiful, is all around us to restore it.
And reason and reflection come to our aid also ; for we find
that truth after all is triumphing, and that the reign of
justice is slowly extending. We find within ourselves that
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truth in its pursuit and possession is verily what Aristotle,
what Plato, and what Bacon, following them, proclaimed
it to be—"the sovereign good of human nature.” And
virtue, goodness, spite of appearances to- the contrary, if the
right tests are applied, is found to be progressing. Possibly
not the heroic virtues, but at least sympathy, benevolence,
pity,and a wider regard for justice. These social virtues are
spreading over wider areas, and are diminishing the fell
intensity of the conflict for existence, now no longer carried
on without quarter to the vanquished. They are binding
men together, and narrowing the range of the exclusively
selfish regards, the old perennial spring of so much moral
evil. And thus we support our faith in the good purpose
of the universe.

- It should also be confessed that we are to some extent
fortified in it by considerations not altogether addressed to
the reason, for no faith is solely rational. We close with
it partly on account of the blank and frightful alternatives
which the pessimist and the extreme materialist offer to
us: the one pointing to a principle at the bottom of things,
which, - though without any evil intention, necessarily
brings evil to us; and the other, scarcely less alarming, to
a universe born of chance and mechanical necessity, and
drifting aimlessly towards no goal but final dissolution
from the same mechanical necessity.



CHAPTER IIL
ON MAN AND HIS DEVELOPMENT.

§ 1. WE now approach the central and most important
question of all—What is man himself ?—a question in appear-
ance sufficiently simple, and one, moreover, discussed from
the dawn of speculation, but which, nevertheless, science
holds to have been only rightly conceived and approached,
and only truly answered in all its fulness and significance,
for the first time in our day and generation.

The inquiry concerning the nature of man is evidently
of fundamental importance, as all moralists, from the re-
vival of independent moral speculation under Hobbes, two
centuries ago, up to our own days, have fully perceived.
On the answer to the question, What is man? clearly
depends the answer to the three great questions of Kant,
What can we know? What should we do? What may we -
hope? Nay, even the further question, What can we do?
the great question of moral freedom, the ancient and still-
agitated question whether our actions are the product of a
secret material mechanism which ultimately sways our wills,
or whether and how far man is the master of destiny and
the ruler of circumstance, is evidently involved in the
fundamental and all-comprehending one, What is man
himself ?
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The full answer to this inquiry is, according to positive
scientific thinkers, only to be obtained from a variety of
sciences, from psychology, physiology, anthropology, so-
ciology; though the great light that has been recently
thrown upon the whole subject by the Darwinian discovery
of man’s animal descent, is of itself a revelation and a
guiding clue of immense significance in all future specula-
tions, producing as it does a total revolution in our point
of view and in our methods of inquiry.

It is only in our day Professor Huxley* maintains that
man has discovered his true place in Nature and his real
relations to the rest of the animal kingdom, just as three
hundred years ago the true position of the earth and its
relations to the other heavenly bodies were discovered by
Copernicus. It is only in our more favoured time Professor
Haeckelt tells us that “the question of man’s position in
Nature, the highest of all problems,” has been truly solved by
Darwin’s theory of descent, corroborated as it so strongly
is by the facts of embryology and physiology. Indeed, it
is only in our generation that the question could be even
approached or rightly conceived, so thick a mass of fictions,
illusions, and deep inborn prejudices had conspired together
to draw an impenetrable veil round man’s real nature, which
effectually hid him from himself. The dogmas of theology
and metaphysics, the vain imaginings of poetry, man’s own
pride and prejudices, had each in their several ways and
degrees contributed to the one common result of placing a
monstrous distorting mirror hefore him, which hindered him
from seeing himself as he really was. They had made it
impossible for him to get even on the right track to the

* Huxley, Evidences as to Man’s Place in Nature.
1t Haeckel, History of Creation, vol. i. p. 294; vol. ii. p. 368.
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wise self-knowledge recommended by the old philosophers.
He had fallen from an originally holy and god-like estate,
theology assured him. His nature, once innocent, was now
inherently vile, and he could do no good thing of himself,
though infinite evil. In the other ear of man metaphysics
whispered a far more flattering tale—in fact, a wholly
opposite theory of man, and one much more soothing to his
pride and encouraging to his hopes. His nature was in-
nately grand and god-like, and shaded off on all sides without
dividing boundary to the infinite. At the bottom of man’s
being lay his soul, of a character and composition very
different from the theological representation of it. Far from
being an essentially vicious thing, it was an ethereal sub-
stance, “ a thing majestical,” an indestructible diamond, that
not the power of death or fate, hardly even that of omni-
potence itself, could break. The soul, the ego, the inmost
essence and core of the man, was an imperial thing on the
earth, as demonstrated in its own free and uncaused will—
uncaused by motive other than its own sovereign dictation ;
and it was an immortal existence hereafter. Or if the soul
was not of independent existence, as most of the meta-
physicians argued, it was, according to others, a direct
emanation of Deity, and to Him returned at death. So
argued the metaphysicians in opposition to the theologians,
asserting the innate rights and dignity of the soul, and of
our essential human nature. Then followed poetry, at one
time re-echoing the teaching of theology, at another that of
metaphysics, in both cases mingling special fictions and
fancies of her own, her Muse now bewailing man’s hapless
fall and hopeless state, anon chanting his lordly dignity and
high future hopes. Thus poetry continued till the beginning
of our century, when, having drunk deep the prevailing
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scepticism, and anticipated the coming pessimism, she
separated herself definitively from theology, and, for a time,
from philosophy and from hope; during which she struck
those loud notes of lamentation over man’s defeated hopes
and mysterious isolation in the universe, which are still
ringing in our ears. ’

§ 2. But now, stripped of fiction and illusion, what is
the scientifically ascertained fact, the sober literal truth
respecting human nature? We desire to know what man
really is; we wish, if possible, to have the conjoint report
of the several sciences concerned, and, that the account
be the more reliable, from those authorities who have made
a special side of man’s nature a special subject of study.

And in response to this desire, we have the latest reports
on human nature, as handed in from the several scientific
sections, which, when put together, read to the following
effect :—Man is the superior and highly developed animal,
with intellectual, moral, social, sesthetic qualities, differing in
degree but not in kind from similar qualities existing in
some of the highest of the lower animals. From the point
of view of comparative anatomy and physiology, man is of
like bodily structure and organization with the anthropoids,
so much so that, as Professor Huxley concludes, “The
structural differences which separate man from the gorilla
and chimpanzee, are not so great as those which separate
the gorilla from the lower apes.” Man closely resembles
the most man-like apes, only that his structure is slightly
more complex, and certain of his bodily organs are more
highly and more delicately differentiated. The difference
between the hand and foot is more pronounced in man
than in the nearest resembling animals, his hand is more
elaborately finished, his fingers finer and more flexible;
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and from this superiority of hand, the brain suggesting the
idea, he can make inventions,—tools, implements, weapons,
complicated machines and appliances, to serve his ends.
Moreover, through the higher differentiation of the larynx
and tongue, he has the faculty of articulate speech in
a much higher degree than any of the other animals, and
he can thus communicate with his fellows to an extent
that is quite impossible to them. Some of them, indeed,
including his nearest relatives, possess the faculty of speech
in & low degree; but man alone can convert the vocal
sounds which he can make in the greatest variety, into
signs of his inmost wishes and thoughts, and into general
conceptions, by means of which he can think and reason
about classes and universals, the highest prerogative of
the scientific human intellect. Above all, the mass of man’s
brain is larger, its cells and fibres more numerous and
complicated, and he can thence make greater mental
acquisitions, which he can store away in the corpuscles of
the brain, as in safe and secret closets, for future use. He
is, from this comparatively greater size and finer structure
of brain, a being of “larger discourse, looking before and
after.” He can think more clearly, he can see more deeply,
he can feel more finely and variously, than any of his
humbler brute brethreh. He is presented with & clearer
and fairer picture of the universe than the dull and
confused apprehension of the brute can give. Moreover,
his nerves are more numerous and more delicately strung,
thereby giving him not only a wider area of pleasure and
pain, bu} special emotional delights, in the cultivation and
expression of which man has become an artist, as by his
general brain superiority he had become an inventor and a
thinker. Finally, man is the pre-eminently social animal,
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more essentially so than the bee, the ant, or any other;
and to this fact of his nature, more than even to the special
excellences of his hand and head, is to be attributed his
great and successful career, and his completely outstripping
all competing species in the struggle for existence. For
without the social union, his other advantages would have
been of little service; without it, indeed, they would have
been but little developed; but by the social union, which
makes division of labour possible, inventions and improve-
ments are made, science and art become possible, and
language, itself a necessary pre-requisite of society, becomes
further perfected from the exigency of further social needs.

Man is a social animal, partly because his immediate
animal progenitors were such in some low degree, but
more because he speedily learned by painful experience the
absolute necessity of union, for life itself on the one hand,
and on the other, the great and ever-increasing advantages
resulting from the union itself Moreover, he found his
pleasure as well as his profit in social life, being naturally
of a sociable disposition, in spite of Hobbes’s saying to the
contrary. From being a social animal, man at length
advanced till he became a moral being; that is, a being
that not only seeks, as every individual created thing must
seek, the conservation of its own existence, but which also.
in order that others may he free to do the same and in
order that society with its great advantages may be
possible for all, manifests a regard for the rights of others
as well as his own, and recognizes the necessity of obeying
rules framed in the interest of all—rules which limit the
naturally excessive egotism of each to the fair amount which
is compatible with that of all the rest. And man became
& moral being all the sooner and more easily because he
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found within himself the germs of sympathy, as well as the
undoubted fact of sociability attracting him to the company
of his fellows ; which two factors of sympathy and sociability
at length between them begat the moral fact now known
as benevolence,—something resembling a genuine regard
for all the members of the tribe, and a consequent heartier
disposition, not only to work more zealously with them
for the common good and against the common dangers, but
even to voluntarily restrict individual selfishness, and some-
times to surrender cheerfully some of his own share of satis-
factions to the requirements of others; in which last case
we have the beginnings of the self-sacrificing virtues.

Such man was in the past; in such ways and by such
means he has been developed ; and such as he was he still
essentially is, according to the scientific account of himn.
He is both less and greater than his theological portrait had
represented him: “not so happy, but much happier.” Not
80 happy, because, though the race is to have an immortality
and a great to-morrow, the individual will have none ; there
being no exceptional felicity reserved for him hereafter, any
more than for the lower animals from whom he has been
raised. Much happier, because there is a prosperous and
progressive career marked out for the individual as for the
species here on the earth; because his “homely nurse,” the
earth, has “filled her lap with pleasures of her own” to give
him ; because he may know assuredly that his nature has
not degraded from a higher, but developed from a far lower
level. He is not essentially vile and fallen, but neither is
he on the other hand, Science assures him-—lest he should
boast—a being capable of any continued lofty heroism
or transcendent excellence, or on the whole capable of more
than very moderate and average virtues. Speaking gene-
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rally, man is a being with an inherited leaning to both good
and evil, to neither excessively, though, from pressure of
circumstance, somewhat more given to the latter; not much,
however, and the degree may be exaggerated, because there
is of necessity much more attention called to his vices,
which must be frequently punished, than to his virtues,
which mostly pass without notice or external reward.

However this be, there is to be set against the existing
evil the scientific promise of its future diminution, the
assurance of a slow tendency to improvement. There is a
slow, though admittedly a very slow, change in the relative
proportions of the tendencies that make respectively for
virtue and vice, and this alteration of the existing ratio
is in favour of virtue, in the direction of the good. A
reduction of evil, both physical and moral, is discoverable
through the course of history, and a similar and still great
reduction (as before remarked) is promised in the future,
when man shall have more completely harmonized his
nature with his physical and social environment.*

Thus, then, our species has not fallen from a perfect or
paradisaical state; on the contrary, it has raised itself by
its own efforts, by the favour of Nature, by the fact of
natural selection, from a state low and terrible and pre-
carious to its present comparatively enviable position. Man
commenced his career with no very exceptional advantages ;
indeed, like our present “self-made man "—his nearest type
and true representative—he commenced upon almost no-
thing; and the accumulated intellectual, emotional, and moral
capital now possessed by the species is mainly an inherited
bequest, the result of the patience, the persistent labour
and energy, the unwearied ant-like industry of a thousand

* Spencer’s Data of Ethics; also, Principles of Biology, ch. xiii.
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generations—a result which natural selection has aided to
produce, and which inheritance has handed on. Far from
having fallen or retrograded, man has advanced very far
indeed ; his nature has been widened and deepened on all
sides, and a yet further and more glorious development of
his nature will take place. What he has done is but a
promise of what he will do. What he is,is but as the statue
in the rough compared to the finished man of the far future.

But human nature, though widened and deepened with
the process of the suns, is not in any sense of the word
infinite, as certain metaphysicians would have us believe.
Man’s mental, like his bodily constitution, is on all sides
bounded and limited. Thought, emotion, volition, are all
finite and conditioned; are subject to laws of regular and
ascertained sequence ; fall into the universal chain of cause
and effect, as psychology and physiology teach. What,
indeed, may be the ultimate or First Cause of the mental as
of other phenomena, Science is unable to say—a First Cause,
even if comprehensible, not being within the scope of her
inquiries, and her only notion of causation: being constantly
recurring sequence—but so far as Science traces or follows
the phenomena, so far as they are accessible to her most
improved methods of search, they are in the last resort
caused by states of the bodily organism, in particular by
molecular changes in the brain and nervous system.®* These
are the invariable antecedents, the cause or conditions of
consciousness in Hume's and Mill's sense of the word
“cause.” Without these no thought or consciousness is
possible; with these they begin, and with these end. Here
is the final fact, beyond which Science cannot go, finding no

¢ Huxley’s Life of Hume, p. 79 (“ English Men of Letters ” series) ; also
Bain’s Mind and Body, pp. 11, 140.
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firn forhold for the funther sperulations in which the
mataphysicians are wont to indulge. Funther inguiry or
attemnpusA explanation she prefers t leave o men of this
elass, who, however, she observes suce=ed but badly in their
attempts vy emancipat: mind from its eonstant eonnection,
from birth v, death, with phenomenal matter, which connee-
tion she notes as the ultimate fact in this department of
knowledge.

§ 3. Such are the universal and essential characteristics
of our eommon human nature, as they manifest themselves
to modern scientific inquiry. But now we must further
obwerve, by way of supplement, or comment, that while
human nature has its universal and necessary elements
which appear in every individual, thereby producing that
general sameness which makes it a fit subject for science,
there are also the greatest possible differences amongst
the human atoms, according as a greater or less degree
or a different combination of the common elements enter
into the mental and moral composition of each individual.
Humanity is no homogeneous mass. The individuals com-
posing it differ in intellectual, moral, and social qualities, in
religious and sthetic emotions, even more than they do
in physical form and features. There is no identity of
nature and no general equality amongst men, even con-
fining the attention to the same society, or nation, or class.
While the majority are average men, viewing human nature
in its totality and from the point of view of science and
of psychology, very many fall below, a considerable number
rise above this general level line of humanity, and a select
few riso to such exceptional and commanding heights that
their fellow-men regard them as beings of a different nature
from themselves, and history reserves for them the title
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of great. Into a few the common elements of our nature
have entered in such pre-eminent degree and large amount,
and they have thence been enabled to produce results so
great and extraordinary for the rest of men—results s6 im-
possible of achievement or even of conception by the others,
that they, with a sort of noble superstition, in former times
credited these superior spirits with a divine nature, and
reverenced their memory as of gods; and even still, with a
lingering trace of this old hero-worship, with a survival of
the old ennobling reverence, great men are called men of
genius—a unique, indefinable thing, which marks off its
possessor from the rest of mankind as of a different and
higher nature. These spirits, specially touched to finer
issues, seem even yet compact of finer clay and tempered
with more ethereal fire than has gone to the composition
of the generality ; and if we remember the services which
these select ones have rendered to humanity, in widening
its range, in lifting it higher, in multiplying its power, in
giving to it new and permanent realins of truth and beauty,
in giving to it in their lives examples of its glorious
possibilities of effort or achievement in virtue, we shall, in
spite of the levelling doctrine of science and evolution, be
inclined - to deal tenderly with the still lingering and
generous superstition that credits great men with being
something peculiarly divine. In a sense so they still are,
80 they were, and so they must ever be.

In reality, great men are but the highest summits of
that humanity which we all share ; nevertheless, they have
shown us what heights there are in humanity, from whence
a grander horizon opens. They have shown us how we
may climb nearer to those heights. In a certain sense
they have been the true creators. They have increased

F
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and deepened human nature. They have shown us the
truth and beauty we could not have seen save through
their eyes. They have created the truth and beauty. They
have given us the power we could not have had without
their help;and if they have not created this power, they
have given us the control over it. Great men have been
the means of developing mankind far more directly and
essentially than natural selection, assisted by heredity and
adaptation, as even Darwin admits.* It was by means
of the superior and original minds that the adaptation
of the rest to their environment was brought about. The
evolution of human societies and civilizations, the evolution
of the arts, institutions, religions, philosophies, literatures,
laws, has been accomplished by a series of loftier minds,
the individuals of which took up successively and improved
upon the thoughts and ideas of their predecessors, beginning
with the first creative mind; and without such minds no
fresh initiative or improvement, no originality or advance,
no new creation or fresh suggestion appears. There is
substantial truth in the view of a great writer that “the
.history of what man has accomplished in this world is at
bottom the history of the great men who have worked
there.”+ Herbert Spencer, it is true, lightly esteems the
theory, and asks in reply—Whence comes the great man ?
What makes him possible? The great man, he tells us,
must be made by his society before he can unmake or
improve it. And this view is also, to a certain extent, true;
but not in the most important or essential sense. For
society makes only so much of the great man as goes to the
composition of the average man, leaving an overplus which
is not to be put to the credit of society or previous human

* The Descent of Man. + Carlyle, Lectures on Heroes.
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acquisition, but which is a gift from Nature—from the
Unknown. It makes all of the great man except his special
genius, which is afterwards to improve society; all of
Shakespeare except his extraordinary imagination and
insight, by which he has for ever enriched the world. Even
if we revert to the earliest stages of development, we can see
that before natural selection got anything worth selecting
in the most primitive societies, the creative spirit, the su-
perior man, had first to appear. Before primitive man could
make any decided step in advance, or could separate himself
conspicuously from his lower animal relations, some inven-
tive individual had to conceive and construct the first rude
flint weapon, which gave men so great advantage in the
combat with wild beasts or with their fellows; some pre-
historic Prometheus first stole the secret of fire from Nature,
and showed to the others its uses; some one discovered the
fruitful corn amongst the common grasses, and taught the
rest to plant it; to some one the idea first occurred that
the skin of a slain beast, if deftly transferred and arranged,
would warm himself as it did its original owner. Again,
and later, some one invented spoken speech, some one before
Cadmus invented the use of letters, some one before Tubal-
cain taught how to temper and shape the metals. But in all
these and many other cases, the first seeds of fruitful thought
or invention appeared in one mind; the subsequent impor-
tant improvements have likewise come from one. And this
has been true of the history of the arts of war as of peace;
from the inventor of the bow, the spear, and the plough, to
the inventor of the printing press and the steam-engine.

If we come to the historical stages of the course of
evolution, we shall see the truth of this exemplified in still
more important matters. We still see that all discovery,
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advance, and improvement depend on great men, and find
their limits and arrest with the non-appearance of these.
Civilizations became what they were by a series of great
men ; without these, they either would not have heen at all,
or their courses would have been wholly different. But in
the absence of the particular great men, would not others
have taken their places—other Columbuses, other Newtons ?
Possibly, in some cases; in others not; but even had others
appeared in all, then these would have been the initiating
spirits. So that the course of history and evolution would
still have moved under the initiative and guidance of
individuals,

§ 4. Our civilization and culture is what great men, as
distinet from natural selection, have made it; what inven-
tors and discoverers, what philosophers, founders of religions
and lawgivers, what artists and poets, what even statesmen
and conquerors, have made it ; much more than what evolu-
tion, unaided by these, though with the full benefit of natural
selection, heredity, and adaptation, has made it. The
Homers and Dantes and Shakespeares have enlarged our
human nature by revealing to it what was before invisible
in itself, by teaching it to read and truly to know itself.
They have brought from non-existence into being, and
have annexed for ever to man’s spiritual kingdom, a new
and wonderful world of beauty and of truth, ever the twin
bequest of the great poet. They have widened our conscious-
ness of Nature and of ourselves, have added inexhaustible
fields of spiritual delight for the soul to revel in in all
her changing moods. They have supplied to our spirit its
proper elements on which it lives, the nutriment on which
it may feed, the air which it can respire. And have not the
Beethovens and Mozarts, the Raphaels and Titians, artists
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of different types from -the poets—the former who have
struck a new and different shaft into the previously un-
sounded depths of the soul, and have found a language for
its previously unexpressed but real emotions ; and the latter
who have made colours and lines instead of words and
sounds, into a language that powerfully speaks to, ennobles,
and stirs the soul ;—have not these also enlarged our
spiritual life ?

And the Keplers and Newtons, the Lyells and Darwins,
the labourers in one grand division of the field of truth, the
wide and ever-increasing province of scientific knowledge ;
the men who, after prolonged thought, at length extorted
from Nature, despite her many masks and disguises, the
long-kept secrets of the laws of her mighty and mysterious
movements, in the heavens above and in the earth beneath,
in sustaining and moving the spheres, in sculpturing the
outlines of the earth, in the production and differentiating
the forms of life ;—these men at least, the great geniuses in
science—must not the apostles of science and evolution
allow ?—have aided in the development and elevation and
civilization of mankind, apart from any operation of natural
selection. And the Platos, and Spinozas, and Kants, and
Hegels, the daring leaders of that ever-existing, never-
disheartened company of searchers, sworn to fathom the
secret of the universe, resultless as their labours have been
as regards their final aim, have yet been of incalculable
service in the culture and education of the race. Nay
more, these lonely thinkers, after long beating against the
bars of their own great minds, seem at last almost to break
down the barrier between themselves and the Infinite;
they actually seem to catch a glimpse, in some supreme
moment of revelation—were it only for a moment—of the
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final secret of the world, which in a measure they can
darkly symbolize to us. And at the lowest estimate of
their services, the masters of thought, by their mining and
quarrying in the secret subterranean regions of thought,
not less than by their aspiring flights, if they have not
revealed the whole mystery or opened out a tunnel between
our world of phenomena and the unknown land beyond,
they have, both by their labour and by their failure, shown
to us why we cannot reach this transcendent world where
repose the real essences of things. They have shown us
that our faculties are bounded, even when themselves
stretching them to the utmost, even when actually widen-
ing them, like Kant. They have shown us the utmost
butt and sea-mark of our sail, even when trying to prove
that the philosopher’s thought is absolute knowledge, like
Hegel. They have all confirmed the lesson of our philo-
sopher Locke, to sit down in contented ignorance of know-
ledge denied to human faculties, even though other beings
in the universe may possess it.

And there have been yet greater men than any of these;
—men who have revealed the great possibilities of virtue
latent in humanity, as these others its capacity for truth
and beauty, and its aspirations to the Unknown. Besides
the great discoverers of truth, there have been men who have
shown to us what may be dared for truth when discovered
—the men who have given for truth their blood, and be-
queathed to humanity the great traditions which it cannot
forget, and dare not fall wholly away from, without ac-
cepted dishonour and degradation. There have been the
noble army of martyrs for truth, amongst whom science
and philosophy are worthily represented. There have
been martyrs who, like Socrates and Bruno, have shown



ON MAN AND HIS DEVELOPMENT. 71

that, even when humanity has sunk low, there ever exist
individual spirits who redeem it and prevent it from
sinking to still lower deeps; men who have shown the
mighty power for virtue that lies even in one unbending
will ; and such suggest the reassuring thought that similar
spirits exist at the worst of times, who will dare all—death
itself, and worse, if fate has worse—rather than betray the
sacred cause of Truth at a time critical for Humanity itself,
when her life seems threatened.

And there has been a still more select and inimitable
few ;—spirits, awful, beautiful, all but divine, who, troubled
at once by the mystery of life, and moved by the mighty
miseries of men to an infinite love and pity for them, have
turned aside from the joys of life that they might have had,
if only they could have enjoyed them in the midst of the
endless sorrow and with the infinite wail of the world ring-
ing in their ears; men who have thought, and meditated,
and fasted, and supplicated to find out some way of salva-
tion for afflicted mankind, or some mitigation at least of all
its miseries. There have been men who could find no
peace or joy in life for themselves while the huge incarnate
sorrow existed all around them; who were ready to die for
men, if only they might thereby improve their lot ; who like
Buddha, resigned all that men call happiness, who like
Mahomet, staked life, and like Christ, voluntarily sacri-
ficed it, to save the rest of their fellows. What is more,
these mighty spirits not only tried to discover, but actually
found, a means of salvation—a way of righteousness for
men. They did veritably discover and teach men the true
way of life, and how they might bear or conquer the evils
of life and of destiny. Each of them found a means,
pointed out a way, as best suited the needs of their contem-
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porary men, and these means and this way were in great
measure applicable to all mankind. They found out truths,
permanent and great truths—renunciation, resignation,
duty, love of our fellows; only that these truths, great and
important and eternal as they are, require to be further
supplemented or qualified to make them suitable to the
modern man’s nature and circumstances, altered in some
respects but still the same, with the same needs, spiritual
and social, in others.

§ 5. Thus the development of the human species, the
civilizations of humanity, have not been accomplished by
natural sclection, as the Darwinian doctrine implies. The
development of the human spirit has come from an inner
revelation to certain privileged individuals—a revelation of
truth, of insight, of inventive power, of duty, of beauty;
visiting the soul unsolicited ; coming none can say whence,
not even the possessors, further than that it is from the
Unknown, from the Purpose of the universe, that thus
means and wishes to declare and develop itself—from God
and not from Chance. Natural selection has clearly had
nothing to do with the origin, with the deposition of the
first germs of morality, art, invention, science, or religion ;
and it has really had extremely little to do with the further
development of any of these, or, by consequence, of man-
kind. Tt has been through great individuals, men of higher,
deeper, finer, nobler natures, in mind, or soul, or moral
purpose, that our human species has been developed and
lifted up to its present proud heights. It has not been Ly
natural selection that man’s soul has been differentiated
and perfected, however this be true of his bodily organiza-
tion. It has been through the superior single souls, and
where none such have appeared, as amongst the savage
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races, man has still remained but a few removes from the
brute. It has been by the help of these great ones,
formerly held as demigods and heroes, that all the progress
and development which science rightly refers to as the
special characteristic of our favoured species, has been made
possible. The accidental variation or departure from the
average, that occasionally occurs in the individuals of a
species, and which gives to its possessor an advantage in
the struggle of life, which, according to Darwin, is trans-
mitted to posterity by inheritance, so as to become in time
an attribute of the whole species by natural selection,—
this accidental variation corresponds to the appearance of
the man of genius, of superior insight, in the human species,
save only that the rare differential quality is scarcely ever
transmitted by inheritance, and does mot usually give its
possessor the victory in the combat of existence.

Human societies, then, have not been raised by natural
selection. It has not been in the manner implied in the
doctrine of Darwin and evolution that man’s mental and
moral constitution has been developed, whatever be the
truth as regards his physical. It has not been by the
superior man winning in the battle of life, and then trans-
mitting his genius to his children, who thus became the
origin of a chosen race, that the great man has profited
either his species or himself. He has served his kind by
the communication of his special secret, new truth, superior
insight, higher quality of soul, to some of his brother men
the likest himself, and these again to others, till in time
the whole mass of men becomes possessed of his idea, and
leavened with his spirit. He served men not by the
hereditary transmission, but by the direct communication,
of his soul. Often the man of genius or hero did not
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win in the battle of life, rarely or never he transmitted his
genius to his children, even if he had any. He did better ;
he gave the benefit of it at once to all who could profit by
it, and ultimately to the human race. At least this is
what the real and greatest benefactors of their kind have
done—the discoverers, inventors, philosophers, poets, law-
givers, and founders of religions, if not the warrior-kings
and conquerors. Neither Plato, nor Mahomet, nor Columbus,
nor Shakespeare, nor Newton, produced appreciable effect
on the world through the transmission of their peculiar
qualities by heredity. They did not thus distribute the
germs of their genius at last through their countrymen
and mankind. The manner of their action on men was
different ; but the result was more speedy as well as more
effectual. They delivered their message, did their work,
and the others found it directly profitable and acceptable
to them. They lifted up the others nearer to their own
sublime heights; and by such a process it has ever been
that real progress has been made—by the species as a
whole endeavouring to expand itself to the dimensions
_ of these kingly spirits, who have been its true educators,
improvers, and benefactors,

§ 6. It is to be further observed that all these great
men have expanded human nature on those sides in which
we differ chiefly from the lower animals—in our capacities
for invention, art, thought, morality, religion, which con-
stitute our properly human as distinct from our merely
animal nature. They have developed the higher and
mental side, comprehending the intellect, the soul, the
social and moral sentiments, as distinguished from the
self-regarding and sensual side of our nature, the animal
impulses and dispositions, which the brutes possess as well
a8 we.
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And yet these other sides, the self-regarding and the
sensual, can never be got rid of, as science unmistakably
reminds us. They can never be left wholly" behind us,
as useless and troublesome incumbrances on our march
to perfection, while man remains on the earth. However
far man may leave behind his animal and put on angelic
nature, still the animal remains in the depths of his being,
sleeping but not dead, combated it may be and reduced
within bounds, but never wholly, conquered or subdued.
However desirable it might appear that men should die
to sense, and live only to the better life of the intellect and
the soul, when once they have tasted it ; however good it
would be for the world that they should put off the old
Adam of self, and put on the new life of self-renouncement
in behalf of others and of love and labour for them; how-
ever these were to be wished, yet science and experience
teach that, considering the inmost nature of man and his
inevitable conditions on this earth, this is vain to expect
and impossible of achievement, beyond a certain limited
extent, determined by these same unchangeable conditions
of man, and unchangeable elements of his nature. Man’s
nature can indeed be changed, and it has been improved ;
but there remains something at the base, and particularly
the senses and the self-conserving instincts, which cannot
be changed. While man remains an animal, susceptible
of pleasure and pain, who lives by food, and must be
born of woman, so long we may be sure—and Nature has
taken especial care upon this point—he shall be power-
fully moved by his appetites and passions, and so long the
advice and prescriptions of Buddha and Schopenhauer to
quench them will remain unfollowed or inoperative; and
so long, again, as life continues, as in some respect it must
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ever continue, a competition—if not always for material
divisible goods, yet for ever for certain indivisible satis-
factions that must remain the monopoly of individuals—so
long must the self-asserting and competitive side of man’s
nature exist and assert itself. Like the sensual side, this
too is capable of reduction, and of a greater corresponding
reduction in its exclusively selfish form, through the growth
of sympathy and benevolence ; but as in the former, so in
this case, there are determinable limits fixed by the nature
of things, which can never be passed.

Sense and self can never be set aside or annihilated,
But it is conceivable and possible that, though narrowed
in certain directions, unprofitable to society as well as to’
the individual, they may find the means of a better life,
may become ennobled by entering into alliance with the
higher parts of our nature; sense finding the advantage
of a union with the affections and the soul, and the self-
regarding instincts finding their best and highest life and
sustentation from a certain incorporation of the social,
or altruistic, sentiments. Sense, in short, may rise to soul,
and the life for others might he the best life of self. This
is possible, this is the true ideal, and undoubtedly there
is some tendency in this happy and beneficial direction.
The coarsely sensual and the narrowly selfish life is being
slowly left behind us; but the process is slow, slow as all
evolutionary processes, and the history of mankind makes
us awarc of fatal lapses and retrogressions. For twice
before in the history of morals and religion—once under
Buddhism, and again under Christianity—this very idea
of love and labour for others has emerged, and twice it
again became submerged by a strong return and reasser-
tion of the old selfish and violent impulses. Once again,
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and for the third time, this sentiment has appeared, and
seems slowly struggling to assert itself in the hearts and
moral consciousness of men. Shall it this time succeed
and triumph, as the one surest means of bringing in
righteousness and securing the salvation of man on the
earth? We cannot be sure; we can only hope it will
advance; but the question how far men’s hearts are really
fitted for the reception of the sentiment of love for others
or for their species, is one upon which something will be
said in the following chapter.

§ 7. Meantime, before concluding the present chapter,
on man’s development, let us come to a provisional under-
standing with the pessimist, who denies the worth of con-
scious life, however variously or widely developed.

According to the true pessimist, life is so ingeniously
adapted to ensure misery—and the greatest possible sum
of misery,—that if it had been expressly and malignly
contrived by a designing mind to that very end, there
could have been no greater success. The maximum of
misery is what is really produced in “this best of all
possible worlds,” so much admired of Leibnitz. For with
just a little more evil added on, the world could not con-
tinue to exist at all. Men at least could no longer endure
existence, if any sudden and general increase were made
to the sum of sorrows, which they now so stolidly bear
much more from custom and a mere animal clinging to
life, blind and instinctive, than from any rational or well-
grounded conviction of its worth. Development is itself
an evil, and the more the greater. The more conscious
evolution there is, the more the contents of consciousness
are widened in range or deepened in degree, the worse for
the conscious individual. It is rather the business of the
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wise man to despise progress, and in his own person to
resist an expanded development, by narrowing the range
of his desires, by denial of the will to live; or to assist
the course of progress, only as an evil in itself, which may,
however, lead the sooner to the saving truth that all is
hopeless, and should have an end.

Now, without going the extreme length of the pessimists,
some of whom, however, seem after all to find life far from
being the melancholy and terrible thing which their masters
have painted it, this much we must concede to the genuine
pessimist—that up to the present hour, although human
nature has been widened and deepened on all sides sufficient
(as we who are not pessimists contend) to give promises
and glimpses of its glorious further possibilities, which a
fortunate few seem even now to realize, yet it must be
confessed that the net result in happiness realized by our
species is- somehow disappointingly small. Though a few
in whom the elements have been more genially mixed find
& high flavour in life, yet men in general, even men of the
selecter races and nations, nay, even the most highly gifted
specimens of men, do not seem to find a large overbalance
of happiness or satisfaction in life. For the most part, men
have not yet been able to live and enjoy the higher, or to-
secure the happier life which has been promised and shown
to be possible. They have not yet been permitted by
destiny to enter in and take possession of the land of
promise foreshadowed by Science, which it now seems,
according to Herbert Spencer, the prophet of evolution, is
to be reserved for our happier but remote posterity—the
elect of a more prolonged natural selection.

However the prophecy may turn out, certain it is that
we in the mean time have most of us largely missed an
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amount of happiness that was possible to us, nay, that
was near to us and within our grasp. As Bishop Butler
suggests, perhaps every one has missed a degree of happi-
ness that he might have attained How far this fatal
result may be owing to the obstinate and over-large claims
of sense and self, already alluded to; how far to the cares
and crosses and shocks of chance, incidental to all individual
life; how far it may be due to some deep and essential and
irrevocable contradictions in things, or to some fatal mis-
apprehension on our own part of the real laws and con-
ditions which govern our life, and which our wise men and
philosophers have not yet discovered for us;—how far the
final fact be due to these singly or in combination, and how
far we may hope to escape from the consequences of some
of them, are questions which will engage our attention
hereafter. For the present, it need only be said that
probably all the above-named causes, in addition to the
weakness of our nerves and the want of firmness and
solidity in the physical texture and basis, have co-operated
in the final result. Together, if not in turn, they have
assisted to “put rancours in the vessel of our peace,” and
to greatly spoil our chance of earthly happiness.

These adverse things have drawn a strange mist before
our eyes, which blots out the divine beauty which is else
so evident, and spread so lavishly over the whole face of
Nature ; they have shrouded the beauty, and quenched the
gladness which beauty should bring; they have broken
the contented calm, and the deep and satisfying peace—the
peace which the sage enjoys, but which it is the special
promise of the life in intellect to give to all her votaries,
and which, when realized, is the fairest reward of the devoted
pursuit of truth. These things, which between the:m would
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almost alone make a heaven on earth, the joy and the peace
from the presence and contemplation of beauty and truth,
we have lost them, though near them. For this veil, which
hides alike from us the beauty of Nature and of Art, is only
drawn aside at certain happy holiday moments, to tantalize
us with a great but suddenly vanishing vision of universal
beauty, of a heaven revealed near us and all around us,
and then suddenly closing upon us again; a vision most
real for the moment, which we would fain prolong for years
—a moment 8o fair that, Faust-like, we would fain arrest it
for ever, but which nevertheless some fatal or malign power
without us or within us prevents us from grasping and
making permancntly ours. In like manner, our pleasure
in the pursuit of truth is broken and fragmentary, though
here happily something is always given to the resolute
spirit. But its pursuit postulates a preliminary instalment
of that peace which it promises to deepen and to make
sweeter, and this preliminary amount we usually lack to
begin with. If we do not conquer this necessary peace at
the point of the sword almost ; if we do not violently take
it by force ; that is to say, if we do not shut our eyes to all
lesser attractions, and steel our hearts to all competing
demands, as only a Spinoza, a Bruno, or a Goethe,—as only
men great or resolute or possibly devoid of heart can do, then
we are scarcely likely to become the devoted followers of
truth, and we cannot hope to have the peculiar peace and
satisfaction which its pursuit and possession brings.
Finally, our disappointed species has not often as yet
found on the earth, but only in the realms of the fancy,
that other great and good thing—the abiding joy and con-
tent from a real communion of soul and affection, the high
though different delights of love and friendship. Even here,



ON MAN AND HIS DEVELOPMENT. 81

besides the blight of evanescence, there is the formidable
interference of Fate. There is loss total, there is separation,
there is estrangement. We can hardly hope to have, or to
have for long, that high felicity which our poet describes
as the prerogative of spirits in a higher and serener sphere -
than our earthly one. We cannot here experience
Such love as spirits feel
In worlds whose course is equable and pure ;
No fears to beat away, no strife to heal,
The past unsighed for, and the future sure.

Love, truth,and beauty are the chief needs of the higher
nature of man. Of all we may have more and of better
quality, from our more developed capacity of soul, than was
possible to men in ruder ages; but yet we feel that of all
we are in some way stinted, and that Nature is niggard
to a degree, with all her occasional intimations of bound-
less wealth. These great and good things are all around us;
the capacities to feel and to enjoy them are within us; what
hinders us, then, that we cannot get them ? It sometimes
seems as if we had but to open our eyes to see everywhere
beauty ; to think boldly and honestly for an hour to stand
in the very presence of Truth; to stretch forth merely our
hand to make love and friendship and happiness our own;
and yet how we manage for the most part to miss them
all—nay, worse, to lose them often when within our very
hands! What fatality or malign power, we ask, is at
work against us, that the most great and glorious things
should be without us, within us, and all around us, and yet
that they fly us, as water the lip of Tantalus? What may
be the cause, we must again ask, of our so frequent failure
to secure the good, and of our fatality to incur the evil ?
May it be, after all, that the cause lies greatly in us, and is

G



82 THE CREED OF SCIENCE, RELIGIOUS AND MORAL.

removable ; that the fault lies not in our evil stars, nor in
things, but in ourselves, that so much amiss happens to us;
that a truer estimate of ourselves and of the inevitable
conditions of life, a correcter knowledge of the terms of
what Butler calls our Natural Government, and which
Science has for a long time been engaged in ascertaining
more clearly for us, might place us in a better position for
securing happiness, or at least give us a more commanding
ground of vantage for ascertaining what amount and
degree of happiness is possible and legitimate to aim at,
and what, on the other side, is impossible and must be
renounced with resignation? This is, indeed, possible.
There is, indeed, some hope in this quarter, the amount and
nature of which we shall make some attempt to indicate
hereafter in the proper place.* In the mean time, the
reader is not to conclude, from what has been said in this
section, that we attach much significance to the pessimist’s
valuation of life, which, in reality, we regard as a very
erroneous estimate; nor yet that we have been indulging
in a digression from the proper subject of our chapter,
which relates to the development of man. What has been
here said will be found to have its place in our exposition
and argument, as it has its significance in any correct por-
trait of man or true account of his nature and history.

See Book II. ch. i, and ii.



CHAPTER IIIL
ON HUMAN NATURE AND ITS CAPACITIES FOR VIRTUE.

§ 1. THE conclusions of psychology, of physiology, of the
science of society and of the natural history of man as given
by Darwin, place the whole subject of conduct, and parti-
cularly of moral conduct—vast and complicated as it is—
in a new and more intelligible light ; and they will serve to
place all future systems of ethics that duly regard them on
a more comprehensive and stable basis than any former
systems.

After the revival, two centuries ago, of independent
ethical speculation, which had been suspended for the
previous sixteen centuries, all our English moralists, follow-
ing the example of Hobbes, the initiator of the ethical Renais-
sance—Locke, Shaftesbury, Hutcheson, Butler, Hume, Adam
Smith, Bentham—with the natural instinct for facts as
opposed to theories, which has ever since distinguished the
English as compared with Continental thinkers, disregarding
the current theological and metaphysical dogmas respecting
the nature of man and his soul, endeavoured to anchor their
moral systems on the solid foundation of human nature
a8 it really is. Each one tried to base his system upon
some principle which he thought the most fundamental and
permanent, upon some fact which he thought the most
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central and universal, from which he attempted to explain
all the variety of human conduct; one tracing all moral
facts to self-love, another to sympathy, a third to benevo-
lence, another again to a union of self-love and benevolence.
But with the best of aims, and sometimes with extraordinary
genius, unfortunately none of the celebrated line of English
ethical constructors possessed, nor was it possible in their
time that they could possess, that full and comprehensive
knowledge of man’s real nature which the conjoint con-
clusions of the several sciences—mostly in their infancy
when these men wrote—have only recently disclosed to us.
The important contributory sciences of psychology and
physiology scarcely existed a century ago; sociology and
anthropology have only been admitted into the rank of
sciences in the present generation ; and the reformed natural
history of Darwin, which includes man in the circle of the
animal kingdom, with all the ethical consequences which
flow from that fact, is only a thing of yesterday ;—from all
which it follows that a science of human nature, the indis-
pensable foundation for any stable system of ethics, was not
possible to any of our eighteenth-century thinkers.

There 'was no psychology before the appearance of
Locke’s great Essay on the Human Understanding, nor for
a considerable time after was there further attempt to apply
scientific methods to the investigation of mental phenomena.
The foundation for a science of physiology was, indeed, laid
by Harvey’s discovery of the circulation of the blood, even
before Locke’s time, but there was little further develop-
ment of that science for more than a century, and certainly
none in connection with psychology till we come to Hartley.
It is true that Hobbes, with the divination of genius, had
early apprehended the general and deep connection between
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our mental and bodily states—a connection which he has
expressed with that unrivalled point and perspicuity which.
is characteristic of all his writings. But Hobbes had only
divined the general fact of the dependence of -psychical on
physiological conditions; he did not know the subordinate
laws which govern the union and mutual dependence of body
and mind ; and he had not reached his general conviction
by mounting through lower laws and facts scientifically
established. In another direction, Hobbes had also perceived
the general truth, without knowing thé details which would
have justified it. He had perceived the truth, of great and
fundamental importance in morals, that most, of our social
and disinterested sentiments are traceable in large measure
(if not, as he believed, wholly) to a self-regarding root;
above all, he saw that moral obligation originally owed and
still owes much of its binding force to the imperative of
the sovereign authority, furthering the ends of the general
social weal. These central facts of the sciences of ethics
and of society, Hobbes apprehended with the clearest mental
vision, and he expressed them with wonderful clearness and
brevity of language. But here also he lacked our later
knowledge. He wanted the light which recent research has
shed upon the composition of primitive societies, and the
real primitive condition of men, so different from his
hypothesis of mutual repulsion. In short, Hobbes wanted
the conclusions of science, of physiology, of natural history,
of civil history, in order to free the great and profound
guesses of genius from the accompanying admixture of
fiction and hypothesis thrown out at hazard, and to connect
his truthful and penetrating but partial glances with the
real and scientifically established facts and laws of human
nature. But still, what Hobbes, what Butler, the most
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original thinker after Hobbes, and what the other moralists
of the eighteenth century have left to us, considering
the imperfect state of contemporary science, is wonderful
indeed, and would appear still more wonderful if we did
not remember that they had the ancient ethics to draw
upon—the ethics of Aristotle and Plato, the systems of the
Stoics and the Epicureans; and if we did not reflect that,
conduct being at all times a necessity for man, some
recognized rules of conduct, if not scientific theories, must
have at all times existed, whether expressed in current
maxims, or drawn from sacred books, or embodied in laws
which guarded the general interest of society.

Our past moralists have left us a series of systems of
conduct, each one containing some special or important
truth overlooked by the others, the later generally embody-
ing the unquestioned truths of the carlier, and being, gene-
rally speaking, less open to objection; but nevertheless,
none of the systems, nor yet all together, contain the whole
truth nor the fundamental truth, either on the subject of
morality or the final ground of our obligation to its prac-
tice. From none of them could we obtain a code of ethics
suitable for our guidance ; for besides that the writers are
often at variance with themselves within the limits of their
single systems; the systems are wholly opposed to each other
with regard to moral obligation, even with regard to the
reality of virtue whenever we pass beyond the very ele-
mentary virtues which society insists upon as a condition of
its own existence. In short, of the many theories of morality
and of moral obligation that have been produced in the past,
none of them are quite satisfactory to us to-day ; and their
rules are of little service to us in the way of guidance in
critical, or conflicting, or delicate cases of conduct.
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§ 2. The masters of morals in the past failed to construct
abiding systems because they had an imperfect knowledge
of the human subject ; they failed to create a science and a
code of ethics because, even if human conduct can be reduced
to rule and system—a point not without doubt—still the
subordinate sciences had not been created or sufficiently far
developed tofurnish solid principles and reliable clues through
the complexities of human nature and human affairs.

They did not know the human subject: they did not
know, as we do to-day from the principles of physiology,
the close dependence of our mental and even of our moral
life upon the bodily material basis—a truth which finds its
chief weight and application in the free-will controversy,
and the apportionment of moral responsibility, but which is
not without its significance or importance here, where the
nature and limits of virtue are under consideration. They
did not know that thought, emotion, and volition, the
trinity in unity that on the inner side make the man
and compose the contents of his consciousness, are all,
in a certain extremely important though not definitely
measurable sense, functions of the brain and nervous system,
of the general bodily health and finally of the quality of
the blood ; that they vary both in degree of perfection and
in amount with our varying bodily states,—so much so that
an impoverishment of the blood will starve simultaneously
the thought and emotions, and will weaken or paralyze the
strongest will; that a prolonged and sustained strain on
the brain and nervous system will make “all the uses of
this world ” seem “ weary, stale, flat, and unprofitable,” may
convert the whole circle and content of consciousness into a
perpetual sea of troubles, where virtue and vice are scarcely
distinguishable, or seem only matter of opinion, where
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“ nothing is either good or bad, but thinking makes it so;”
and that finally, if the nerve exhaustion be pushed suffi-
ciently far, there may result the permanent perverted func-
tion of the cerebral organs, which is at once the cause and
the physical correlate of that chaos in consciousness which
we call insanity—the state where reason and virtue are
alike unthroned. Our moralists did not know or did not
sufficiently ponder the fact that virtue, as well as reason,
may be attacked and destroyed by disorder in the cerebral
atoms, or that both may be perverted long before they are
destroyed, by prolonged disorder even in the general bodily
machinery,—truths which are now becoming the common-
places of mental physiology, but which have not even yet
been taken up by the moralist and assigned their proper
place and weight in the sphere of ethical speculation or
construction.

Our past philosophers did, indeed, know that man was
an animal. This was a very old proposition, that did much
service in the various treatises on the school logic; never-
theless, the philosophers by no means dreamt of the full
truth and significance of this well-worn and universally
accepted proposition. Man is an animal, as Science teaches,
and nothing more; and an animal he remains till the
latest day of his earthly sojourn. He is an animal all
too surely, and descended from a long line of animal ances-
tors, stretching backwards to the very dawn of life; and
however far he may appear in certain directions to have
transcended his animal origin, and to have put on spiritual
or angelic nature; whatever height he has reached in
thought, or art, or virtue;—still the animal sleeps at the
bottom of his being, a fundamental, heavy thing, never to
be got rid of, which ever and anon wakes into aggressive
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and unreasoning life, and which ever pulls him down again
to the earth after his most aspiring spiritual flights. There
still exists in all of us, as in the Lucretius of Tennyson,
“the brute brain within the man’s,” whose aroused activity
troubled the materialist poet and thinker. There are still
resident, even within the best, the two natures, each striving
for mastery, of which Faust complains; one clinging with
'clumsy tendrils :

To all the fleshly joys the coarse earth yields ;

and one that would rise to the contemplation of truth and
beauty, and ever aspires to the infinite and the unknown.
There is in every man that warfare between the flesh and
the spirit, in which the latter is often brought into bondage,
as deplored by St. Paul; and this degrading dualism and
antagonism must remain a permanent fact in human nature,
however much the latter be developed. It is true that
evolution philosophers promise & diminished antagonism
in the future; and Herbert Spencer in particular—here
as elsewhere an optimist for the far future—relying on the
general physiological truth of the increase of all organs in
proportion to their use, promises a great lessening of the
discord between soul and sense by the relatively greater
exercise of the brain, the organs of thought, than of those
related to the senses and appetites, not to speak of the ever-
continuing action of natural selection in picking out, for
preferment and for the perpetuation of the species, those
individuals with the highest-developed brains. But besides
that this alleviation of the strife between the lower and
higher natures is only to come at a very distant date, as all
evolutionary improvements; and moreover, so long as man
is subject to hunger, and desire must always have its limits,
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and can never be very complete ;—we do not find that there
is much consolation in these assurances for our generation
or for the two or three immediately following ours, with
which alone science and philosophy, on their practical sides,
are concerned. There are, indeed, many and strong reasons
to conclude, even on the principles of Herbert Spencer’s
own philosophy, that the organs which have reference to the
continuance of the species will never become rudimentary
through disuse, whatever others have become or may yet
become so in the course of man’s strange metamorphoses.
There is every reason to think that the instincts related to
the preservation of the individual as well as of the species,
as they are the first and strongest, as they are at the bottom
of the universal life, so they will continue in nearly un-
diminished force to the end of man’s career. Man will
remain an animal with appetites and desires, as well as
with affections and a conscience, and the former fact must
be accepted and made the best of by the mass of men who
can accept it, as well as by economists and philosophers
who so much deplore it. Any reduction of the sensual side
of our nature that is possible or desirable, must be looked
for in a different direction from that indicated by Spencer,
or Mill, or Schopenhauer. Meantime, the fact itself of the
war between the flesh and the spirit, between the body and
the soul, is not without its utility. It is a part of our
probation, which disciplines the character like all probation,
as it has its wider and deeper uses in the aims and total
economy of Nature, even in the promotion and spread of
civilization, according to Spencer himself. But so much at
least is certain : that it will long continue, in spite of the pre-
scriptions of all the philosophers from Buddha to Schopen-
hauer, and of all political economists from Malthus to Mill,
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to cure or to mitigate it. And it will continue notwith-
standing the promises of evolution, which, even under the
most favourable circumstances, asks for a long time to effect
a change, and a much longer time—almost a geological
period—to effect any fundamental change in human nature.
For that such changes are infinitesimally slow is the one
chief lesson of the evolution philosophy.

§ 3. Further, man is not only an animal, he is more-
over, as all living beings, necessarily a self-regarding, albeit
that he is likewise, as Darwin tells us, a social, animal. He
is self-regarding as well as social; but the former in a more
deep and abiding sense than the latter. The truth clearly
laid down so long ago by Epicurus, revived by Hobbes, and
assented to by a moralist in many respects so different from
both as Butler, that man, in common with every living
creature, seeks first and before all else the conservation of
his own being and the greatest sum of well-being, remains
an eternal and necessary truth, which has received in our
day a fresh emphasis from biological science, and a new
significance in its bearings upon ethical theory.

Every human being, however sociable, or sympathetic,
or capable of sacrifice he may be, yet resident necessarily in
his own isolated consciousness, which acquaints him with
pleasure and pain, happiness and misery, necessarily seeks
to minimize the one and to increase the other. It is mo
objection to the doctrine, that the wise man sometimes ac-
cepts or even voluntarily incurs a pain that he might have
avoided ; for he does so for the sake of a higher satisfaction
or to avoid a greater pain. It is no objection that he often
rejects the nearer pleasure, fearing the distant and larger
pain. Nor is it an objection that the virtuous man often
acts from conscience or a sense of duty, which must bring
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direct and foreseen pain, without any other future pleasure
to set against it save the feeling and satisfaction of right
doing; for even in this case he would have suffered greater
pain from a contrary course of action, in the stings of his
outraged conscience. Still less is there any objection in
the fact that a benevolent man often foregoes the means of
happiness for the sake of others, since, as Butler has shown,
there is in this case a distinct and positive pleasure secured
much greater than the possible amount foregone,—benevo-
lence, both as a frame of mind and in the accomplishment
of its aims, bringing its own satisfaction and reward more
surely than any other active principle. In all these seem-
ingly exceptional cases, as in all other cases, man follows
pleasure, satisfaction, happiness of some species; whether
or no his happiness is inclusive or exclusive of that of
others ; whether he prefers the near and sure, or the distant
and larger but more doubtful satisfaction; whether he
pursues it directly or circuitously ; and whether, finally, he
does or does not secure this invariable end of his pursuit
and aim of his being. He follows pleasure, happiness, well-
being, let us call it by what names we please, and be the
happiness certain or doubtful, near or far off, narrowly and
entirely selfish or including in it the happiness of others;
and all this remains true, though, owing to the severe
conditions of existence and the evils of his environment,
man must more frequently direct his efforts to the dimi-
nution of his pains than to the increase of his positive
happiness.

Each individual, then, necessarily seeks his own well-
being; and within limits set by law and conscience, which
prescribe that he shall not lessen in certain cases the well-
being of others, he is justified, nay, further, he is to a large
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extent compelled to seek it by the strongest compulsion, or
cease to-exist. And often, in seeking our own legitimate
life and happiness, we are further compelled to act in ways
that must inevitably subtract from the happiness of others-—
those in competition or in collision with us; worse, even our
friends. The conditions of existence force upon man, as upon
all the lower animals, this self-regarding course of action,
whatever disagreeable results may follow to others from it ;
and some such is sure to result. In a word, the exigencies
of life compel men to act in a prescribed way as respects
their own interest. We must in certain cases put self-interest
in the narrow sense first. But what we must do, that we
ought to do; or at least so to do is legitimate and cannot
be shown to be immoral There is, in fact, an “ought”
which comes from strict physical necessity, as well as an
“ought” which comes from conscience, and the former
carries the first obligation with it.

Life for self, then, as Herbert Spencer and many
moralists before him have concluded, comes first; life for
others, or for humanity—if the latter be a practicable as it
is a noble ideal—can only come second. The truth that man
is necessarily a self-regarding animal first, and a social or a
sympathetic one afterwards, is forced upon our attention
by the facts of experience, by the universal régime of com-
petition all around. But it has been brought before us in
a more deep and comprehensive manner by the teaching of
evolution in the writings of Darwin, Spencer, Haeckel, all
of whom show us that the struggle for existence is the
all-pervading law throughout the whole animal kingdom.
Everywhere they point out to us this universal trial by
battle, in some sense of the word. Darwin, it is true, in the
case of man, is somewhat inclined to draw a veil over the
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disagreeable facts of this seemingly selfish struggle; but
this veil, Haeckel, dissatisfied with the present course of
things and social arrangements, would boldly tear aside.
He affirms the everywhere selfish, pitiless, and immoral or
non-moral character of the whole contest, and this not less
in the case of man than of any other species. Thus he
tells us, in bold and brusque language, that only “ the idealist
scholar who closes his eyes to the real truth, or the priest
who tries to keep his spiritual flock in ecclesiastical leading-
strings, can any longer tell the fable of the ‘moral ordering
of the world’ It exists neither in nature nor in human
life, neither in natural history nor the history of civiliza-
tion. The terrible and ceaseless ‘struggle for existence’
gives the real impulse to the blind course of the world. A
moral ordering and a purposed plan of the world can only
be visible if the prevalence of an immoral rule of the
strongest and undesigned organization is entirely ignored.” *
The picture here drawn is darkly coloured, and, in fact,
is not true; for, a8 we have maintained elsewhere, there is
a purpose and also a morality discernible in the facts of
life and the structure of society ; there is, moreover, a pro-
gress visible and a tendency to a higher morality, though
not quite through the agency of natural selection; never-
theless there remains an important truth in the view of
Haeckel which our “benevolence” moralists of the past
century did not perceive or found it convenient to overlook ;
and which our humanitarians and utilitarians of to-day,
the followers of Bentham, Mill, and Comte, would do well to
remember. There is a struggle for existence still going on,
which tends to bring out the self-asserting and selfish side

#® The Evolution of Man, vol. i. p. 112; also History of Creation, vol. i.
p- 19, where the like sentiments are expressed.
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of our nature into undue prominence; the fierceness and
fellness of the struggle is indeed considerably mitigated,
as compared with that of former ages, and some quarter
is usually shown to the conquered; nevertheless, the
struggle still goes on, and, though with mitigated fury, its
consequences are sufficiently terrible, for our nerves are
now more sensitive, we have less toughness of fibre, possibly
less courage of heart, than our fathers,—all which weakness
in the physical base make the consequences of defeat and
failure in the contest the more dreadful in our apprehension.

The struggle continues; and while it lasts, and in pro-
portion to its intensity, it tends to keep the social virtues,
which undoubtedly exist, from further development. It
keeps them down to that moderate minimum which society
exacts, and indeed absolutely requires, as a condition
even of carrying on the competitive struggle within some
recognized lines of honour and fair play.

§ 4 Happily, however, man is naturally, as Darwin
maintains,* a social animal. He is such, both by long-
inherited instincts and the numerous necessities of his life.
And men have devised the means of pursuing their own
advantage and happiness, in very many cases not only
without interfering with that of others, but in some cases
all the more effectually in association, actual or virtual,
with others ; while advancing a great step, by a happy and
fortunate development in man’s nature, the greatest in the
entire history of our species, they have even come to include
the happiness of others as a distinct and important part of
their own.

Men have discovered that many of the materials of well-
being and happiness can be best secured by acting in

* Descent of Man, ch. iii., * On a Moral Sense.”
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company with others ; that the result of united efforts secures
a much greater propgrtion for each when divided than
could have been realized by each one acting in isolation;
that their interests are very often harmonious and not
antagonistic. But what is of far greater significance and
importance, they have found a still surer way of conciliating
in many cases the old antagonism between the claims of
self and others, namely, by the abolition of the antagonism
—Dby the distinct evolution in the individual breast, in the
very theatre of self, of the social impulses of benevolence,
sympathy, and pity, which powerfully urge their plea in
behalf of others, compel us to regard the pleasure, happi-
ness, and satisfaction of others as a part of our own, and
which even make us pursue others’ happiness as a consider-
able contribution to our own.

This fact, the evolution of benevolence or love for others,
may fairly be regarded as the happiest feat of cvolution.
Amongst all the new phenomena which it has turned up,
there is none so important as this one, and none promises
more in the future to mankind. What may have been the
first origin of this feeling of love for others, of this wonderful
guest within the rude primitive breast, it is difficult to say,
a8 the first appearance of every pleasurable fact of conscious-
ness—the feeling of beauty and the gratification from it, the
feeling of curiosity and the pleasure from knowledge—is
involved in mystery. They came we know not whence or
why. They did not appear in the plants, or stones, or lower
animals, at least not in the latter in high degree; they
appeared in the theatre of man’s consciousness, and he
found them pleasant, and was thus encouraged to develop
them more. But although the first cause of the fact and
feeling of love or sympathy is a mystery, there is no doult
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of the immense importance of the new feeling for the future
of the species, nor of the further hist‘orica.l fact that it owed
much of its development to the teaching of the great
founders of religions—to Buddha, and above all to Christ.
Love for man was taught by the former, but it was in-
culcated with new and more intense emphasis by Jesus five
hundred years later. It was the “new commandment” for
men, and by his teaching and great example, the sentiment
received an extension and a deepening in the consciousness
of humanity that it never had before. And in very truth,
could this sentiment only have taken possession of all men’s
hearts, the kingdom of heaven had been at hand, and the
salvation of man on earth assured. Unfortunately, though
the feeling of love and brotherhood did spread amongst the
early Christians, it was yet too noble a sentiment to fill men
generally ; it spent its strength in converting the barbarous
nations, and the old selfishness in man’s heart returned, or
it had never been rooted out of the hearts of these rude races
who found life a struggle for existence in the extremest sense.
Christianity, and the love of others which it teaches, however,
kept the struggle from being more fell and deadly; and a
few good spirits ever were found who made the religion of
Christ what he intended it to be—one of love and good deeds
to others. At the end of the long struggle of the strongest
in the dark and Middle Ages, the principle of love to
others again emerged in Europe; it was proclaimed as the
principle of morality by the amiable eighteenth-century
moralists, Hutcheson, Hartley, Priestley, and in great measure
by Butler and Hume; it even battled fiercely for wider
existence under the form of “fraternity ” of the French revo-
lutionists ; while in our own days, it is once more pressed
upon our regard and attention under the formula of the
H
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“love of humanity” of the Comtist, and of “the greatest
happiness of the greategt number” of the Benthamite, while
it is an indispensable postulate in all socialist programmes.
But whether this old revived principle of love for others
may be expected to regenerate society and abolish or abate
the struggle for existence, we shall be in a better position
to see presently, when we have glanced briefly at the
scientific account of its origin and development.

§ 5. The light of scientific research and reasoning has
lately been thrown far back upon the condition of our
half-human progenitors in pre-historic times; and the
picture which we have been thence assisted to summon up
in imagination of our ancestors, is one strange and wonder-
ful and not altogether agreeable to contemplate. It is
with mingled feelings of pity and wonder, and aversion, and
yet with a strange sympathy and fascination, that we are
drawn to the portrait, which scientific inquirers have
sketched for us, of the primitive man. He appears ex-
tremely selfish, in the narrow animal sense of the word,
ferociously cruel, visited at moments with a gleam of terror
and superstition which may one day develop into religion,
and with an occasional touch of the faint elements of pity
which may hereafter facilitate moral development; yet in
the main, a creature destitute of sympathy, affection, or
pity, and with nothing that could be properly regarded
as religion, or morality ; in fact, in a state far below that of
the lowest savages of to-day, and scarcely one remove
from the brute from whom he had-become separated
thousands of years previously. But happily, the light of
historical research first falls upon him in a state of society,
which, indeed, may have been his natural state, as it is that -
of some species of apes, according to Darwin; or he may
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have been forced into it from necessity, from experiencing
the danger of living alone, then infinitely greater than after
the invention of weapons. Natural selection certainly
would favour the social life; at all events, whether he
had previously existed in the isolation of the family or no,
at the moment that science takes him up, man is shown to
us as a member of a community, and a community in the
widest conceivable sense, in which property, women, and
children pertained to all. It is, however, all but" certain
that our repulsive but most pitiable and forlorn progenitors
possessed one redeeming quality, that of sociability, from
which everything might be hoped in the future, and from
which, in fact, all moral improvement did actually after-
wards come.

Aboriginal man was a social animal ; he had in him the
germs of the quality of sociability, which attracted him to his
fellows, and made him dissatisfied and uncomfortable when
long alone. Man inherited this quality probably from the
man-like apes, his immediate ancestors,* since we find some
of the existing species of apes are social, if not sociable ; at
all events, however acquired, our Caliban ancestors early
possessed sociability, and by degrees they developed it
more and more. The rude primitive man, moreover, became
in time attracted to some rather than others of his half-
human brothers, within his own horde or tribe ; a conscious,
and in itself an agreeable, feeling of liking for some rather
than others of his forlorn fellows, was born in his rugged
breast—perhaps for one only who had been more useful to
him, or particularly pleasant, or even likeable without
known reason. From this rude beginning was born friend-
ship; the feeling of affection and love for others, though in

# Darwin’s Descent of Man, vol. i. pp. 74, 85.
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faint and elementary degree. But where there is love for
one, love for several is always possible; and from sociability
and a feeling of common interest and common danger, a
general and diffused feeling of good-will to all the members
would result. It is probable also that, together with socia-
bility, the faint germs of sympathy existed in aboriginal
man, which would make easier the evolution of all the
subsequent virtues, including love and pity and justice.®
According to Darwin, the social instincts in animals
generally are the result mainly of natural selection. Thus
he says, “ the feeling of pleasure from society is probably
an extension of the parental or filial affections; and this
extension may be in chief part attributed to natural
selection, but perhaps in part to mere habit. For with
those animals which were benefited by living in close
association, the individuals which took the greatest plea-
sure in society would best escape various dangers; whilst
those that cared least for their comrades, and lived solitary,
would perish in greater numbers.” And not only the social
feelings, but parental and filial affections were thus largely
developed. “ With respect to the origin of the parental and
filial affections, which apparently lie at the basis of the
social affections, it is hopeless to speculate; but we may
infer that they have been to a large extent gained through
natural selection. So it has almost certainly been with
the unusual and opposite feeling of hatred between the
nearest relations, as with the worker bees, which kill their
brother drones, and with the queen bees, which kill their
daughter queens; the desire to destroy instead of loving
their nearest relations having been here of service to the
community.”t Natural selection doubtless tended to im-
* Darwin’s Descent of Man, vol. i. p. 78. + Ibid., pp. 80, 81.
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prove the social affections by preserving those societies
which had them most developed ; but, as in all other cases,
natural selection does not account for the first appearance
of the inward conscious feeling of satisfaction or pleasure
in the presence of another being of the species,in which the
feeling of sociability consists, still less does natural selec-
tion account for the origin of the feeling of love of its young
by the parent animal, or of the latter reciprocally by them.
It is & more natural explanation to suppose that the appear-
ance of the mother is the sign and symbol of pleasure, of food,
and protection from danger to the young animal from the
earliest moment, and that thus association from the earliest
dawn of sensation, following upon inherited predisposition,
is the true explanation of the filial affections ;—the parental
being grounded on original instinct, strongly assisted by
pity and the principle of association. i

But whatever its origin, the sentiment of sociability was
the real internal cement of the primitive societies and
communities, and the true source of morality from the
inner and conscious side, just as the exigencies and needs
of all, the necessity of union against other hostile tribes
competing with them for limited food, against formidable
wild beasts, or for the purposes of procuring food and shelter,
constituted the external pressure conspiring to the same end
of social coherence and consequent social morality. The
principle of sociability drew aboriginal men together with-
out compulsion, but the necessities of their position would
have forced them together, even without any such principle.
In short, they found a pleasure in each other’s society ; they
found the greatest profit in union, and they had further
discovered by a painful experience the absolute necessity
for it. But all this implies the primary virtues and moral
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rules. There could not be union at all, and still less
pleasure and profit in the union, without mutual trust and
confidence, without an equitable arrangement and fair
division of acquisitions—in other words, without the
essentials of truth and justice; and there could be no
prosperity without some regard for the general weal, and
some at first interested, but afterwards disinterested, efforts
to promote it.

And this principle of sociability or attraction in man
to his fellows appeared earlier than the feeling of fear and
hostility, which Hobbes assumed, without proof, to be the
primitive natural feeling in man. But it must be admitted
that the friendly feeling was strictly confined to members
of the tribe, and was compatible with hostility to all
outside competing tribes, together with aversion to all
their individual members. The researches of Lubbock,
Tylor, and others reveal to us the primitive man, not
in the state of solitary isolation, where fear and distrust of
others would indeed be the natural feeling, but in commu-
nities of more or less size and coherence, inside the circle
of which a certain amount of sociability and mutual con-
fidence existed, while the feelings of repulsion and of
hostility, and sometimes of fear, were only roused by the
outside tribes, the possible competitors for food and pos-
sessions.

§ 6. The feeling of liking for the average man as such,
merely on the ground of his common humanity, of his being
one of the same species linked in & common brotherhood,
is a product of much later evolution ; a sentiment developed
in the course of civilization, which owes much of whatever
strength it possesses to the inculcations of the great reli-
gions, and in particular to those of Christianity. But this
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sentiment has never been very deep or general; is liable
even where it really exists, to be set aside or temporarily
extinguished by various antagonistic principles; and has
never yet really extended to all men and nations with
the same degree of force. It is true, in modern times
there have appeared philanthropists who professedly love
their species as such, and who have laboured in its behalf;
yet these estimable and distinguished men have usually not
come into prolonged or close contact with many individual
specimens of their kind—an experience which might have
severely tried the strength of their love and patience, or
even demonstrated that a general good disposition towards
mankind was compatible with an aversion to many indi-
viduals composing it.

There are also in our own day some who, following the
teaching of Comte, would put before us as a moral ideal the
love of humanity, and life and labour in its general interest
—a noble aim and goal, if it were only practicable by the
human units; and there are those in still greater numbers
who, adopting the creed of Bentham and the elder and
younger Mill, tell us that the “greatest happiness of the
greatest number ” is the right moral aim for men—the true
ethical aim for all men, and not merely for those in in-
fluential or commanding positions, as autocratic rulers, states-
men, legislators, philosophers, for whom the maxim is true
and on whom it is obligatory, though in different degrees.
The only thing we are here concerned to note with respect
to these several systems—the humanitarianism of the phi-
lanthropist, the love of humanity of the Comtist, and the
utilitarianism of the Benthamite—is that all alike disregard
some of the facts of our actual human nature as far as
it has yet been developed, and all ignore not merely the
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present facts of human nature, but the eternal and neces-
sary conditions of human life and of all life on the earth,
at least as disclosed by the latest teaching of science and
natural history. They are at variance with science, as
interpreted to us by Darwin, Haeckel, and Spencer, and
though this is not decisive, it is a presumption against
them. My own objection to them is that they are im-
practicable; they make a demand upon our virtue which
it has not strength to sustain; they postulate a force of
enthusiasm which exists only here and there in individuals,
and which even in them is only an intermittent fire and
force. To aim at the happiness of others, at that of the
greatest number, is so far from being the right goal of
moral action, that if we set about it with all the skill and
wisdom and resource at our command, we should scarcely
succeed in effecting much happiness, or even a balance of
happiness, for one solitary individual. For how ill most
of us succeed in promoting the happiness of the one indi-
vidual with whose case and aspirations we are best ac-
quainted ! how lamentably in general we succeed in securing
our own happiness! How little, then, could we do for
others if we tried our utmost; how little for the happiness
of all by directly aiming at it, or in any other way than
by first trying to secure a moderate amount for ourselves
and those directly dependent on us, and then, or sub-
sidiary to this, by filling some function generally useful to
mankind.

The scientific objection to the utilitarianism of
Bentham, and the love and labour for humanity, is some-
what different, being grounded on the fact that these
systems ignore the most generalized conclusions of history
and experience. They ignore the facts and conditions of
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modern life and society; further, the fundamental facts
of all life and of all conceivable societies as disclosed by
the sciences of biology and sociology;* and, further yet,
the obvious facts of human nature, of which we are all
conscious, but which are only systematically brought before
us in the science of psychology.

And, first, “ the love of humanity ” in any wide and real
sense is opposed to the permanent facts of human nature—to
facts, at least, which have remained in the species since the
days of our rugged primitive ancestors, and which, to all ap-
pearance, have still a long vitality in them. For there exist
in our nature, together with the undoubted fact of benevo-
lence and love of others, the opposite facts of anger,
resentment, an instinctive dislike and antipathy to certain
persons, together with something very like the seeds of
what Professor Bain calls a principle of malevolence. This
eminent authority on questions of psychology is inclined to
believe, from the hate that may long burn “ with almost un-
remitted glow ” in men, as well as for other reasons, that there
exists an original principle of malevolence in our imperfect
nature; and certainly, whether it be original or no, none
can shut their eyes to the facts of anger, resentment, hatred,
envy, and instinctive dislike existing all around us in the
world. Besides the benevolent affections, there are also the
malevolent; as well as philanthropy, there exists in germ
the principle of misanthropy—a dislike instead of a love
of humanity, and not uncommonly something resembling a
contempt for human nature; and, unhappily, these last
sentiments are quite as likely to be developed in our con-
tact with men, by the scorching probation of life, by the

* See Spencer, Data of Ethics, oh. xi. and xiii.; also The Study of Socio-
logy, p. 185.
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terrible battle for existence, in which, at times, we are
inclined to think, it is the unfit who chiefly survive and
the unheroic who succeed. There are always amongst men,
as the master of the human heart and the sounder of all
experience knew, spirits of the stamp of Timon—

With his noble heart,
That, strongly loathing, greatly broke.

There are still men like him, generous, magnanimous, open
and true, whose loving dispositions and noble natures
become poisoned by their life experience, who are stung
to madness and universal dislike by the selfishness and
heartlessness of men, by the wrongs received, by the
treachery of seeming friends, by the general meanness and
baseness of their human environment. There are still
survivors of the species of Swift, whose proud natures
become converted to universal gall, less by the crosses and
disappointments of life than from their painful experience
of their kind; and such, not the worst specimens of their
species, having received many of the evils they suffer
directly from their fellows, and reasoning from the part
to the whole of humanity, under the smart of their
sufferings, which perverts their judgment, though it gives
venom to their satire, come at last, like Swift, to feel
contempt and scorn, rising at times to hatred, for their
species, and to doubt or deny the possibility of any real
virtue or goodness in man or in woman.

And at certain moments of funereal hue, do we not all
take sides with the cynics and contemners of our species ?
How else explain the pleasure felt in the dark and ma-
lignant portrait of man drawn by Swift ; the higher pleasure
in the splendid cynicism which breaks forth from some
of Shakespeare’s nobler characters, the Hamlets, Lears,
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Macbeths, and Timons; nay, the lurking satisfaction at
the terrible denial of virtue by his baser ones, his Iagos
and Falstaffs? “ Works of art,” it will be said, “and art,
catholic in her selection of subject, pleases by the portraiture
of an Iago as well as of a Brutus, the pleasure coming from
the superiority of the art displayed.” But still, our engaged
sympathies with these denunciations of men and this denial
of goodness, testify to something deeper, to some flaw in
human nature, or defect or taint in human virtue; to this
and to a secret consciousness of our weakness as well as
scorn of it, the last feeling being the one redeemmg fact
which the mental analysis discloses.

And, indeed, what poor stuff our vaunted virtues, as
they commonly manifest themselves in men and women,
really appear to be to all of us in our cynical or desponding
moments! How prudent and calculating; how safe; how
little sacrificing! How feeble and timorous of heart their
possessors ; how little risk they will run ; how little hardship
suffer! At such moments, be they of deep delusion or of
sinister illumination, the masks fall momentarily off from
the faces of virtue and vice alike, with the startling revelation
that there is little essential difference between the two ;—
an error, indeed, and quickly corrected by the healthy mind,
the difference between virtue and vice being real and eternal ;
but not so great an error of judgment when applied to con-
ventional virtue and vice, where at times we think that the
advantage is in favour of what passes under the name of vice;
nor when applied to that mixture, in various proportions, of
the two ingredients with which we are most commonly pre-
sented under either name. Not surely, like ours, we think at
these moments, were the virtues of past ages, in the days of
the martyrs, the heroes, even the fighting men. They were
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more boldly pronounced, they were more clearly outlined from
vice than our nineteenth-century virtues, “neither cold nor
hot,” though happily in the course of further improvement,
under the fostering care of natural selection, and the breaking
in of man to his environment ! Surely, we think, the virtues
of our fathers were more virile and more genuine, even if
their vices were grosser than ours. They, at least, believed
in the duty of sacrifice. For a cause which they had at
heart they would precipitate a quarrel, in which they were
ready to spend their lives and fortunes. For what cause,
in these days, will men do as much ? Our virtues are often
varnished vices; even those produced by natural selection
are merely a calculating prudence, “ the reptile virtue ” stig-
matized by Burke, or else a mere coarse self-assertion or
cunning to outwit our competitors in the modern form of
the struggle for existence; qualities contemptible and de-
grading to human nature, and the opposite of virtues,
however necessary their evolution may be shown to be.

Thus argues the cynical spirit within us all, not without
some reason. And indeed, in this mood, the facts and con-
ditions of life assume such sombre and sinister hue that
a p.essimist view of life the most pronounced alone re-
commends itself to us. Surely, we say, there is something
ineradicably evil in this thing called human nature; some
serpent drop of venom was originally imbibed in the infancy
of the species, which has been circulating in the system
ever since, and which, until eliminated from the blood, of
which there appears no hope, will for ever prevent mankind
from attaining to any high goal of virtue or happiness,
They cannot attain the first; they do not deserve the
second. Human nature is hopelessly and incorrigibly evil
or weak in all men, as theology describes it, and as we feel
it in ourselves.
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Shall it be said, in reply, that this spirit speaks too
severely, and condemns without discrimination; that it
confounds under one sweeping denunciation, the real and
undoubted moral differences between one man and another,
as well as all the different shades and degrees of virtue and
vice which really show themselves; and that such cynicism,
true to its profession, tends in the individual to act as if
there were no distinction between good and evil, and in the
species tends to the fulfilment of its own prophecy that man
will never attain to good? May it be said that the cynicism,
such as manifests itself in the great writers, Shakespeare,
Pascal, Swift, is a quality good for producing literary effect,
and useful as affording a vent for the gloomy side of the
souls of men of genius, which they have further invested
with a strange attractiveness, but that, nevertheless, all
delineations of man, conceived in that spirit, are understood
to be too darkly coloured; that, finally, the cases of the
haters and contemners of their species are extreme and ex-
ceptional, just as madmen are exceptional ? All this may
be said, and with a degree of truth ; nevertheless, there is a
certain truth in the other views also; and the last-named
cases do really represent a very considerable fraction of
mankind similarly affected, though not to the extreme or
insane degree. Still more, they represent all of us at certain
moments ; for as it has been said that all men are more or
less insane and irrational, so it may be said with greater
truth, that all men at times are more or less cynical. The
character of man, in fact, is no fixed, unchanging thing ; his
views are not always the same or under the yoke of one
system of opinions, as philosophers fancy. His opinions vary;
he holds one set of views under one mood, another under a
different mood of mind; and at certain moments, in a par-
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ticular mood, under a certain light, the cynical account of
man seems the truest expression of the facts, and the pes-
simist’s the most correct portrait of human nature.

§ 7. But what has all this to do with the question of
the love of our kind ? Something; for if they be even par-
tially true, such accounts abate so far our power of loving
such a being as man ; and the existence of such portraits
when taken in conjunction with such undoubted facts as
anger, instinctive dislike, indignation, envy, rivalry, go to
prove that we are not yet ripe for the religion of the love of
humanity, and that we are not yet inwardly ready to strike
for the greatest happiness of the greatest number, even if
we knew how, amidst the complexities, and chances, and
uncertainties, and contradictions of things, to proceed to
secure the happiness of even the smallest number, nay, even,
a8 Butler argues, of one single human individual, for whom
we were most deeply concerned.

Still further: the love and service of humanity is an
impossible and Utopian ideal, so long as antagonism exists
between nation and nation, ever and anon breaking out
into deadly wars; so long as civilized nations destroy con-
tiguous savage ones under natural selection; so long as,
within the same nation and within all modern society, there
exists envy and enmity scarce concealed and ever deepening
between class and class, to say nothing of the differences
produced by party spirit or religious rancour; so long,
finally, as the social struggle for existence lasts which ne-
cessitates competition and rivalry between man and man
for place, possession, power, reputation. In particular, the
love of humanity, the aim at the greatest happiness, must
be postponed for some considerable time to come, as evi-
dently incompatible with the state of growing antagonism
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between the two main sections of modern society—an an-
tagonism threatening civil war or social revolution in all
modern civilized nations, although in our own it has only
assumed the milder form of a struggle, legal and seemingly
peaceful, but really of a most disastrous character, between
employers and employed, and in which not the combatants
alone but the whole community suffers. When the whole
existing frame of society is being shaken; when there are
signs that great social changes are impending; when, in
short, we are in the midst of an age of social revolution
rather than of social evolution ;—the moral creed of Comte,
of Bentham, and of Mill is specially out of place and inap-
plicable to men’s guidance. When the time of struggle is
over, if that time ever comes; when men have recognized
their general brotherhood, whoever may live to see it ;—then
the happiness of others might, it is just conceivable, be an
aim for men in general, and the equal happiness of all an
aim for the statesman. But even then the average man
would do well to limit his aim and his efforts to the happi-
ness of a few, and the statesman to that of his own nation.
To sum up this part of our argument: The facts and
conditions of modern social and civilized life are not favour-
able to the cultivation of the virtues required in the love
and service of humanity ; and they are possibly still less
favourable to the growth of those postulated by the utili-
tarian ethics of Bentham and Mill, aiming at the greatest
happiness of the greatest number. The armed peace, as well
as the actual wars, of nations forbid such virtues; the in-
ternal antagonisms of social classes, the struggle for existence
between the social individuals, forbid them ; the facts of
anger, hatred, repulsion, dislike, which necessarily exist, as
well as the opposite and because of the opposite facts of
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love and good will,—all these, added to the innate contra-
dictions of life, as well as to its eternal evil conditions which
make it to a certain extent an instinctively selfish struggle
as of men in shipwreck ; nay, our own imperfect virtues in
evil sympathy with the general imperfect humanity around
us, to which they have reference, forbid them; and show
that the ideal of Bentham and Comte has been pitched too
high for our humanity, so far as yet developed ; as also that
the systems are in other respects ill-timed and unsuited to
the social and political condition of modern nations in a
state of great change and agitation.

§ 8. And yet we allow that, in a certain sense, love of
our species, taken as a whole, is possible, and that admiration
is justly excited by what it has done and suffered. For all
that is great, and worthy, and meritorious, and sacrificing
has been done by man, and by man alone. If these words
have still any meaning, as undoubtedly they have, they
refer exclusively and truly only to the actions of man, and
not to those of brutes, angels, or gods. If only man is vile,
the converse is equally true—only man is noble. The two
propositions stand or fall together. Love of our species,
then, is possible, and therefore actions may be asked of
individuals, so far as it is in their power, in furtherance
of the best interests of the species. But let us be clearly
understood. Love for man, for the species is possible, though
it is not possible for all the individuals composing it;
and love for the species, because its higher specimens have
redeemed the rest of it and cause us to forget them, or,
if we think of its inferior atoms, to forgive them. The whole
becomes lovely and sacred because of the better parts,
because there have been and there are sparks of celestial
fire mingled in the general mass of dull and heavy human
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earth. We love mankind because great men have in very
truth loved it, and have lived and laboured and died for it
we love it in the persons of these men, and because we can
love these who were the best part of it. These and their
nearest living representatives make humanity, in many
respects an unlovable thing, lovely in our eyes.

We can love man for the great and good men of the past,
or of the present when we are assured of their existence;
and also, let it be particularly noted, because the dearest
and most lovable, as well as most beautiful things that our
earth has to show to us, are some of the human spirits
that we meet in it on our passage—spirits generous,
and brave, and true, and loving, though great perhaps
only in our eyes, in mind, or soul, or heart. Unfortunate
he whose life experience has not shown him some of these
spirits touched to these good or noble issues; and unhappy, .
for in the admission of the fact would lie his own con-
demnation—the implicit confession that there was nothing
of analogous nature in himself; that he himself was neither
generous, nor true, nor brave; that he himself was of those
of whom our poet speaks, who shut love out, and “who in
turn shall be shut out from Love, and on her threshold lie
howling in outer darkness.”

For to the noble and generous and true natures, men
naturally turn whatever there is of the like in themselves,
ashamed to confess or show an utter penury of the higher
human graces in the presence of those richly endowed with
them, and who freely and without calculation of cost manifest
them in action. To the true and good, men show their
best and truest sides as they did to Brutus. Their “ better
self ” comes forward, the baser recedes ; one of the reassuring
things which prove, should we feel ever inclined to doubt,

I
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the reality and efficacy of truth and goodness. Nor is
there a deeper knowledge of human nature anywhere shown,
a finer insight into the deepest springs of noble character
in their rarer and subtler movements anywhere displayed,
a more touching tribute to the reality and potency of
virtue anywhere paid, than where Brutus—the same Brutus
who, according to Plutarch, once asked, in a despairing
moment, whether virtue were other than a name—is made
by Shakespeare to utter on the final day at Philippi, and
at the supreme hour when men’s hearts speak the deepest
truth and feeling that is in them, the great and proud and
satisfied acknowledgment—
Countrymen,
My heart doth joy that yet, in all my life,
I found no man but he was true to me.

To resume, then: a few have sanctified the many for us;
a few superior specimens of humanity, the general mass of
human clay and frailty; the past and present illustrious
ones, and the beautiful characters that happily all have met
as well as their opposites. These raise humanity in our
eyes; and to these must be added a certain select company
—happily not a few, of whose existence we are certainly
assured, though we know them not—that noble band whose
case touches our hearts, whose praise has not been widely
sounded either by others or themselves, but who neverthe-
less remain ever the salt of the earth, upon whom the
greater ones calculate ; that noble company of unconscious
heroes who do their duty—aye, and we are tempted to say
more than their duty—without asking reward or taking
any special credit to themselves for so doing. Honour to
these, to the many unknown heroes, to the latent virtue of
the world, to the men who do their duty and speak not of
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it, almost know not of it. If we too have spoken evil
things of our species, in the instances of these men and
women, and in the reverent and a.dmirfng recognition of
their worth and merit in the moral order of the world, we
would make reparation and acknowledgment of error to our
kind. For these are they who in every nation keep up
the standard of duty, who maintain the honour of humanity
unsullied, who preserve the distinction of virtue and vice
from being obscured or wholly obliterated.

These last, our friends, the few great ones existing, and
the many great ones déad but whose work still lives, are
the real reconcilers of us to our species, the real redeemers
of mankind, the real representatives of what is lovable in
humanity. Through them only the “love of humanity ”
becomes possible, and the phrase receives whatever practical
significance it has.

§ 9. Such then, finally, is human nature, and moral
systems must be founded on, as well as addressed to, human
nature. If they undertake to guide it, they must begin by
taking account of its moral forces and capacities, .of what it
can do, of what it can only approximately do, of what it
cannot do at all. If moral systems are to furnish us with
rules of conduct, they must be such as we can follow,
and they must be such, moreover, as it will be generally
profitable to follow. Above all, they must not be hope-
lessly above our power, else we shall be disheartened
by their impracticability, no matter what the promises
attached to obedience may be; and we shall end by
neglecting them, having thrown them over in despair of
fulfilment.

This is the defect and the danger in the ethical system
of Kant. This great thinker and master of system has
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presented to mankind a wonderful system of morals, inter-
nally articulated, rigidly deduced from first principles, and
wanting only one thing—but that a most important thing
—to make the system perfect. It has no special refer-
ence to human nature. He has founded his system on
‘principles, which are not principles of human nature, not
even as shown in the choicest moral specimens of our
species. Kant, indeed, avowedly did not build his system
on any psychological basis, on any theory of man’s actual
mental and moral constitution. He did not build it on
“empirical,” that is, actual human nature. He built it
upon a wholly hypothetical human nature, possessed of a
free, autonomous will, undetermined, as ours is, by the stress
of circumstances, by the strength of internal impulses and
forces, by the imperious coercion of society ; upon a human
nature whose asserted free-will is not conceivable, as he
himself admits, within the sphere of phenomena, but only
in the mysterious region of “things-in-themsclves”; upon a
human nature that feels the unconditional imperative of
duty, even when duties are mutually conflicting; in a
word, upon a hypothetical human nature, that, far from
approximately coinciding with our actual human nature,
scarcely touches it at a single point of contact. And the
result has been that human nature, and what science has
shown to be its general properties, being disregarded,
while a heavy and impossible burden of logically deduced
duties and precepts is imposed upon it,—human nature
has refused to consider the moral message of Kant as
specially intended for it, and men have declined to be
bound by so logically perfect but humanly inapplicable
a system.

In his anxiety to place the moral law quite outside and
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above human nature; in his laudable desire to give it a
more sacred authority by detaching it wholly from men’s
interests and inclinations, he has overshot his mark, and
made it impossible for men to apply or to follow it. In
this last attempt to make fast to heaven the moral
law, which Kant, in spider fashion, had educed from his
own breast, the great modern moralist and law-giver has
only cut its special connection with men on earth; and his
wonderful ethical system has in consequence as completely
missed its mark in being addressed to men, as if it had been
sent to the wrong planet by mistake. It should have gone
elsewhere—to some other world, to Jupiter or Uranus,
where, according to another speculation of the same philo-
sopher, the inhabitants are of a more ethereal and virtuous
temper than we are. “For the Earth” must have been
written by mistake on the transcendental tablets con-
taining the new message of the law which Kant received
from the Absolute in the terra incognita of the noumenal
world.

In conclusion, let me further add that the system of
ethics suitable for man, if any such system be possible,
remains to be written. Neither utilitarianism, nor trans-
cendentalism, nor our ordinary intuitional morality, nor any
other system, will suit. We could not regulate our life
for a single day by any of them. And certain it is, if any
satisfactory ethical system be ever given to men, it must
take account of human nature, both as it now shows itself
to psychology, physiology, and the social sciences, and as
it has grown, as proved by historical research; in a word, it
must first consider, and that carefully, what Science has to
say on the subject. And Science has at least something
very pertinent, if not something decisive, to say upon one
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old and very important question, on which every possible
system of ethics or theory of human conduct must embrace
a side. She has something to say worth hearing on the
question of free-will and necessity—a subject so large and
80 important as to merit a chapter to itself.



CHAPTER IV.
ON FREE-WILL, AND MAN'S AUTOMATISM.

§ 1. UNDERLYING the whole question of man’s capacity
for virtue or for improvement in virtue, affecting the
question of his moral responsibility, that of the justice
or injustice of civil punishments, and in some degree
affecting the question of the reality of virtue itself on the
central point of the merit or demerit of our characters and
actions, is the deeper question of moral freedom or free-
agency; the old and still-debated controversy of free-will,
which has ever divided philosophers and theologians, which
was discussed resultlessly by the metaphysical fallen angels,
on the “hill retired” in the infernal abodes; the great
question whether we or our wills have any directive control
over our volitions and actions, or whether these are not in
all cases the proper resultant of motive forces within us
which produce them independently of ourselves or our wills,
which are merged—the one as part and the other as total—
in the forces themselves. The latter is the conclusion of
Science, of psychological as distinct from pliysica.l science ;
the arguments in support of which theory, as well as the
necessary qualifications, we propose to give in what follows.

And, happily, in treating the subject we may now, in
great degree, keep clear of its old accompanying metaphy-
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sical snares and perplexities; the bottomless vortices into
which the mind was formerly sucked, may now be avoided,
thanks to the light thrown upon man’s nature by the modern
sciences of psychology and physiology, which enable us to
clear the issues and to ascertain the facts really pertinent
to the question.

§ 2. There has been an old theory of man lately brought
forward by certain eminent physicists and naturalists,
notably by Professor Huxley, which, if satisfactorily estab-
lished, would finally and effectually close the free-will
controversy. We mean the theory of man’s automatism,
according to which man, equally with all animals lower in
the scale of being, is merely a machine, though a most
skilfully constructed one; a machine in which all mental
as well as bodily actions and states, all volitions, emotions,
thoughts, as well as bodily movements and functions, are
really determined by mechanical forces, irrespective of an
imaginary ruling and directing entity called Self, or of any
exercise of a supposed independent faculty called Will,
which last, so far as it has a real existence in the shape of
conscious volitions, merely registers and assents to a decision
already reached by the other and only powers at work—
the physical—merely symbolizes a state of the cerebral
atoms, a condition of the physical and chemical energies,
the only real and all-sufficient causative forces.

A volition is not the product of a “ masterful ego,” or of
an independent faculty called will, according to Professor
Huxley. The volition is caused by hidden mechanical
forces, by cerebral molecular movements, just as, when the
volition is carried into outward visible effect, the resulting
action is obviously due to muscular or mechanical forces.
Conscious volition, thought, or emotion is always produced
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by unconscious physico-chemical energies. True, the effects
are unlike the causes; a volition, a thought, an impulse is
wholly unlike its physico-chemical cause. But the same
might be said in every case of cause and effect; and just as
oxygen and hydrogen produce water—a wholly. unlike
phenomenon ; just as a special combination of atoms may
have the unlike phenomenon of life annexed to them; so
particular arrangements and movements of the cerebral
cells and fibres may have, as product or resultant, the
wholly unlike phenomenon, an emotion, volition, or thought.

Man is, in fact, & machine, an automaton. Descartes
was right in affirming this of the brutes; he was only
wrong in arbitrarily severing them from men—a position
no longer tenable since Darwin’s discoveries. Man, too, is a
machine, only the most skilfully constructed of all that
Nature has produced. He is a machine, and, moreover, a
locomotive machine, moved by the internal mechanical
forces generated within from the fuel supplied by the
food consumed. He is not moved hither and thither by
the directive agency- of a spiritual entity called self, sup-
posed to be different from the material forces, yet to be in
some indescribable local relation to them, and also to be
capable of moving and wielding them. There is, indeed, no
such self discoverable, no such directing spiritual agency.
There is a thing called consciousness; there is a mass of
conscious impulses and principles of action; but all these
" are themselves products of the physical energies. When
we think we have made a prudential resolve as to a line
of action, our resolve and our prudence are alike products
of a particular position of the cerebral atoms—the final
source and seat of prudence and resolution, as of all other
conscious facts.
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The human animal is also the human machine, and in
strictness is only a machine. There are no facts discover-
able that cannot be expressed in mechanical terms. Man
is a machine in which there is a quantity of disposable
energy locked up—chemical, mechanical, electrical, thermal
energy,—Wwhich may be transmuted, but which seeks a vent
either in muscular movement, in locomotive effort, in the
play of consciousness, or in the production of the severer
effort of thought. To pro&uce these conscious states, energy
is expended, the inner fire and fuel is burnt as well as
in physical exertion. There is a certain quantity of the
physical energy required for all mental work, which may
express itself in & drama, a philosophical system, a scientific
discovery, as well as in the construction of a railway tunnel.
In all cases alike energy is merely transformed, and the work
done may be conceivably reduced to a common measure in
foot-pounds. An hour’s labour with the brain, an hour’s
muscular exertion may be conceivably compared together,
even though the products be so different ; in either case it
is the same stock of energy that is drawn upon, and this
may be drafted, in the same individual, now into the service
of the brain, and now directed to muscular effort. It is true
that the energy which passes into conscious states or
permanent mental products addressed to consciousness, is
no longer available for further use, nor can any of it
be retransformed in any case into the original physical
factors; a fact which possibly constitutes an exception
to the generality of the law of the transformation and
conservation of energy. Or possibly, as an eminent
physicist asserts, consciousness is not the proper or primary
product of the physical energies in the man-machine, which
must always remain physico-chemical. Possibly conscious-
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ness is only, as Professor Tyndall has termed it, an acci-
dental “ bye-product "—something over and above the full
and fair physical result, which by an accident, fortunate or
otherwise, appeared to watch over and register the whole
series of physical processes, though these would have gone
on just as well in its absence. In this case, thought or
consciousness would not consume any of the stock of energy ;
the law of conservation of energy would not be threatened
in its generality ; and man would be a true automaton, with
consciousness added as a spectator, but not as a director of
the machinery. .

The theory of the man-machine which thus emerges,
culminates in Professor Huxley’s comparison of man to a
clock very cunningly constructed, whose face, with the
information upon it, corresponds to consciousness, which
presents us with thoughts, emotions, volitions; and just as
we know that the hour and minute hand of the clock, which
mark the time, are obedient to and caused by hidden forces
and inner movements, whose action they serve to measure
and visibly symbolize, so our consciousness but symbolizes
and expresses the mysterious springs and inner movements
of the machinery of the brain and nerves, by which, in like
manner, states of consciousness are finally caused. Every
mental state of which we are conscious is thus at once the
symbol and product of a particular position of the cerebral
atoms, of which we are unconscious. The former, according
to Professor Huxley, is the effect of the latter, not merely as
a “bye-product,” but a true product in the scientific sense
of the word, because it is an effect which follows from the
other as an invariable antecedent. It is an effect, but on
the theory of automatism it can scarcely be considered the
proper primary effect ; for consciousness might conceivably
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have been absent altogether (as it now occasionally is in
our strictly automatic states and actions), and yet the man-
machine might have existed. He might have existed, and,
according to Lange and Néageli, have performed all outward
bodily actions, have walked, uttered specch, made music,
possibly mechanical inventions, and all this without the
present accidental adjunct of consciousness. He would have
been then a perfect walking and moving automaton, seem-
ingly skilful and with a certain method, as he is now essen-
tially all this,—only with consciousness superadded.

§ 3. This theory of the essentially mechanical nature of
man, it need scarcely be stated, is also materialism of the
extremest character. It expels everything from man except
matter and its properties. The “dominion in the head and
breast,” the proud characteristic of man, is explained by the
properties of matter, by the greater number and finer organi-
zation of the cerebral atoms and fibres, There is evidently,
on this view of man, not only no free-will, but there is not
even any possible power of controlling or guiding conduct.
If every volition, as well as every action, is determined by
the physical energies, there is nothing left for the moral
man to do. In the reduction of everything in man to
physical forces, their interaction and results, the moral
man is entirely lost, and the power of self-direction—which
all moralists and all men, including even the automatonists
themselves, admit—becomes impossible of explanation. Our
guidance by the mental light of consciousness, as by the
moral light of conscience, is alike incapable of explanation.
But as this theory has not received the general sanction even
of scientific philosophers; and moreover, even if, as Professor
Huxley contends, molecular movements and mechanical
forces cause our conscious volitions and cause our conduct,
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still, as for purposes of science we must accept the conscious
symbols which we do feel and know as the only measures
of the unconscious atomic changes said to cause them, which
we do not know and cannot hope to reach ; since, as Mill
on this subject argues, of the two corresponding series we
- take the clear and the better known for purposes of further
explanation, rather than the obscure or worse known ;—then;
it would seem that, as regards our present question of man’s
moral freedom, neither the theory of man’s automatism nor
any other theory which professes to explain mental pheno-
mena solely by physiological or physical causes need be
here considered at any great length.*

. We do not argue against the undoubted influence of the
body over the mind; nor dispute that there is a certain
amount of truth in the theory of the mechanical causation
of all our mental states, including our volitions. It must
be freely granted to the materialists that the mind is power-
fully influenced by the states of the body, or by what are
called states of the body, though what subtle and mysterious
elements are here at work none can say. At all events, we
are all well aware from experience, if science had not placed
the matter beyond the reach of doubt, that what is called
the mind is healthy or diseased according to the condition
of the brain and nerves, according everi to the general
health of the body. The total contents of consciousness,
thoughts, emotions, and volitions, rise or fall in quantity
and quality with the general bodily tone. Even the moral
character may become affected, the perception of beauty and

* The theory of man’s automatism is maintained by Huxley; by Nigeli
(see Report of the Munich Congress of the German Association: Nature,
October 4, 1877); by Lange, History of Materialism. The theory is in
its essentials the same as that advanced more than a century ago in La
Mettrie’s L' Homme Machine,
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truth may become dull or perverted, from some cause con-
nected with possibly only a slight disturbance in the general
health of the system. Such considerations show that there
are physical causes at work in the production and altera-
tion of mental phenomena ; but whether these are the sole
and ultimate causes is quite another question, and one which,
even if the materialist’s answer be the true one, need not
further concern us here.* We contend, so far as regards this
question of moral freedom, that to argue that the will
cannot be free because all volitions are determined by
molecular changes, is to bring this very old controversy into
a darker and more hopeless region of discussion than ever.
It is to leave light just when the science of psychology
(assisted, no doubt, by biology) had given it to us, after
infinite vain wrangling and logomachy, prosecuted in the
dark.

§ 4. Science, at least psychological science, is not com-
mitted to the theory of man’s automatism ; a theory which
is only a fresh and exaggerated instance of the strong
tendency in men and philosophers in all ages to try to ex-
plain all phenomena, however different, by the particular
class of phenomena with which they are habitually con-
versant ; an instance of the same kind as that of the musical
philosopher who explained the soul as a species of harmony,
as that of the Pythagorean, whose mathematical meditations
allowed him only to discern number as the essential fact
and principle in all things. Man is, indeed, a machine,
moreover & living and moving one; but he is also something
more, and this additional something,—an accident merely,

* For a full consideration of the materialism resting on the dootrine of
the conservation of energy, from which the theory of man’s automatism is
considered to be & corollary, the reader is referred to Book III. ch. i.
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according to the true automatonist philosopher,—consti-
tutes, in fact, man’s differential feature and his true human
nature; though, to estimate it properly, is beyond the reach
of biological and still more of merely physical science. To
read and measure human nature, and consciousness which
reflects it, belongs to psychology—to psychology, aided
by the sciences which are ministrant and subsidiary to it;
and to psychology, consequently, we are referred by Bain
and Mill for a true theory of human nature, as well as to
know the opinion of science on the question of the freedom
of the will.

From the point of view of psychology, we have a picture
of man different from the physicist’s or naturalist’s; and we
have a more satisfactory application of scientific method to
investigate and explain his actions. According to Bain and
‘Mill, the most eminent psychologists who have discussed
the present question, our volitions are determined by con-
scious motives, by prospective pleasures and pains, even
though there always is a physical counterpart to each con-
sciously felt fact. There is that uniformity of sequence
between motive and volition, if not between character and
conduct, which, wherever it exists, marks a proper field for
scientific inquiry. According to Mill, “ a volition is a moral
effect which follows the corresponding moral causes as
certainly and as invariably as physical effects follow their
physical causes.” And the moral antecedents or causes are,
he tells us, “desires, aversions, habits, and dispositions,
combined with outward circumstances suited to call those
internal incentives into action. All these, again, are effects
of causes, those of them which are mental being conse-
quences of education and of other moral and physical influ-
ences.” And the same doctrine of the uniformity of sequence
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between motive and action is laid down with much clear-
ness, accompanied by a masterly psychological analysis, in
the writings of Professor Bain. According to this eminent
authority, “ the same motive in the same circumstances will
be followed by the same action.”* The doctrine of the
uniform sequence of motive and action explains all the
mental facts of choice, deliberation, self-determination, moral
agency, responsibility, “ without the mysticism of free-will.”
Moreover, the practice of mankind assumes the uniformity
of motive and action. It does not assume the opposite
theory. “No one ever supposes either that human actions
arise without motive, or that the same motives operate
differently in the same circumstances.” Hunger always
impels us to seek for food, the tender feeling seeks objects
of affection, anger prompts to revenge, the desire of fame to
live laborious days. Or, if these expected sequences fail to
arise, we ascribe it, not to the failure of the motives, but
to their counteraction by other and more powerful motives.
Further, our expectation of men’s behaviour depends on
the assumed regularity of sequence between motive and
action. All government which makes laws threatening
penalties for disobedicnce, assumes that motives are the sole
causes of actions, and that the regular operation of motives
may be relied on. All theories of education, of political
economy, of society, all operations of trade and all the inter-
course of life postulate the reign of law in the human mind ;
and all statistics confirm the assumption on the large scale,

# The sequence is between motive and wvolition according to Mill, be-
tween motive and action according to Bain; but as the volition is only an
interposed link between the motive and the action which it contemplates,
there is no substantial difference between the two views. The contro-
versy, however, usually has to do with the first sequence, which alone falls
under the internal consciousness.
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just as our accurate prediction of the behaviour of those
whose characters we know, confirms it in individual cases.
In fact, man can be said to have a character only on the
assumption that the same motives addressed to him will
cause him to act always in the same constant manner.

§ 5. Such, in brief, is the theory of the determination of
the will by motives, as given by Mill and Bain. In sub-
stance we accept it. But it requires a deeper and more
comprehensive statement to connect it with the truths of
evolution and physiology, with the facts of heredity, and
with present physiological facts, both of which influence
largely the motives, and are thus causes of our actions. The
theory requires qualification, both from the point of view of
physiology and from that of evolution; for we are assured that
unconscious motives, be they materialistic and mechanical or
no, have an influence, mysterious but potent, in the deter-
mination of the conscious ones, which alone are recognized
by Mill and Bain as the causes of volition. We know,
too, how much of our action passes into the automatic, the
habitual, the mechanical, where we are as unconscious of
volitions as the merest machines. Further, in the world
of conscious motives we are certain that what outwardly
appears the same motive is not inwardly judged by us to
be so, from some change in us; that our conscious feelings,
by which we must measure all motives, are treacherous and
uncertain scales in many cases; that there may be such a
thing as a change in character, amounting to revolution, in
a comparatively short time; and that such change may
affect our old motives in very unequal degrees, annihilating
some and intensifying others; that besides revolution in
character, there is always evolution or development up to
a certain time of life; and that in age a reverse process of

K



130 THE CREED OF SCIENCE, RELIGIOUS AND MORAL.

decay sets in. We feel at times like Lucretius, as if some
mighty and malign but invisible hand had seized our will
(or what we call our will), “ wrenching it backward into
his;” again, as if the uses of the world had become weary
and unprofitable; as if all our old motives had lost their
efficacy and influence over us;—all which facts and con-
siderations, though they do not contradict the theory that
the will is governed by motives, yet show that the reign of
law in the human subject is much less uniform than it is
in the physical world, and that the theory of Mill requires
qualification, if not a new presentation from a more compre-
hensive point of view. .

§ 6. Our whole moral character—the conscious mass of
dispositions, impulses, sentiments from which we act—is
a product that can be analyzed. While conscious motives
can mostly be discovered for each separate action, the
strength of the motives themselves can be traced backward
to larger and more permanent moral forces which Science
can investigate and ascertain something about, quite irre-
spective of the particular state and properties of the
physical molecules of the brain and body.

According to evolution, the cerebral atoms themselves,
with their inherent moral properties, were derived from
parents and ancestors with like moral properties; so that
even if they are at present ultimate, they are not true first
causes, but themselves results of more comprehensive and
controlling causes, which can only be explained by the laws
of heredity.

Again, in addition to inherited organization containing
in it the germs of the future moral as well as intellectual
qualities and dispositions, we have been subject from the
first dawn of consciousness, from even our mothers’ arms,
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to education, an external and long-continued influence,
which co-operates powerfully with inherited organization
to give us our principles of action, and to shape our
future character. Later still, we became units in the social
body, for which our education was in great part a training,
and our society with all but omnipotent strength has com-
pelled us to accept and act upon its most accredited prin-
ciples of action under penalty of its displeasure—a most
formidable sanction. Besides compelling us to obey its
laws, it forces upon us a conformity with its beliefs, senti-
ments, opinions, so far as these are necessary for the preser-
vation of its own existence; while the subordinate sections
of society with which we may be connected in different
relations, in like manner have compelled us to a conformity
with their laws and usages and principles. And con-
currently with education and the pressure of society, there
has been all the time the never-ceasing, ever-changing
pressure of circumstances co-operating in the evolution and
fixing of our moral character; and so great has been the
total influence of these various forces, heredity, educatian,
the social imperative, and the constant pressure of circum-
stance, that an extremely narrow margin indeed is left at
any time for the operation of the free autonomous will of
Kant and the transcendental metaphysicians. These various
factors amongst them make up so much of the moral
man that they almost justify the aphorism (quoted by
Professor Huxley) that “our moral character is woven for
us, not by us.”

At all events, they show that our wills are not free. Our
volitions, our actions, are determined by motives, as Mill
and Bain contend ; and the motives owe their strength to
our character thus shaped under the forces above described.
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It is true that men imagine they are free to act or not to
act, to decide one way or the other,in a given case, because,
as Spinoza has said, we know our actions, but not always the
motives from which they spring and which really determine
them. In reality, our actions, in our maturer years, and
after our character has acquired fixity, follow with
mechanical regularity from it, and in particular from one
or other of the bundle of habits which, in great measure,
our character has become. Action from habit is economy
of force, a saving of conscious reflection and deliberation ;
but it is mechanical and automatic, there is no interven-
tion of the faculty of will, any more than there is the
weighing of motives. And whenever, as occasionally happens
in maturer life, in cases of importance, novel action must
be taken, where conscious deliberation does actually pre-
cede the decision of the best course of action, our decisions,
our volitions, as well as our actions, follow from the
motives which are strongest, which are no others. than
those which promise on the whole the most satisfactory
results. It is the strongest motive which determines
volition ; there is no arbitrary volition made by a free will
in the teeth of the strongest motives or in total disregard
of them. Or, if there ever seems to be a case of this
description, as where a man affirms that he will act in a
particular manner, be the motives on the other side what
they may, the fact is that the adverse conscious motives
visible or possible, are dominated by the strength of the
rival ones, supplemented by a substratum of unconscious
motives referrable to the general moral character and dis-
positions, but never to a free will. The man knows how
strong are the motives which influence him ; he does not
expect that any so strong can possibly appear on the other
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side; and his will seems arbitrarily to decide what his
character has really determined.

The case of mechanical action from habit, the case of
conscious deliberation, and the case where we are not able
to state precisely the motives really influencing us, exhaust
all cases. But they also leave no scope for the exercise of
free-will. In the first case the action is determined
mechanically, and in the second and third, by the strength
of the motives at work. There is literally no work left for
a free will to do, even if the existence of the supposed
independent entity called the free self eould be proved.
There is no work for it to do which is not already taken in
hand by other agencies. There is only the case, more con-
ceivable than ever actual, of which the free-will meta-
physicians have made so much use—the case where the
motives seem exactly balanced, as in the example of the ass
of Buridanus between the two identical bundles of hay.
Here, it is argued, on the motive theory there could be no
decision according to the strongest motive, from whence it
follows the ass must starve; but he does not : therefore there
is some faculty which arbitrarily elects for one or the other,
1.e. there exists a free will. But even in this extreme case,
one or other alternative at a particular moment seems to
present the stronger inducement, and the volition, rightly
or wrongly, is carried with it. Moreover, if the individual
could not properly be said to act from the stronger motive
in such a case, but rather from a mechanical and unreason-
ing impulse, just as little could this impulse be ascribed to
the action of a free will.

§ 7. If it were possible to uncoil from the completely
formed character one by one the various factors which have
gone to compose it, so as to lay bare the pure nucleus or
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inner core of self which is supposed to lie at the root of
character, and which it is further supposed can act irre-
spective of motives, or even in opposition to their strongest
momentum, how much, we might ask of the free-will meta-
physician, would remain to represent our proper self, and
what range would be left for its free will to operate in?
Indeed, is it not clear that the more superinduced moral
influences, such as the effect of education or the imperative
of society, are withdrawn, as we sometimes witness in
certain forms of insanity or other diseases, the ncarer we
should come, not to the supposed underlying pure self
endowed with a power of free-will, but either to a moral
chaos or simply to the underlying animal, governed, as other
animals, by the most elementary instincts and impulses?
We should not find an independent self, because none such
exists independent of the several elements of character.
And should we attempt to dive, like Kant, beneath the circle
of phenomenal motives, we should not come any nearer to
the free imperial ego of the transcendental philosopher; we
should not find it located out of space, but rather in our
attempts we should strike the hard bottom of the material
atoms of Professor Huxley, which, though we have not been
able to regard them as omnipotent nor yet as first causes,
nevertheless do exist, and as experience together with
science assures us, do exert & very potent though somewhat
occult influence over our lives.

Still more, if there were this mysterious self lodged at
the bottom of our being, endowed with the power of free
volition, whether it issues its mandates from out the inde-
scribable sphere of the noumenal world, as Kant maintains,
or whether it lives and governs amongst the circle of
phenomenal motives in our ordinary phenomenal world, as
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other metaphysicians hold, in either case a consequence
very serious for Science would result. The self, or ego,
would be a first cause; its exercise of free-will would be a
miracle, and something extremely like the miracle of
creation ex nikilo. It would be the production and exercise
of a force or energy underived from any prior energy or
from other source than itself, which, so far as we can
attempt to conceive an inconceivable and impossible thing,
would be the mysterious and inexplicable process of creation
from nothing. It would be the accomplishment of the feat
which Kant himself declared impossible within the field of
Nature, and which accordingly he can represent as possible
only by shutting the ego out of phenomenal nature as he
has done.

If we grant free-will, we must be prepared for further
consequences. - We shall have once more the return of the
miracle, everywhere else expelled from the field of science
and history; and this time all the more dangerous if the
power of working it be lodged within the man’s breast to
be daily exercised. Let us but once grant this mysterious
self endowed with this power of free volition, and the
miracle becomes everywhere else credible, as required by
theological or metaphysical needs. For what is a miracle
but the interruption of the regularity of natural sequence
by the sudden irruption and interference of a foreign and
superior power? And what is the exercise of a free will
but the like arbitrary appearance and interference of a
foreign power in the circle of natural phenomenal motives
for the purpose of breaking the natural sequence of motive
and volition? It is not the appearance of a new motive, but
of a power different in kind, a thing per se, of whose existence,
moreover, we have no evidence. Indeed, if we admit this
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miracle to be performed within ourselves and by ourselves,
" we are only obstinate as well as illogical in affirming its
impossibility in other cases where it scems more urgently
called for.

But Science cannot without self-destruction allow either
the miracle in general or the special one of creation ex nihilo ;
and least of all can she allow that both take place within
the theatre of man’s breast in the production of something
from nothing, as in the supposed exercise of a free uncaused
will. Science explains the facts and phenomena of Nature
from second causes, which are invariably, as Mill tells us,
phenomenal causes. To do so is the business of Science.
She is not concerned either with ontologic or with first
causes ; but the existence of a free will, or ego, is either an
ontologic cause with which Science is not concerned, or it
is a phenomenal one for whose existence she finds no evi-
dence, while it would contradict her two highest generali-
zations, the law of universal causation and the law of the
conservation of energy. The doctrine of a free will would
enthrone the man himself as Deity, would make the ego a
true creator—a result consistent possibly with most forms of
German transcendental philosophy, but not with the con-
_clusions of psychology and of modern science generally.

§ 8. But is it not an admitted fact that men can alter
their character for the better? and does not this imply a
power of free will? Not so; a power of improving the
character to a certain limited extent is granted ; but this
power, limited at best, is one that steadily decreases with
years, and a time comes when it ceases altogether. The
old cannot change their character for the better. In fact, a
time comes in our mature years, different though it be for
different persons, when the character has acquired such
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rigidity, such uniformity in its actions, and it has become
so near to an impossibility for its possessor to change it
for the better, that some theologians bring in a special
miracle to get over the otherwise insuperable difficulty—the
miracle of sudden conversion, represented as a change of
heart, of soul, and of life. But this very necessity for a
supernatural intervention is in effect, as it is in the express
words of those who believe in it, an admission of the im-
potence of the free autonomous will of Kant and the meta-
physicians to do the work of change. According to these last,
the self, or ego, is free, free to fulfil the law of duty, but it
is not free to alter itself greatly. It is free to do what it is
its nature to do; in other words, it is free to produce its
natural effects, as it is to a plant to grow and to flower,
though by the same reasoning it is evidently not free
to do other than it does, or other than it is its nature to
do. It is not free for the bramble to bring forth grapes,
or for any tree or man to produce other than its natural
fruit—a consideration which may show how little the
alleged freedom really amounts to.

According to the necessitarian, like Mill, a power of
improving the character to an extent is allowed; if we
really strongly wish to do so, we can; the wish itself being
an important motive force in the case, and one depending
probably on the original inherited basis of character. But
while this power really remains, we can apply it only by
perceiving and pressing into our service sufficiently powerful
motives to conquer the rival and inferior motives. We must
endeavour to make the better motives effect a lodgment in
our breast; we must make them become a part of our
character ; and this we can only do on the two conditions
that their germs are already within us, and also that they
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promise a certain balance and reward of pleasurable result.
Before a drunkard can be got to make an effort for his
reformation, he must have strong motives put before him.
If he sees his health, fortune, and family in danger of
being ruined, here are strongly deterring motives to the
further indulgence of his vice. The only question is—
Can these and the opposite class of pleasurable motives
counteract the imperious craving of his bad habit. By
trying to press good motives into our service, by incorpo-
rating them into our character and trying to work under
them, we may succeed in permancntly improving the
character ; but in order to a continued perseverance and a
final victory, these good motives and inducements must
continue with us as constant forces in the hour of tempta-
tion, and they must be so powerful as to conquer and subdue
the old competing inducements and army of lower motives
which still, though in diminishing strength, besiege the will.
Thus, even in the change of character for the better, and
still more clearly in the far commoner change for the worse,
we do not get beyond the sway and sphere of motives.
We are still within the circle of known, natural, phenomenal
causes. We do not reach or perceive the operation of a
free will, which, did it indeed exist, we should imagine
could have no difficulty in improving the character. In the
change of character here described, we find neither the
miraculous agency of free-will nor the still more miraculous
sudden conversion of the character by supernatural agency.
Every way regarded, the alleged fact of free-will turns out
to be an unmeaning figment, an inconceivable and impossible
thing. It was a fiction invented by the older metaphy-
sicians anxious for the dignity of man and for the interests of
morality, both of which, in the opinion of the necessitarian,
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can very well dispense with it; and a fiction sometimes
countenanced by theology, in the same interests of morality,
sometimes discountenanced, because opposed to the general
theological doctrines of original sin and of grace, as well
as to the particular doctrine of predestination. ‘

§ 9. Does not this theory of the determination of the
will by motives take away all merit and demerit from our
characters and actions? and does it not destroy all moral
responsibility or accountability for the consequences of
our actions? If the strongest motive prevails and really
determines action, where lies the merit if the action be
what is called a good one? where the demerit if it be the
reverse? Is there any more merit or demerit in human
actions on this theory than in the actions of lions or
tigers which in like manner obey the strongest motive ?
Is not the murderer’s act assimilated to that of the tiger
who kills a man? Is not the most heroic action due to the
accidental presence and strength of a good motive in the
breast, to a happy grace from Nature? In answer to this
it must be confessed that the merit and demerit of actions
is, on the necessitarian theory, considerably diminished,
though not the praise or blame, the admiration or detest-
ation which they may arouse. The merit or demerit of
our actions is diminished when we remember that it
- follows necessarily from motives, that the motives come
from character, and that character is in great measure
determined for us by heredity, education, and circumstance.
Still, it is not wholly so determined, and we are meritorious
so far as we endeavour to make it better, so far as we
endeavour to make & good conscience our strongest motive
force, even though here again we cannot greatly succeed
unless, by the grace of Nature, the germs of good have
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already been deposited within us. But to raise the ques-
tion of merit or demerit is to raise a vain and misleading
issue. Our merits at the best are slight, as others besides
the Calvinist theologians have discovered, and, undoubtedly,
the demerit goes with the merit. If all got their deserts
it might not be just to say with Hamlet that “few should
escape & whipping;” but certainly few should get any
extra reward; and the best, like St. Paul, are those who
would lay the least claim to any. It is true we cannot
help attributing merit to the men who have stood firm
even unto death for truth and right. We attribute merit
to them because they have served and saved the world,
although the best of them knew and felt how little in truth
was their own merit or desert, that they but did what it
was in their nature and given impulse to do, and what on
the whole they were obliged by the forces within them
to do. They felt that they acted from forces lent to them,
and that they deserved little credit for so doing. But the
further reason why we on our part are inclined to attribute
real and extraordinary,merit to the great servers of their
species is, that we know there was a war of motives, a
conflict between good and evil, going on within the breast,
and we persist in representing the good man, the Socrates
or Buddha, as having arbitrarily made election for the
good by his own free-will and choice, as having closed once
for all with the right side, and determined to follow it,
though it brought his own extinction from the world. We
represent it thus, and in a general way not erroneously.
The great man did all this, and so far as to justly excite
the admiration and reverence, the love and gratitude, of his
fellows and of posterity ; but when we speak scientifically,
and from the result of psychological analysis, we see that
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even the hero or martyr made his memorable decisions by
the strength of the motives resident in his breast, as he kept
to them by the continuing strength of these same inner
moral forces, which were only a .ha.ppy and glorious grace
of Nature or God vouchsafed to him. He felt as Luther—
this he must do and no other ;—from the strength of the
motive within, but not from the strength of his own free-
will. This ke felt, though we, on the other hand, cannot
help having feelings of reverence, gratitude, admiration,
which implicitly acknowledge a merit in him; feelings
which, hewever, are ennobling to the possessor, as they
were part of the sustaining motives to the hero’s action
itself.

§ 10. Why, then, are men punished for actions injurious
to others or to society, when they only act from the
strongest motives? If the strongest motive or sum of
motives invariably prevails and c