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INTRODUCTION

For the Victorians Herbert Spencér was pre-eminently
the philosopher of First Principles. Notwithstanding
the popularity of some of his other works, like
Education and the Study of Sociology — both of which
had sales running into many thousands of copies - in
the 1870s and 1880s Spencer’s towering intellectual
reputation rested on this one book. Its status derived
from the fact that it appeared to offer a definitive
resolution of many of the most pressing debates in
Victorian intellectual life: it bravely rushed into the
contest between theism and atheism, and proposed a
solution to the dispute between Mill and Hamilton over
the nature of the ultimate reality. Above all, it offered
Spencer’s famous formula of evolution, apparently
demonstrating that the whole of the cosmos, from the
nebulae to moral sentiments, obeyed the same general
laws.

The fundamental idea behind the First Principles
seems to have come to Spencer in late 1857, during the
revision of some of his papers for publication as the first
series of his Essays. We shall see later how his prelim-
inary ideas went into shaping the formula of evolution
itself; for the present, however, it is sufficient to note
that in a letter dated 6 January 1858, the thirty-seven
year old Spencer wrote to his father that ‘within the last
ten days my ideas on various matters have suddenly
crystallised into a complete whole. Many things which
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were before lying separate have fallen into their places
as harmonious parts of a system that admits of logical
development from the simplest general principles.’
Enclosed with the letter was a sketch of what would
shortly become the prospectus of the Synthetic
Philosophy. While it differed from the printed version
in a number of respects (for instance the original draft
included volumes in which the evolution principle was
applied to astronomy and geology), the broad outlines
of Spencer’s system were already in place, envisaging
the successive treatment of biology, psychology,
sociology and morality from an evolutionary
perspective. From the publication of this prospectus in
1860 to the publication of the last volume of the
Synthetic Philosophy in 1896, the elaboration of these
ideas was to be the all-consuming purpose of Spencer’s
life. As John Dewey noted, he was a system
philosopher in an unusual sense: whereas most philo-
sophical systems display the unity of the development
of a single mind, in Spencer’s case the system was a
planned achievement from the outset.” Each of the
successive volumes of the Synthetic Philosophy merely
developed at greater length the ideas expressed in a
preliminary way in the prospectus.

Although the First Principles stands at the head of
the Synthetic Philosophy, the book does not begin with
the formula of evolution. Instead, Spencer began it
with a one hundred page discussion of ‘the
Unknowable’. That Spencer could spill so much ink on
a subject about which one can, presumably, say very
little has been a source of innocent merriment to later

' Spencer, Autobiography (London, 1904), vol. 2, p.17.

2 John Dewey, “The Philosophical System of Herbert Spencer’, reprinted 1n
volume 12 of the present edition.
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generations of commentators, and one critic quipped
that Spencer always introduced the concept with a
capital letter as if he expected one to take one’s hat off
to it. But to understand its place in his thought one
needs to bear in mind the Victorian debates to which it
was a contribution.

Spencer’s doctrine of the Unknowable was an attempt
to reconcile the dispute between science and religion,
which was then at its height following the publication
of the Origin of Species. Both the theological and the
scientific parties shared common assumptions, Spencer
believed, which had gone unrecognized in the heat of
the debate. First Principles — and subsequently each
volume of the Synthetic Philosophy — generalized an
insight first expounded in the Principles of Psychology,
which had attempted to reconcile the competing
schools of associationism and phrenology by showing
that each had the partial grasp of a truth available only
from an evolutionary perspective. As Spencer wrote in
his draft of the prospectus, ‘truth generally lies in the
co-ordination of antagonist opinions’, and this was to
be the guiding principle of his whole philosophy. The
antagonism between science and religion could be
treated in the same way as he had treated the antag-
onism between associationism and phrenology, by
finding the soul of truth common to each.

Principles of Psychology entered into the argument of
the First Principles in a direct, albeit unstated, way.
Although Spencer was to rewrite the Psychology to
conform to the requirements of the Synthetic
Philosophy, this should not disguise the fact that the
opening sections of the First Principles are underpinned
by an analysis of human thought which 1s to be found
in the earlier work. The Psychology had made incon-
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ceivability the test of necessary truths; a truth is
necessary if, quite simply, we cannot imagine it
otherwise. In the First Principles Spencer continues to
accord. conceivability a central role. If something is
inconceivable, in the sense that we cannot frame a
mental representation of it, it cannot be a possible
object of knowledge. The reason why something is
inconceivable is, following the Psychology, because all
thinking is relational. Something which cannot be
classified by being related to other things through
relations of similarity and dissimilarity cannot be
conceived. Thus we cannot have knowledge of the
absolute and unconditioned, and this applies not merely
to the Absolute of religion but also to our ultimate
scientific ideas.

In the case of religion Spencer followed Dean
Mansel’s Limits of Religious Thought in its claim that
‘Atheism, Pantheism, and Theism, when rigorously
analysed, severally prove to be absolutely
unthinkable’.> For example, theism (understood as the
doctrine that the world was created by an external
agent) is untenable because the idea of a self-existent
Creator is as inconceivable (unimaginable) as is the idea
of a self-existent universe. Moreover, the creation of
space is inconceivable because we cannot imagine what
its non-existence would be like. Similarly, Spencer
acknowledged that reflection on our notions of cause
and effect points to the need for a First Cause, and he
also followed Mansel in believing that such a First
Cause must be infinite and absolute. But he also
believed that such a notion involves manifest contra-
dictions, and that the idea of an infinite and absolute
First Cause is, like the Creator of the Universe, literally

} First Principles, p. 43.
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inconceivable. This was essentially the same analysis
arrived at by Mansel’s book: although we are inevitably
driven to entertain certain ideas ~ like that of a First
Cause — we are also unable to frame a meaningful,
coherent conception of them. However, whereas
Mansel traced the limits of religious thought to make
room for justification by faith, in Spencer’s version of
the doctrine all we are left with is the vague notion of
some inscrutable Power.

The situation with regard to our scientific concep-
tions is similar. Science cannot solve the mystery of the
universe. Just as the notion of a self-existent Creator is
literally inconceivable, so too is the notion of a self-
existent universe. In addition, science tells us nothing
about the nature of the ultimate reality. Invoking the
Kantian terminology of noumena and phenomena,
Spencer argued that the laws of science describe
regularities in the phenomena we experience, and these
regularities would be unintelligible if we did not assume
the existence of an independently-existing world which
causes them. But of the nature of that reality science
can tell us nothing, because scientific laws are ‘all repre-
sentative of realities which cannot be represented’. Like
the idea of a Creator of the Universe or of a infinite and
absolute First Cause, the things-in-themselves cannot
be conceived. In later editions of the Principles of
Psychology, Spencer characterized his position as
‘Transfigured Realism’, which ‘simply asserts objective
existence as separate from and independent of
subjective existence. But it affirms neither that any one
mode of this objective existence is in reality that what it
seems, nor that the connexions among its modes are
objectively what they seem.’
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Thus, Spencer argued, the antagonism between
religion and science was misconceived. Starting either
from religious belief or from science we are ultimately
driven to accept certain indispensable but literally
inconceivable notions. Whether we are concerned with
a Creator or the substratum which underlies our
experience of phenomena, we can frame no conception
of it. We are in the presence of the Unknowable.

That Spencer should have prefixed this discussion to
his exposition of the principle of evolution which forms
the rest of the First Principles has struck many
commentators as odd. In part, the doctrine of the
Unknowable seems to have been propounded by
Spencer to rescue his philosophy from the charges of
atheism and materialism which had already been
levelled at the Principles of Psychology. In part it also
reflected his love of demonstrating that it was possible
to resolve all of the leading philosophical disputes of
the day if only one looked for what was common to the
contending schools. But there is no doubt that as a
foundation for religion his doctrine of the Unknowable
was a failure; as Frederic Harrison observed, ‘a religion
which begins and ends with the mystery of the
Unknowable is not religion at all, but a mere logician’s
formula’.* Nor did it form an essential element in the
rest of the Synthetic Philosophy, which is logically quite
independent of it.

Having attempted the reconciliation of religion and
science, and having established that ‘things-in-
themselves’ are unknowable, Spencer turned to
consider the phenomenal world. Science aims at
producing laws describing relations between
phenomena. As he wrote in the essay ‘Of Laws in

* F. Harrison, ‘Agnostic Metaphysics’, reprinted in volume 12.
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General’, which appeared as a chapter in the first
edition of the First Principles but was subsequently
published separately,’ the recognition of Law was ‘the
recognition of relations among phenomena’. Thus the
difference between science and the uncoordinated
knowledge of particular facts is that the former involves
subsuming the occurrence of phenomena under law-
like regularities. However, the generalizations
discovered by each of the particular sciences are
themselves capable of being subsumed under yet higher
generalizations. In this sense, Spencer believed that the
truths of each of the special sciences represented but
‘partially-unified knowledge’. The task of philosophy is
to discover the ultmate generalizations, those which
cannot be subsumed into yet more general laws. It does
not deal in logical or conceptual analysis, but in
‘completely-unified knowledge’, and therefore is not
categorically different from each of the special sciences.

Just as in his discussion of the Unknowable, Spencer
was concerned to reveal the kernel of truth common to
apparently antagonistic theories, in his discussion of
the Knowable he was keen to establish certain funda-
mental assumptions which were common to all of the
separate sciences. These were the truths ‘which unify
concrete phenomena belonging to all divisions of
Nature, and so must be components of that all-
embracing conception of things which Philosophy
seeks’. Although Spencer himself regarded his enter-
prise as merely the philosophical continuation of the
work being undertaken by the captains of Victorian
science — including Darwin, Huxley, and Hooker - it
cannot be sufficiently emphasized that his philosophical

* It is, however, reprinted in volume 3 of the Essays (volume 11 of the

present edition).
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practice was radically different from the calculating,
experimental, empirical world view of these thinkers.
Spencer may have built on the results of science, but he
did far more than summarize and systematize them into
an abstract conclusion; his metaphysical enterprise
interpreted each isolated fact from a general conception
which gave it position and meaning as part of the
whole. It was this approach which gave added tartness
to Huxley’s quip that Spencer’s idea of a tragedy was a
hypothesis killed by a fact.

Evolution provided the general conception in the light
of which all particular facts were to be interpreted.
According to Spencer all of the knowable universe —
whether inorganic, organic, or ‘superorganic’ (his term
for human artefacts like language or society) —
developed according to a process which he described
variously as the ‘law’, ‘formula’ or ‘principle’ of
evolution. This law or formula is itself worth quoting
in full:

an integration of matter and concomitant dissipation
of motion; during which matter passes from an indef-
inite, incoherent homogeneity to a definite, coherent
heterogeneity; and during which the retained motion
undergoes a parallel transformation.®

In other words, the direction of flow in the universe is
from simple to complex, diffuse to integrated,
incoherent to coherent, independent to interdependent,
undifferentiated to differentiated; from homogeneous
and uniform to heterogeneous and multiform; and from
an abundance and confusion of motion to a regimen-

¢ First Principles, p. 396. Note that in later editons Spencer qualified this
statement, so that evolution involved a development from a ‘relatvely’
indefinite, incoherent homogeneity to a ‘relatively’ definite, coherent
heterogeneity.
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tation and loss of motion. Such a process could be
observed in each and all of the special sciences. To
take an example from biology: ‘The infant is so
complex in structure that a cyclopedia is needed to
describe its constituent parts. The germinal vesicle is so
simple that i1t may be defined in a line.” Similarly,
language displays a development from simple exclama-
tions into more and more complex forms, in which the
various parts of speech are gradually distinguished.
Societies likewise begin with family groups and evolve
by a series of intermediate steps into the highest form,
industrialism, which is characterized by a complex
division of labour with all the specialization of function
it entails.

Spencer was keen to emphasize that he had arrived at
his formula before the publication of the Origin of the
Species. Even during his own lifetime it was sometimes
suggested that his philosophical system was an elabo-
ration of Darwinman natural selection, a misinterpre-
tation which has gained currency in proportion to the
subsequent neglect of his work. But anyone who
considers the formula of evolution will recognize that
any connection between it and Darwinian natural
selection is tenuous indeed. While Spencer did not deny
the truth of natural selection (although he ascribed a
more important role to Lamarckian use-inheritance),
he regarded it as a mechanism by which the evolu-
tionary process could operate within the sphere of
organic life, rather than as a description of the evolu-
tionary process itself. Moreover, as Spencer frequently
pointed out, the formula of evolution had been
prefigured in a number of articles - like ‘The
Development Hypothesis’ and ‘Progress: its law and
cause’ — which pre-dated the publication of Darwin’s
work by a number of years.
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While Spencer was unquestionably right to deny a
Darwinian provenance for his formula of evolution, he
did acknowledge a number of other sources which had
contributed to it. Sir William Grove’s work on the
Correlation of Physical Forces, published long before
the First Principles, had demonstrated the general
principle of the conservation of force (or energy). As
the ‘persistence of force’, Spencer made this the
foundation of his evolutionary doctrine, since the
amount of force or energy in the universe was assumed
to be constant, and the law of evolution described the
process by which this quantum of force was redis-
tributed into progressively more complex forms.

The specific form which this process exhibited was,
however, developed from two other sources. In the
first place, Spencer claimed that ‘developmental idea’,
as he called it, had been tacit in his earliest writings,
including the Social Statics which had taken a ‘physio-
logical’ view of social actions including the observation
that all organisms ‘progress from a whole made up of
like parts which have but little mutual dependence, to a
whole made up of unlike parts which are mutually
dependent in a high degree’.” Secondly, he ascribed to
the German physiologist von Baer the insight that
organisms develop from homogeneity to heterogeneity
of structure, brought about by ever-increasing differen-
tiations. These two conceptions, when placed in
conjunction, provided the essence of the evolutionary
formula.

In his earlier writings Spencer often gave the
impression of believing that the evolutionary process
was tending to a state of ultimate perfection. The
increase in complexity, heterogeneity, and interdepen-

7 Autobiography, vol. 2, p. 8.
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dence would not continue for ever, since the process of
evolution was tending towards equilibration, ‘the
ultimate establishment of a balance’. This cosmic
equilibration will bring ‘Evolution under all its forms to
a close’, and since one component of this universal
balance is that there should be harmony ‘between man’s
mental nature and the conditions of his existence’, it
establishes a warrant for the belief ‘that Evolution can
end only in the establishment of the greatest perfection
and the most complete happiness’.® Even though
evolution and dissolution alternated in a phenomenon
Spencer called the ‘rhythm of motion’, the ultimate
tendency of the evolutionary process was clear, and in
the 1860s and ‘70s Spencer had no doubt that it would
end in perfection.

By the 1890s, however, the onset of old age and
pessimism about the political tendencies of the late
Victorian era made Spencer less convinced that the
evolutionary process exhibited unreservedly provi-
dential features. He continued to believe that the
cosmos was tending to a final state of equilibrium, but
he came to believe that he had seriously underestimated
the time it would take to achieve the ultimate balance.
As he put it in the revised edition of the Social Statics,
‘the rate of progress towards any adapted form must
diminish with the approach to complete adaptation,
since the force producing it must diminish; so that,
other causes apart, perfect adaptation can be reached
only in infinite time”.? Since equilibration could only be
achieved in infinite time, he now concluded that disso-
lution would have set in long before the ultimate
perfection could be achieved. In other words, Spencer

¥ First Prmciples, p. 517
* Social Statics, abridged and revised (London, 1892), p. 31, footnote.
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— once the living embodiment of the mid-Victorian
conviction of the inevitability of human perfection -
had in old age lost his faith.

The identification of Spencer’s philosophy with the
belief in the inevitability of human perfection — a belief
comprehensively exploded by the 1914-18 war -
undoubtedly contributed to the decline of his philo-
sophical reputation. Another influential factor was that
the debates to which the First Principles had been a
contribution exercised the twentieth century less than
they had the mid-Victorians, while Spencer’s contri-
bution to the perennial questions of philosophy were
insufficiently original to attract the attention of later
generations of philosophers.

However, at least as important as these factors was
that the type of ‘scientific philosophy’ Spencer repre-
sented soon came to seem outmoded. As Bertrand
Russell observed in his 1914 Herbert Spencer lecture at
Oxford, ‘On the Scientific Method in Philosophy’,
Spencer had emphasized the ‘most general results of
science’ to which he sought ‘to give even greater gener-
ality and unity’. By contrast, the new philosophical
school represented by Russell was founded on the belief
that ‘it is not results, but methods, that can be trans-
ferred with profit from the sphere of the special sciences
to the sphere of philosophy’.!® Russell, and those who
followed him like the members of the Vienna Circle,
were as concerned as Spencer with the unity of science,
but they sought unification by analysis, using the tools
of logic and mathematics. By contrast, Spencer’s
formula of evolution was a mere verbal construct, the
product of a method which had nothing in common

' Bertrand Russell, ‘On the Scientific Method in Philosophy’, reprinted in

Mysticism and Logic (Harmondsworth, 1953), p. 96.
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with the methods of genuine science. He might have
believed himself to be a scientific philosopher, but to a

later generation he was still trapped in a metaphysical
fog.

Michael Taylor
London Guildhall University, 1996
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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION.

WaeN the First Edition of this work was published, I sup-
posed that the general theory set forth in its Second Part,
was presented in something like a finished form ; but sub-
sequent thought led me to further developments of much
importance, and disclosed the fact that the component
parts of the theory had been wrongly put together.
Even in the absence of a more special reason, I had decided
that, on the completion of the Principles of Biology, it would
be proper to suspend for a few months the series I am
issuing, that I might make the required re-organization.
And when the time had arrived, there had arisen a more
special reason, which forbade hesitation. Translations into
the French and Russian languages were about to be made
—had, in fact, been commenced; and had I deferred the
re-organization the work would have been reproduced with
all its original imperfections. This will be a sufficient
explanation to those who have complained of the delay in
the issue of the Principles of Psychology.

The First Part remains almost untouched: two verbal
alterations only, on pp. 43 and 99, having been made to
prevent misconceptions. Part IL, however, is wholly
transformed. Its first chapter, on “Laws in General,” is
omitted, with a view to the inclusion of it in one of the
latter volumes of the series. Two minor chapters disappear.
Most of the rest are transposed, in groups or singly.
And there are nine new chapters embodying the further
developments, and serving to combine the pre-existing
chapters into a changed whole. The following scheme in
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which the new chapters are marked by italics, will give an

idea of the transformation i~

First EpITION.

The Law of Evolution.
The Law of Evolution (continued).
The-Causes-of Hvolution

Space, Time, Matter, Motion, and
Force.

The Indestructibility of Matter.
The Continuity of Motion.
The Persistence of Force.

The Correlation and Equivalence
of Forces.

The Direction of Motion.
The Rhythm of Motion.

The- Conditions- essential-$o- Lvo-
lution-

The Instability of the

geneous.

The Multiplication of Effects.
Differentiation and Integration.
Equlibration.

Homo-

Summary and Conclusion.

SecoNp EbITION.

Philosophy Defined.
The Data of Philasophy.

Space, Time, Matter, Motion,
and Foree.

The Indestructibility of Matter.
The Continuity of Motion.
The Persistence of Force.

The Persistence of Relations
among Forces.

The Transformation and Equi-
valence of Forces.

The Direction of Motion.
The Rhythm of Motion.

Recapitulation, Criticem,
Recommencement

Evolution and Dussolution.

and

Simple and Compound Evolution.

TheLawof Evolution., p. ..

TheLawof Evolution | ranged
(continued). with ad-

TheLawof Evolution | ditions.
(continued)

The Low of Ewolution (con-
cluded).

The Interpretation of Evolution.

The Instability of the Homo-
geneous.

The Multiplication of Effects.
Segregation.

Kquihibration.

Dissolution.

Summary and Conclusion (Re-
written).

Of course throughout this re-organized Second Part

the numbers of the

sections

have been changed
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and hence those who possess the Principles of Biology, in
which many references are made to passages in First Prin-
ciples, would be inconvenienced by the want of corre-
spondence between the numbers of the sections in the ori-
ginal edition and in the new edition, were they without any
means of identifying the sections as now numbered.
The annexed list, showing which section answers to which
in the two editions, will meet the requirement :—

First Second | First Second [ First Second | First  Second First  Second
Edit Edit. | Edit. Kt Edit Edit Eaig Edit. Edit Edit

§43 §119 | (107 | §72 §58 | §92 §81 | §121 §161
44 117 108 | 78 59| 93 82 | 122 "162
45 118 109 | 74 60| 94 83 | 123 163
46 120 110 | 75 61| 95 84 | 124 164
47 121 §56<2 111 | 76 62| 96 85 | 125 165
48 122 112 | 77 66| 97 8 | 126 166
49 123 113 | 78 67| 98 87 | 127 167
50 124 114 | 79 68| 99 88 | 128 168
51 125 (115 | 80 69| 109 149 | 129 169

52 126 [ 61 46 | 81 70| 110 150 130 170
53 12862 47 | 8 711111 151 131 171
54 129 |63 48 | 83 72| 112 152 132 172
(180 [ 64 49 | 84 73| 113 153 133 173
131 [ 656 50 | 85 74| 114 154 134 174
132 |66 52 | 86 75| 115 155 185 175
183 {67 53 | 87 76116 156 136 176
184 | 68 54 | 88 77| 117 157 187 177
185 1 69 55| 89 78| 118 158 {183
136 {70 56 | 90 79 [ 119 159 144 193
187 {71 57 | 91 80120 160 145 194

554

The original stereotype plates have been used wherever
it was possible; and hence the exact correspondence be-
tween the two editions in many places, even where adjacent
pages are altered.

London, November, 1867,



PREFACE.

Tra18 volume 1s the firsy of a series described in a prospectus
originally distributed in March, 1860. Of that prospectus,
the annexed is a reprint.

A SYSTEM OF PHILOSOPHY.

Mz. HerBERT SPENCER proposes to issue in periodical parts a
connected series of works which he has for several years been
preparing. Some conception of the general aim and scope of
this series may be gathered from the following Programme.

FIRST PRINCIPLES.

Parr I. THE UnkNowaBLE.—Carrying a step further the doctrine
put into shape by Hamilton and Mansel; pointing out the various direc-
tions in which Science leads to the same conclusions; and showing
that in this united belief inan Absolute that transcends not only human
knowledge but human conception, lies the only possible reconciliation
of Science and Religion.

Parr II. Laws oF THE KNOWABLE.—A statement of the ultimate
principles discernible throughout all manifestations of the Absolute—
those highest generalizations now being disclosed by Science which are
severally true not of one class of phenomena but of all classes of pheno-
mena; and which are thus the keys to all classes of phenomena.*

* One of these generalizations is that currently known as ¢‘ the Conservation of
Force;” a second may be gathered from a published essay on ¢ Progress. its Law
and Cause ;” a third is indicated in a paper on “ Transcendental Physiology ;™
and there are several others.
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[In logical order should here come the application of these First Princi.
ples to Inorganic Nature. But this great dwision it is proposed to pass
over : partly because, even without i, the scheme s too extensive ; and
partly because the interpretation of Organic Nuture after the proposed
method, is of more immediate umportance. The second work of the series
will therefore be—]

THE PRINCIPLES OF BIOLOGY.

Vor. 1.

Parr I. THE Dara oF BiorLogy.—Including those general truths of
Physics and Chemistry with which rational Biology must set out.

I1. TEE IxDUCTIONS OF B1oLOGY.—A statement of the leading gener-
alizations which Naturalists, Physiologists, and Comparative Anatomists,
have established.

11I. Tae Evoruvrion oF Lire—Concerning the speculation com-
monly known as “ The Development Hypothesis ”—its & priort and 4
posteriori evidences.

Vor. II.

IV. Morrrorogicat. DEVELOPMENT.— Pointing out the relations that
are everywhere traceable between organic forms and the average of the
various forces to which they are subject; and seeking in the cumulative
effects of such fources a theory of the forms.

V. Prysionocical DEVELOPMENT.—The progressive differentiation of
functions similarly traced; and similarly interpreted as consequent upon
the exposure of different parts of organisms to different sets of conditions.

VI. Tre Laws oF MULTIPLICATION.—Generalizations respecting the
rates of reproduction of the various classes of plants and animals; fol-
lowed by an attempt to show the dependence of these variations upon

certain necessary causes.*

* The ideas to be developed 1n the second volume of the Principles of Biology
the writer has already briefly expressed in sundry Review-Articles. Part IV,
will work out a doctrine suggested in a paper on * The Laws of Organic Form,”
published 1n the Medico-Chirurgical Review for January, 1859. The germ of Part
V. is contained 1n the essay on ¢ Transcendental Physiology .’ See Essays, pp.
280-90. And 1in Part VI. will be unfolded certain views crudely expressed in a
“Theory of Population,”’ published in the Westminster Review for April 1852
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THE PRINCIPLES OF PSYCHOLOGY.
Vor. 1.

Parr 1. TaE DaTA oF PsycHoLoGY.—Treating of the general con.
nexions of Mind and Life and their relations to other modes of the
Unknowable.

II. TaE INpUCTIONS OF PsycHoLoGY.—A digest of such generaliza-
tions respecting mental phenomena as have already been empirically
established.

1II. GeNErAL SYNTHEsIs.—A republication, with additional chapters,
of the same part in the already-published Principles of Psychology.

IV. Specian SynrHESIS.—A republication, with extensive revisions
and additions, of the same part, &ec. &c.

V. PuysicAL SYNTHESIS.—An attempt to show the manner in which
the succession of states of consciousness conforms to a certain funda-
mental law of nervous action that follows from the First Principles laid
down at the outset.

Vor. I1.

VI. SpeciaL ANALYsis.—As at present published, but further elabor
ated by some additional chapters.

VII. GENERAL ANALYSIS.—As at present published, with several
explanations and additions.

VIII. CoroLuaries.—Consisting in part of a number of derivative
principles which form a necessary introduction to Sociology.*

THE PRINCIPLES OF SOCIOLOGY.
Vor. 1.

Parr 1. THE DATA oF SoctoLoGY.—A statement of the several sets
of factors entering into social phenomena—human ideas and feelings
considered in their necessary order of evolution; surrounding natural
conditions; and those ever complicating conditions to which Society
itself gives origin.

II. THE INDUCTIONS OF SocioLocY.—General facts, structural and
functional, as gathered from a survey of Societies and their changes: in

* Respecting the several additions to be made to the Principles of Psychology,
1t seems needful only to say that Part V. is the unwritten divission named in the
preface to that work—a division of which the germ is contained in a note on page
644, and of which the scope has since been more definitely stated in a paper in
the Medico-Chirurgical Review for Jan. 1859,
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other words, the empirical generalizations that are arrived at by com-
paring different societies, and successive phases of the same society.

ITI. Porrricar ORrGarizatioN.—The evolution of governments, gene-
ral and local, as determined by natural cavses; their several types and
metamorphoses ; their increasing complexity and specialization ; and the
progressive limitation of their functions.

Vor. II.

IV. EccLesiasTICAL ORGANIZATION.—Tracing the differentiation of
religions government from secular; its successive complications and the
multiplication of sects; the growth and continued modification of re-
ligious ideas, as caused by advancing knowledge and changing moral
character; and the gradual reconciliation of these ideas with the truths
of abstract science.

V. CEREMONIAL ORGANIZATION.—The natural history of that third
kind of government which, having a common root with the others, and
slowly becoming separate from and supplementary to them, serves to
regulate the minor actions of life.

VI. InpusTRIAL ORGANIZATION.—The development of productive and
distributive agencies, considered, like the foregoing, in its necessary
causes: comprehending not only the progressive division of labour, and
the increasing complexity of each industrial agency, but also the suc-
cessive forms of industrial government as passing through like phases
with political government.

Vou. IIT1,

VII. LincuaL ProGrEss.—The evolution of Languages regarded as
a psychological process determined by social conditions.

VIIIL. INTELLECTUAL PROGRESS.—Treated from the same point of
view: including the growth of classifications ; the evolution of science
out of common knowledge; the advance from qualitive to quantative
prevision, from the indefinite to the definite, and from the concrete to
the abstract.

IX. AstHETIC PROGRESS. — The Fine Arts similarly dealt with:
tracing their gradual differentiation from primitive institutions and from
each other; their increasing varieties of development; and their ad-
vance in reality of expression and superiority of aim.

X. MoraL Progress.—Exhibiting the genesis of the slow emotional
modifications which human nature undergoes in its adaptation to the
social state.
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X1, THE Consexsus.—Treating of the necessary interdependence of
structures and of functions in each type of society, and in the successive
phases of social development.*

THE PRINCIPLES OF MORALITY.
Vor. 1.

Parr I. THE Dara oF MoraLiTy.—Generalizations furnished by
Biology, Psychology and Sociology, which underlie a true theory of
right living: in other words, the elements of that equilibrium between
constitution and conditions of existence, which is at once the moral
ideal and the limit towards which we are progressing.

I1. Tae Inpucrions oF MoraLiTYy.—Those empirically-established
rules of human action which are registered as essential laws by all
civilized nations: that is to say—the generahzations of expediency.

I11. PersoNAL MoraLs.—The principles of private conduct—physical,
intellectnal, moral and religious—that follow from the conditions to
compiete individual life: or, what is the same thing—those modes of
private action which must result from the eventual equilibration of in-
ternal desires and external needs.

Vor. IT.

IV. JusticE.—The mutual limitations of men’s actions necessitated
by their co-existence as units of a society—limitations, the perfect
observance of which constitutes that state of equilibrium forming the
goal of political progress.

V. NEGaTIVE BENEFICENCE.—Those secondary limitations, similarly
necessitated, which, though less important and not cognizable by law,
are yet requisite to prevent mutual destruction of happiness in various
indirect ways: in other words—those minor self-restraints dictated by
what may be called passive sympathy.

* Of this treatise on Sociology a few smell fragments may be found in already-
published essays. Some of the ideas to be developed in Part II. are indicated in
an article on ¢ The Social Organism,” contained in the last number of the West-
minster Review ; those which Part V. will work out, may be gathered from the
first half of a paper written some yesrs since on “‘Manners and Fashion ;” of Part
VIII. the germs are contained in an article on the  Genesis of Science;’ two
papers on ¢ The Origin and Function of Music’’ and ¢ The Philosophy of Style,”
contain some ideas to be embodied in Part IX. ; and from a criticism of Mr. Bain's
work on ¢ The Emotions and the Will,” in the last number of the Medico-Chirur
gical Review, the central idea to be developed in Part X. may be inferred.
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VI. PosiTivE BENEFICENCE.—Comprehending all modes of conduet,
dictated by active sympathy, which imply pleasure in giving pleasure—
modes of conduct that social adaptation has induced and must render
ever more general; and which, in becoming universal, must fill to the
full the possible measure of human happiness.*

In anticipation of the obvious criticism that the scheme here
sketched out is too extensive, it may be remarked that an ex-
haustive treatment of each topic is not intended ; but simply the
establishment of prirciples, with such illustrations as are needed
to make their bearings fully understood. It may also be pointed
out that, besides minor fragments, one large division (The Princi-
ples of Psychology) is already, in great part, executed. And a
further reply is, that impossible though it may prove to execute
the whole, yet nothing can be said against an attempt to set forti
the First Principles and to carry their applications as far as cir.
cumstances permit.

The price per Number to be half-a-crown ; that is to say, the
four Numbers yearly issued to be severally delivered, post free,
to all annual subscribers of Ten Shillings.

® Part IV. of the Principles of Morahty will be co-extensive (though not iden-
tical) with the first half of the writer’s Social Statics.

This Programme I have thought well to reprint for two
reasons :—the one being that readers may, from time to
time, be able to ascertain what topics are next to be dealt
with ; the other being that an outline of the scheme may
remain, in case it should never be completed.

The successive instalments of which this volume consists,
were issued to the subscribers at the following dates :—Part
1. (pp. 1—80) in October, 1860 ; Part II. (pp. 81—176) in
January, 1861; Part IIL (pp. 177—256) in April, 1861;
Part IV. (pp. 257—334) in October, 1861; Part V. (pp.
335—416) in March, 1862 ; and Part VI. (pp. 417—504)
in June, 1862.%

ZLondon, Juns 5th, 1862.

* These dates and pagings of the divisions as originally issued, of course
do not apply to the volume as it ncw stands, beyond page 123.
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PART L

THE UNENOWABLE.



CHAPTER I
RELIGION AND SCIENCE.

§ 1. W= too often forget that not only is there “a soul of
goodness in things evil,” but very generally also, a soul of
truth in things erroneous. While many admit the abstract
probability that a falsity has usually a nucleus of reality, few
bear this abstract probability in mind, when passing judg-
ment on the opinions of others. A belief that is finally
proved to be grossly at variance with fact, is cast aside with
indignation or contempt ; and in the heat of antagonism
scarcely any one inquires what there was in this belief which
commended it to men's minds. Yet there must have been
something. And there is reason to suspect that this some-
thing was its correspondence with certain of their experiences :
an extremely limited or vague correspondence perhaps; but
still, a correspondence. Even the absurdest report may in
nearly every instance be traced to an actnal occurrence; and
had there been no such actual occurrence, this preposterous
misrepresentation of it would never have existed. Though
the distorted or magnified image transmitted to us through
the refracting medium of rumour, is utterly unlike the reality ;
yet in the absence of the reality there would have been no
distorted or magnified image. And thus it is with human
beliefs in general. Entirely wrong as they may appear, the
implication is that they germinated out of actual experiences
—originally contained, and perhaps still contain, some small
amount of verity.
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More especially may we safely assume this, in the case of
beliefs that have long existed and are widely diffused ; and
most of all so, in the case of beliefs that are perennial and
nearly or quite universal. The presumption that any current
opinion is not wholly false, gains in strength according to the
number of its adherents. Admitting, as we must, that life is
impossible unless through a certain agreement between in-
ternal convictions and external circumstances; admitting
therefore that the probabilities are always in favour of the
truth, or at least the partial truth, of & conviction; we must
admit that the convictions entertained by many minds in
common are the most likely to have some foundation. The
elimination of individual errors of thought, must give to
the resulting judgment a certain additional value. It
may indeed be urged that many widely-spread beliefs
are received on authority; that those entertaining them
make no attempts at verification ; and hence it may be in-
ferred that the multitude of adherents adds but little to the
probability of a belief. But this is not true. For a belief
which gains extensive reception without critical examination,
is thereby proved to have a general congruity with the various
other beliefs of those who receive it ; and in so far as these
various other beliefs are based upon personal observation and
judgment, they give an indirect warrant to one with which
they harmonize. It may be that this warrant is of small
value ; but still it is of some value.

Could we reach definite views on this matter, they would
be extremely useful to us. It is important that we should, if
possible, form something like a general theory of current
opinions ; so that we may neither over-estimate nor under-
estimate their worth. Arriving at correct judgments on dis-
puted questions, much depends on the attitude of mind we
preserve while listening to, or taking part in, the controversy ;
and for the preservation of a right attitude,.it is needful that
we should learn how true, and yet how untrue, are average
human beliefs. On the one hand, we must keep free from
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that bias in favour of received ideas which expresses itself in
such dogmas as “ What every one says must be true,” or
“The voice of the people is the voice of God.” On the other
hand, the fact disclosed by a survey of the past, that majorities
have usually been wrong, must not blind us to the comple-
mentary fact, that majorities have usually not been entirely
wrong. And the avoidance of these extremes being a pre-
requisite to catholic thinking, we shall do well to provide
ourselves with a safe-guard against them, by making a valua-
tion of opinions in the abstract. To this end we must con-
template the kind of relation that ordinarily subsists between
opinions and facts. Let us do so with one of those beliefs
which under various forms has prevailed among all nations in
all times.

§ 2. The earliest traditions represent rulers as gods or
demigods. By their subjects, primitive kings were regarded
as superhuman in origin, and superhuman in power. They
possessed divine titles; received obeisances like those made
before the altars of deities; and were in some cases actually
worshipped. If there needs proof that the divine and half-
divine characters originally ascribed to monarchs were
ascribed literally, we have it in the fact that there are still
existing savage races, among whom it is held that the chiefs
and their kindred are of celestial origin, or, as elsewhere, that
only the chiefs have souls. And of course along with beliefs
of this kind, there existed a belief in the unlimited power of
the ruler over his subjects—an absolute possession of them,
extending even to the taking of their lives at will: as even
still in Fiji, where a victim stands unbound to be killed at the
word of his chief; himself declaring, “ whatever the king says
must be done.”

In times and among races somewhat less barbarous, we find
these beliefs a little modified. The monarch, instead of being
literally thought god or demigod, is conceived to be a man
having divine authority, with perhaps more or less of divine



6 RELIGION AND SCIENCE.

nature. He retains however, as in the East to the present
day, titles expressing his heavenly descent or relationships ;
and is still saluted in forms and words as humble as those ad-
dressed to the Deity. 'While the lives and properties of his
people, if not practically so completely at his mercy, are still
in theory supposed to be his.

Later in the progress of civilization, as during the middle
ages in Europe, the current opinions respecting the relation-
ship of rulersand ruled are further changed. For the theory
of divine origin, there is substituted that of divine right. No
longer god or demigod, or even god-descended, the king is
now regarded as simply God’s vice-gerent. The obeisances
made to him are not.so extreme in their humility ; and his
sacred titles lose much of their meaning. Moreover his
authority ceases to be unlimited. Subjects deny his right to
dispose at will of their lives and properties ; and yield alle-
giance only in the shape of obedience to his commands.

With advancing political opinion has come still greater
restriction of imperial power. Belief in the supernatural
character of the ruler, long ago repudiated by ourselves for
example, has left behind it nothing more than the popular
tendency to ascribe unusual goodness, wisdom, and beauty to
the monarch. Loyalty, which originally meant implicit sub-
mission to the king’s will, now means a merely nominal pro-
fession of subordination, and the fulfilment of certain forms of
respect. Our political practice, and our political theory, alike
utterly reject those regal prerogatives which once passed un-
questioned. By deposing some, and putting others in their
places, we have not only denied the divine rights of certain
men to rule; but we have denied that they have any rights
beyond those originating in the assent of the nation. Though
our forms of speech and our state-documents still assert the
subjection of the citizens to the ruler, our actual beliefs and
our daily proceedings implicitly assert the contrary. We
obey no laws save those of our own making. "We have entirely
divested the monarch of legislative power; and should im-
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mediately rebel against his or her exercise of such power,
even in matters of the smallest concern. In brief, the abo-
riginal doctrine is all but extinet among us.

Nor has the rejection of primitive political beliefs, resulted
only in transferring the authority of an autocrat to a repre-
sentative body. The views entertained respecting govern-
ments m general, of whatever form, are now widely different
from those once entertained. Whether popular or despotic,
governments were in ancient times supposed to have unlimited
authority over their subjects. Individuals existed for the
benefit of the State; not the State for the benefit of in-
dividuals. In our days, however, not only has the national will
been in many cases substituted for the will of the king ; but
the exercise of this national will has been restricted to a much
smaller sphere. In England, for instance, though there has
been established no definite theory setting bounds to govern-
mental authority ; yet, in practice, sundry bounds have been
set to it which are tacitly recognized by all. There is no
organic law formally declaring that the legislature may not
freely dispose of the citizens’ lives, as early kings did when
they sacrificed hecatombs of victims; but were it possible for
our legislature to attempt such a thing, its own destruction
would be the consequence, rather than the destruction of
citizens. How entirely we have established the personal
Liberties of the subject against the invasions of State-power,
would be quickly demonstrated, were it proposed by Act of
Parliament forcibly to take possession of the nation, or of any
class, and turn its services to public ends; as the services of
the people were turned by primitive rulers. And should any
statesman suggest a re-distribution of property such as was
sometimes made in ancient democratic communities, he would
be met by a thousand-tongued denial of imperial power over
individual possessions. Not only in our day have these funda-
mental claims of the citizen been thus made good against the
State, but sundry minor claims likewise. Ages ago, laws
regulating dress and mode of living fell into disuse; and
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any attempt to revive them would prove the current opinion
to be, that such matters lie beyond the sphere of legal control.
For some centuries we have been asserting in practice, and
have now established in theory, the right of every man to
choose his own religious beliefs, instead of receiving such
beliefs on State-authority. Within the last few generations
we have inaugurated complete liberty of speech, in spite of all
legislative attempts to suppress or limit it. And still more
recently we have claimed and finally obtained under a few
exceptional restrictions, freedom to trade with whomsoever we
please. Thus our political beliefs are widely different from
ancient ones, not only as to the proper depositary of power to
be exercised over a nation, but also as to the extent of that
power.

Not even here has the change ended. Besides the average
opinions which we have just described as current among
ourselves, there exists a less widely-diffused opinion going
still further in the same direction. There are to be found
men who contend that the sphere of government should be
narrowed even more than it is in England. The modern
doctrine that the State exists for the benefit of citizens, which
has now in a great measure supplanted the ancient doctrine
that the citizens exist for the benefit of the State, they would
push to its logical results. They hold that the freedom of the
individual, limited only by the like freedom of other individ-
uals, is sacred ; and that the legislature cannot equitably put
further restrictions upon it, either by forbidding any actions
which the law of equal freedom permits, or taking away any
property save that required to pay the cost of enforcing this
law itself. They assert that the sole function of the State is
the protection of persons against each other, and against a
foreign foe. They urge that as, throughout civilization, the
manifest tendency has been continually to extend the liberties
of the subject, and restrict the functions of the State, there is
Teason to believe that the ultimate political condition must be
one in which personal freedom is the greatest possible and
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governmental power the least possible : that, namely, in which
the freedom of each has no limit but the like freedom of all;
while the sole governmental duty is the maintenance of this
Limit.

Here then in different times and places we find concerning
the origin, authority, and functions of government, a great
variety of opinions—opinions of which the leading genera
above indicated subdivide into countless species. "What now
must be said about the truth or falsity of these opinions?
Save among a few barbarous tribes the notion that a monarch
is a god or demigod is regarded throughout the world as an
absurdity almost passing the bounds of human credulity.
In but few places does there survive a vague notion that the
ruler possesses any supernatural attributes. Most civilized
communities, which still admit the divine right of govern-
ments, have long since repudiated the divine right of kings.
Elsewhere the belief that there is anything sacred in legis-
lative regulations is dying out: laws are coming to be con-
sidered as conventional only. While the extreme school
holds that governments have mneither intrinsic author-
ity, nor can have authority given to them by convention ;
but can possess authority only as the administrators of those
moral principles deducible from the conditions essential to
social life. Of these various beliefs, with their innumerable
modifications, must we then say that some one alone is
wholly right and all the rest wholly wrong; or must we say
that each of them contains truth more or less completely
disguised by errors? The latter alternative is the one which
analysis will force upon us. Ridiculous as they may severally
appear to those not educated under them, every one of these
doctrines has for its vital element the recognition of an
unquestionable fact. Directly or by implication, each of
them insists on a certain subordination of individual actions
to social requirements. There are wide differences as to the
power to which this subordination is due; there are wide
differences as to the motive for this subordination ; there are
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wide differences as to its extent ; but that there must be some
subordination all are agreed. From the oldest and rudest
idea of allegiance, down to the most advanced political theory
of our own day, there is on this point complete unanimity.
Though, between the savage who conceives his life and
property to be at the absolute disposal of his chief, and the
anarchist who denies the right of any government, autocratic
or democratic, to trench upon his individual freedom, there
seems at first sight an entire and irreconcileable antagonism ;
yet ultimate analysis discloses in them this fundamental com-
munity of opinion ; that there are limits which individual
actions may not transgress—Ilimits which the one regards as
originating in the king’s will, and which the other regards as
deducible from the equal claims of fellow-citizens.

It may perhaps at first sight seem that we here reach a
very unimportant conclusion; namely, that a certain tacit
assumption is equally implied in all these conflicting political
creeds — an assumption which is indeed of self-evident
validity. The question, however, is not the value or novelty
of the particular truth in this case arrived at. My aim has
been to exhibit the more general truth, which we are apt to
overlook, that between the most opposite beliefs there is
usually something in common,—something taken for granted
by each; and that this’ something, if not to be set down
as an unquestionable verity, may yet be considered to
have the highest degree of probability. A postulate which,
like the one above instanced, is not consciously asserted but
unconsciously involved ; and which is unconsciously involved
not by one man or body of men, but by numerous bodies of
men who diverge in countless ways and degrees in the rest of
their beliefs ; has a warrant far transcending any that can be
usually shown. And when, as in this case, the postulate is
abstract — is not based on some one concrete experience
common to all mankind, but implies an induction from a
great variety of experiences, we may say that it ranks next in
certainty to the postulates of exact science.
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Do we not thus arrive at a generalization which may habit-
ually guide us when seeking for the soul of truth in things
erroneous ? 'While the foregoing illustration brings clearly
home the fact, that in opinions seceming to be absolutely and
supremely wrong something right is yet to be found; it also
indicates the method we should pursue in seeking the some-
thing right. This method is to compare all opinions of the
same genus; to set aside as more or less discrediting one
another those various special and concrete elements in which
such opinions disagree; to observe what remains after the
discordant constituents have been eliminated; and to find
for this remaining constituent that abstract expression which
holds true throughout its divergent modifications.

§ 8. A candid acceptance of this general principle and an
adoption of the course it indicates, will greatly aid us in deal-
ing with those chronic antagonisms by which men are
divided. Applying it not only to current ideas with which
we are personally unconcerned, but also to our own ideas and
those of our opponents, we shall be led to form far more
correct judgments. We shall be ever ready to suspect that
the convictions we entertain are not wholly right, and that
the adverse convictions are not wholly wrong. On the one
hand we shall not, in common with the great mass of the
unthinking, let our beliefs be determined by the mere accident
of birth in a particular age on a particular part of the Earth’s
surface ; and, on the other hand, we shall be saved from that
error of entire and contemptuous negation, which is fallen
into by most who take up an attitude of independent criticism.

Of all antagonisms of belief, the oldest, the widest, the most
profound and the most important, is that between Religion
and Science. It commenced when the recognition of the
simplest uniformities in surrounding things, set a limit to the
previously universal fetishism. It shows itself everywhere
throughout the domain of human knowledge : affecting men’s
interpretations alike of the simplest mechanical accidents and
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of the most complicated events in the histories of nations.
It has its roots deep down in the diverse habits of thought of
different orders of minds. And the conflicting conceptions of
nature and life which these diverse habits of thought severally
generate, influence for good or ill the tone of feeling and the
daily conduct.

An unceasing battle of opinion like this which has been
carried on throughout all ages under the banners of Religion
and Science, has of course generated an animosity fatal to a
just estimate of either party by the other. On a larger scale,
and more intensely than any other controversy, has it illus-
trated that perennially significant fable concerning the knights
who fought about the colour of a shield of which neither
looked at more than one face. Each combatant seeing clearly
his own aspect of the question, has charged his opponent
with stupidity or dishonesty in not seeing the same aspect of
1t; while each has wanted the candour to go over to his
opponent’s side and find out how it was that he saw every-
thing so differently.

Happily the times display an increasing catholicity of feel-
ing, which we shall do well in carrying as far as our natures
permit. In proportion as we love truth more and victory
less, we shall become anxious to know what it is which leads
our opponents to think as they do. We shall begin to suspect
that the pertinacity of belief exhibited by them must result
from a perception of something we have not perceived. And
we shall aim to supplement the portion of truth we have
found with the portion found by them. Making a more
ratiomal estimate of human authority, we shall avoid alike the
extremes of undue submission and undue rebellion—shall not
regard some men’s judgments as wholly good and others as
wholly bad ; but shall rather lean to the more defensible
position that none are completely right and none are com-
pletely wrong.

Preserving, as far as may be, this impartial attitude, let us
then contemplate the two sides of this great controversy.
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Keeping guard against the bias of education and shutting out
the whisperings of sectarian feeling, let us consider what are
the @ priori probabilities in favour of each party.

§ 4. When duly realized, the general principle above
illustrated must lead us to anticipate that the diverse forms
of religious belief which have existed and which still exist,
have all a basis in some ultimate fact. Judging by analogy
the implication is, not that any one of them is altogether
right; but that in each there is something right more or less
disguised by other things wrong. It may be that the soul of
truth contained in erroneous creeds is very unlike most, if not
all, of its several embodiments ; and indeed, if, as we have good
reason to expect, it is much more abstract than any of them,
its unlikeness necessarily follows. But however different
from its concrete expressions, some essential verity must be
looked for. To suppose that these multiform conceptions
should be one and all absolutely groundless, discredits too
profoundly that average human intelligence from which all
our individual intelligences are inherited.

This most general reason we shall find enforced by other
more special ones. To the presumption that a number of
diverse beliefs of the same class have some common founda-
tion in fact, must in this case be added a further presumption
derived from the omnipresence of the beliefs. Religious ideas
of one kind or other are almost if not quite universal. Even
should it be true, as alleged, that there exist tribes of men
who have nothing approaching to a theory of creation—even
should it be true that only when a certain phase of intelligence
is reached do the most rudimentary of such theories make their
appearance; the implication is practically the same. Grant that
among all races who have passed a certain stage of intellectual
development there are found vague notions concerning the
origin and hidden nature of surrounding things; and there
arises the inference that such notions are necessary products
of progressing intelligence. Their endless variety serves but
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to strengthen this conclusion : showing as it does a more or
less independent genesis—showing how, in different places
and times, like conditions have led to similar trains of
thought, ending in analogous results. That these countless
different, and yet allied, phenomena presented by all religions
are accidental or factitious, is an untenable supposition. A
candid examination of the evidence quite ncgatives the doc-
trine maintained by some, that creeds are priestly inventions.
Even as a mere question of probabilities it cannot rationally
be concluded that in every socicty, past and present, savage
and civilized, certain members of the community have com-
bined to delude the rest, in ways so analogous. To any who
may allege that some primitive fiction was devised by some
primitive priesthood, before yet mankind had diverged from
a common centre, a reply is furnished by philology ; for
philology proves the dispersion of mankind to have com-
menced before there existed a language sufficiently organized
to express religiousideas. Morcover, were it otherwise tenable,
the hypothesis of artificial origin fails to account for the facts.
Tt does not explain why, under all changes of form, certain
elements of religious belief remain constant. It does not
show us how it happens that while adverse criticism has from
age to age gone on destroying particular theological dogmas,
it has not destroyed the fundamental conception underlying
these dogmas. It leaves us without any solution of the strik-
ing circumstance that when, from the absurdities and cor-
ruptions accumulated around them, national creeds have
fallen into general discredit, ending in indifferentism or
positive denial, there has always by and by arisen a re-asser-
tion of them : if not the same in form, still the same in
essence. Thus the universality of religious ideas, their in-
dependent evolution among different primitive races, and
their great vitality, unite in showing that their source must
be decp-seated instead of superficial. In other words, we
are obliged to admit that if not supernaturally derived as



RELIGION AXD SCIENCE. 15

the majority contend, they must be derived out of human
experiences, slowly accumulated and organized.

Should it be asserted that religious ideas are products of
the religious sentiment, which, to satisfy itself, prompts
inaginations that it afterwards projects ifito the external
world, and by and by mistakes for realities; the problem is
not solved, but only removed further back. Whether the
wish is father to the thought, or whether sentiment and idea
have a common genesis, there equally arises the question—
‘Whence comes the sentiment 7 That it is a constituent in
man’s nature is implied by the hypothesis; and cannot in-
decd be denied by those who prefer other hypotheses. And
if the religious sentiment, displayed habitually by the majority
of mankind, and occasionally aroused even in those seemingly
devoid of it, must be classed among human emotions, we
cannot rationally ignore it. We are bound to ask its origin
and its function. Here is an attribute which, to say the least,
has had an enormous influence—which has played a con-
spicuous part throughout the entire past as far back as
history records, and is at present the life of numerous insti-
tutions, the stimulus to perpetual controversies, and the
prompter of countless daily actions. Any Theory of Things
which takes no account of this attribute, must, then, be ex-
tremely defective. If with no other view, still as a question
in philosophy, we are called on to say what this attribute
means; and we cannot decline the task without confessing
our philosophy to be incompetent.

Two suppositions only are open to us: the one that the
feeling which responds to religious ideas resulted, along with
all other human faculties, from an act of special creation ; the
other that it, in common with the rest, arose by a process of
evolution. If we adopt the first of these alternatives, uni-
versally accepted by our ancestors and by the immeunse
majority of our contemporaries, the matter is at once settled :
man is directly endowed with the religious feeling by a
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creator; and to that creator it designedly responds. If we
adopt the second alternative, then we are met by the questions
—What are the circumstances to which the genesis of the re-
ligious feeling isdue? and—Whatisits office? We are bound
to entertain these questions; and we are bound to find
answers to them. Considering all faculties, as we must on
this supposition, to result from accumulated modifications
caused by the intercourse of the organism with its environ-
ment, we are obliged to admit that there exist in the environ-
ment certain phenomena or conditions which have determined
the growth of the feeling in question; and so are obliged to
admit that it is as normal as any other faculty. Add to
which that as, on the hypothesis of a development of lower
forms into higher, the end towards which the progressive
changes directly or indirectly tend, must be adaptation to
the requirements of existence; we are also forced to infer
that this feeling is in some way conducive to human welfare.
Thus both alternatives contain the same ultimate implication.
‘We must conclude that the religious sentiment is either di-
rectly created, or is created by the slow action of natural
causes ; and whichever of these conclusions we adopt, requires
us to treat the religious sentiment with respect.

One other consideration should not be overlooked—a con-
sideration which students of Science more especially need to
have pointed out. Occupied as such are with established truths,
and accustomed to regard things not already known as things
to be hereafter discovered, they are liable to forget that in-
formation, however extensive it may become, can never satisfy
inquiry. Positive knowledge does not, and never can, fill
the whole region of possible thought. At the uttermost
reach of discovery there arises, and must ever arise, the ques-
tion— What lies beyond P As it is impossible to think of a
limit to space so as to exclude the idea of space lying outside
that limit ; so we cannot conceive of any explanation profound
enough to exclude the question—What is the explanation of
that explanation ? Regarding Science as a gradually increas-
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ing sphere, we may say that every addition to its surface
does but bring it into wider contact with surrounding nescience.
There must ever remain therefore two antithetical modes of
mental action. Throughout all future time, as now, the
human mind may occupy itself, not only with ascertained
phenomena and their relations, but also with that un-
ascertained something which phenomena and their rela-
tions imply. Hence if knowledge cannot monopolize
consciousness—if it must always continue possible for the
mind to dwell upon that which transcends knowledge; then
there can never cease to be a place for something of the
nature of Religion ; since Religion under all its forms is dis-
tinguished from everything else in this, that its subject
matter is that which passes the sphere of experience.

Thus, however untenable may be any or all the existing
religious creeds, however gross the absurdities associated with
them, however irrational the arguments set forth in their de-
fence, we must not ignore the verity which in all likelihood
Lies bidden within them. The general probability that widely-
spread beliefs are not absolutely baseless, is in this case en-
forced by a further probability due to the omnipresence of
the beliefs. In the existence of a religious sentiment, what-
ever be its origin, we have a second evidence of great signifi-
cance. And as in that nescience which must ever remain the
antithesis to science, there is a sphere for the exercise of this
sentiment, we find a third general fact of like implication.
‘We may be sure therefore that religions, though even none
of them be actually true, are yet all adumbrations of a truth.

§ 5. As, to the religious, it will seem absurd to set forth
any justification for Religion ; so, to the scientific, will it seem
absurd to defend Science. Yet to do the last is certainly as
needful as to do the first. If there exists a class who, in
contempt of its follies and disgust at its corruptions, have
contracted towards Religion a repugnance which makes them
overlook the fundamental verity contained in it; so, too, is

2
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there a class offended to such a degree by the destructive
criticisms men of science make on the religious tenets they
regard as essential, that they have acquired a strong prejudice
against Science in general. They are not prepared with any
avowed reasons for their dislike. They have simply a re-
membrance of the rude shakes which Science has given to
many of their cherished convictions, and a suspicion that it
may perhaps eventually uproot all they regard as sacred ; and
hence it produces in them a certain inarticulate dread.

‘What is Science ? To see the absurdity of the prejudice
against it, we need only remark that Science is simply a
higher development of common knowledge ; and that if
Science is repudiated, all knowledge must be repudiated
along with it. The extremest bigot will not suspect any
harm in the observation that the sun rises earlier and sets
later in the summer than in the winter; but will rather
consider such an observation as a useful aid in fulfilling the
duties of life. Well, Astronomy is an organized body of
similar observations, made with greater nicety, extended to a
larger number of objects, and so analyzed as to disclose the
real arrangements of the heavens, and to dispel our false con-
ceptions of them. That iron will rust in water, that wood
will burn, that long kept viands become putrid, the most
timid sectarian will teach without alarm, as things useful to
be known. But these are chemical truths: Chemistry is a
systematized collection of such facts, ascertained with pre-
cision, and so classified and generalized as to enable us to say
with certainty, concerning each simple or compound substance,
what change will occur in it under given conditions. And
thus is it with all the sciences. They severally germinate
out of the experiences of daily life; insensibly as they grow
they draw in remoter, more numerous, and more complex
experiences; and among these, they ascertain laws of de-
pendence like those which make up our knowledge of the
most familiar objects. Nowhere is it possible to draw a line
and say—here Science begins. And as it is the function of
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common observation to serve for the guidance of conduct ; so,
too, is the guidance of conduct the office of the most recondite
and abstract inquiries of Science. Through the countless in-
dustrial processes and the various modes of locomotion which
it has given to us, Physics regulates more completely our social
life than does his acquaintance with the properties of sur-
rounding bodies regulate the life of the savage. Anatomy
and Physiology, through their effects on the practice of medi-
cine and hygiene, modify our actions almost as much as does
our acquaintance with the evils and benefits which common
environing agencies may produce on our bodies. All Science
is prevision ; and all prevision ultimately aids us in greater or
less degree to achieve the good and avoid the bad. As
certainly as the perception of an object lying in our path
warns us against stumbling over it; so certainly do those
more complicated and subtle perceptions which constitute
Science, warn us against stumbling over intervening obstacles
in the pursuit of our distant ends. Thus being one in origin
and function, the simplest forms of cognition and the most
complex must be dealt with alike. We are bound in con-
sistency to receive the widest knowledge which our faculties
can reach, or to reject along with it that narrow knowledge
possessed by all. There is no logical alternative between
accepting our intelligence in its entirety, or repudiating even
that lowest intelligence which we possess in common with
brutes.

To ask the question which more immediately concerns our
argument—whether Science is substantially true P—is much
like asking whether the sun gives light. And it is because
they are conscious how undeniably valid are most of its proposi-
tions, that the theological party regard Science with so much
secret alarm. They know that during the two thousand
years of its growth, some of its larger divisions—mathe-
matics, physics, astronomy—have been subject to the ri-
gorous criticism of successive generations ; and have notwith-
standing become ever more firmly established. They know



