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THE

LONDON QUARTERLY REVIEW

JANUARY 1909

MATERIALISM AND LIFE

I

ONTROVERSY may have much to recommend it.
It may clear the air, stimulate activity, arouse inter-
est, and put us on our mettle; for opposition gives opinion
strength. But it aggravates the parties concerned, and
seldom fails to divert their attention from the real point
at issue, or to end, as in theological disputes, in a mere
quarrel about trifles and the abuse of words, if not of the
assailants themselves. It has the merit, however, of
amusing the lookers-on—as in a prize-fight—and not infre-
quently of exciting their enthusiasm, and converting a
dull apathy into a sympathetic glow.

But it impairs philosophy, and may give the lie or
predilection a temporary advantage, under the appearance
of triumphant truth. Although the fighting spirit is in
us still, and as civilized men we do not use the sword or
the pistol our ancestors were bold to handle, we do occa-
sionally fall back, whether rightly or wrongly, on the
tongue or the pen to satisfy that instinct which remains
to us as the ancient heritage of our race, the mainspring
of our actions. For ‘he who thus wrestles with us,’
as it were, ‘strengthens our nerves and sharpens our
gkill; our antagonist is our greatest helper.’
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2 Materialism and Life

The purport of these remarks, however, though still
applicable to certain controversialists at the present day,
cannot, strictly speaking, be attributed to Sir Oliver
Lodge, nor even to Professor Haeckel. They are both
imbued with the true spirit of inquiry; and though view-
ing, as they do, the universe from two apparently opposite
standpoints, it is not too much to say that, on the whole,
they maintain their self-respect and equanimity throughout.

I think it was St. Thomas Aquinas who said that if
all men only understood each other they would all be of
the one opinion. Indeed, difficult as it may be to take
this sound advice, we need no reminders that the first
duty of a critic is to understand him whom he would
criticize, to appreciate before proceeding to find fault.

Now Sir Oliver Lodge does not misunderstand Haeckel,
nor indeed does he misrepresent him, but he differs from
him widely. In that interesting volume which he recently
published ! there is a vigorous criticism of the Riddle of
the Universe, at once searching and unsparing, though
it does not present Haeckel as we think on the whole in
an unfair or an unworthy light. The position which he
holds is obviously on the face of it one which may be
held and has been held fo? many a day.

It is materialistic Monism; strange system, no doubt,
but strange fascination has it long had for certain types
of mind. It concedes to matter what other systems of
thought would attribute to Some other unknown source.
Although the word ‘ matter’ is used by each in a some-
what different sense, that phenomenon which we call
life, whether invariably associated or sometimes disso-
ciated from it, in whichever sense it may be employed,
still leaves us where we were, unable to say positively,
one way or the other, whether we are not mere ephemeral
spirits or sojourners in a strange land, gradually pass-
ing through it into a clearer and more glorious vision.
The strange experiences of St. Teresa—perhaps one of

' Life and Master, by Sir Oliver Lodge. Fourth Edition. (Williams
and Norgate.)
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the sanest women in history—are continually before the
minds of those who view the question seriously. And
many psychologists at the present day claim that there is
much in such phenomena. Mr. William James of Har-
vard and Professor Osler of Oxford both believe not merely
in its possibility but even in its actuality; whilst the late
Mr. F. W. H. Myers and Professor Henry Sidgwick
thought likewise, and did much to strengthen our hopes in
that direction. Yes, there are many ways of looking at this
question, and the facts revealed are ever in the light of
present scepticism more than of mere interest. The evidence
they throw upon the question of a future state or the
nature of life itself admits, we think, of no definite answer,
just as it admits of no definite proof. It merely satisfies
some and dissatisfies others. It leaves us, indeed, where
we were, asking, as of old, the same and oft-repeated
question : Wherefore the nature as well as the beginning
and the end of things? But it is this that makes it all
the more interesting, and renders the views on this great
questlon of profound interest to all thoughtful and
inquiring minds.

II

There are none of us so dull that, in solitary mo-
ments of contemplation, the majesty of this great reality
does not come home to us, to arouse the sense of the
true dignity and greatness of mankind. There are fewer
still who do not derive from such moments of meditation
what Mr. Balfour has well described as that ‘ intense intel-
lectual gratification ® which satisfies our highest nature;
and perhaps fewer again to whom it is not the everyday
question that underlies the guiding principle of their
lives. This emotion—for it is perhaps in a sense only a
higher emotion, though, as Lotze held, not of less value
on that account—may be compared to the refined sensa-
tions produced by the rhythm of music, of poetry, and of
art. And in cultivated minds it is the music, the poetry,
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and the art of all philosophy. One of the most remark-
able attributes of our nature is this power of looking back
upon ourselves as well as looking out upon the world.
For it is that which distinguishes us from brute creation.
What an infinitude of ideas may we not find within as
well as without our own small individuality l—a power of
introspection as remarkable as the faculty of observation
of the outer world. Strange, is it not, that this attribute
in man of perceiving his direct contact with reality, if we
might put it so, the most extraordinary thing about him,
should pass unnoticed by so many? Yet literary men
seek their inspiration from it, and the leaders of men in
great movements at all times have been inspired by it. If
the man of letters be necessarily a prophet—as Carlyle
would have us to suppose—this surely is the lesson he has
to teach—that we are ever in the presence of a power in
direct communion with our highest and our inmost nature.
It may be all fancy, but some of the greatest, if not all
the greatest, and certainly the best of mankind, have
thought likewise. No more fancy, indeed, than the sense
of honour or the love of truth. And it has appealed in
one way or another to all men, at all times and in all
places. However ennobling it may be, does it not move
us to the true sense of our place in nature? Do we
expect to find in bottles and in test-tubes the answer to
this great enigma? The man must be narrow who would
think so. Few things there are that some men love to
dwell upon so much, and others to think so little about,
yet there is nothing that in moments of sincerity appeals
more to all sorts and conditions of our kind. Let us
think of it or not, call it by whatever name we please,
this problem is what all men, knowingly or unknowingly,
ask themselves, when in earnest, if they think at all.

III

It was from considerations such as these that Carlyle
detested Darwinism; because it did not after all affect the
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real question of life. That problem does, indeed, present
many aspects, and the aspect presented by Professor
Haeckel is merely one of them. It gives what seems to
us a coherent view from a certain standpoint; but it does
not penetrate quite far enough. It is, as we have said
of Herbert Spencer,! a mere fabric in mid-air, with no
foundation whatsoever, like a panorama before the mind
of a conscious but not self-conscious being; consistent
knowledge no doubt, but without a basis. This so-called
rationalism has no rational foundation; a consistent view
of the world it may be, but it is not philosophy.

On the other hand, as Lodge says of Haeckel, ‘ In his
effort to simplify and unify he has underestimated some
classes of fact and has stretched scientific theory into
regions of guess-work and hypothesis, where it loses touch
with real science altogether. The facts which he chooses
gratuitously to deny, and the facts which he chooses
vigorously to emphasize, are arbitrarily selected by him
according as they will or will not fit into his philosophic
scheme.’

In his endeavour to work out this system he apparently
regards ‘ matter * and ‘energy’ as manifestations of the
one selfsame substance, the all-embracing reality.

* There are things which cannot yet be fitted in as
part of a coherent scheme of scientific knowledge—at pre-
sent they appear like fragments of another order of things;
and if they are forced into the scientific framework, like
portions of a ‘* puzzle-map " before their true place has
been discovered, a quantity of substantial fact must be
disarranged, dislocated, and thrown away. A premature
and cheap monism is therefore worse than none at all.’
But as he remarks, °All philosophy aims at being
monistic.’

Yes, an instinct lingers in our nature by which we
crave at times for unity in all things. It is the philo-
sophizing instinct. It is well to ask in passing, of what

! Contsmporary Review, June 1906.
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use it is. Why should it be there and have survived?
Mr. Balfour has more than once expressed the difficulty
which this question has often presented to him—this craving
for a unity, this philosophic faculty which has apparently
no utility for us. Men move through the world without ever
making use of it. How many are there who exhibit it in
any shape or form? How many still have the opportunity
to make use of it, even if they would? But there it is,
and it must have some survival value, or else it would
scarcely have survived. It is reason developed to its
highest pitch about matters of apparently little practical
importance. There must be something in this faculty,
worthless as it may seem at first sight. It is perhaps
after all that which makes us rulers of ourselves. If so,
therein does its survival value rest. It places us at an
advantage over our more vigorous but thoughtless neigh-
bours ; moulds our actions, shapes our destinies, and makes
us masters of our fate.

This intellectual desire and transcendental power of
grasping the unity is no delusion. But it seems to us
to be an instinct of the same kind as the desires for their
own sakes, for justice, for goodness, and for truth. When
analysed they are found, I think, to be resolvable into
desires of an intuitive kind—non-egotistical pleasures
which appeal to us, on all occasions, as things worthy in
themselves.

Now the history of our race scarcely leads us to imagine
that this desire could have existed in a marked degree till
rather recent times, whilst its development in a few thou-
sand years would scarcely, from recent biological considera-
tions, such as those of Weismann, be intelligible unless it
had been there in a potential form throughout. The
operation of natural selection is too slow a process to be
accounted for in that time; whilst the presence of these
instincts in us becomes the more marked the more
advanced we grow in years; more definite and more con-
vincing in the non-egotistical nature it assumes; necessary
to us as a phenomenon of the consciousness of our own



Materialism and Life 7

personality and our being. These instincts and desires
seem to us to bear testimony to that which is permanent
and everlasting, and therein we think that as the basis of
all character their real survival value is to be found. And
now we come to the point. How much, or how far, does
Haeckel touch upon these matters? Questions which a
man, as soon as he becomes a man, must ask himself.
Why, scarcely, if at all! He is neither ethical nor meta.
physical nor scientific, and only touches on the difficulties
which underlie the real problem. He touches them with
a lightness of heart which may perhaps give a charm to
all his writings, but deprives them to some extent of that
worth they might otherwise possess.

IV

Too much flippancy and too little knowledge does
the man of science display who would explain all nature
by A’s and B’s and x’s and y’s. He does not take a broad
perspective of the problem as it is. Atoms and molecules
are apt to carry us away, yet they throw but little light
upon the question. That our origin may be traced to the
embryonic cell is true enough, and yet the potential
properties of the cell remain a mystery as before.

The evolution of mind and conscience and will-power
from cells, and, as we think, from atoms and electrons ad
infinitum, may be true enough.! But these phenomena
in their potential forms are in some respects not less
wonderful than in their developed ones. Development
and Evolution are all that science can teach us. The
phenomena themselves ever have been and ever will be a
mystery. It is here that we find ourselves face to face
with the actual problem. And although we may smile at
it and say what is the use of discussing these things, it is
well we should know where the mystery lies. And it is

! See Kmowledge, March and April 1907, and the Momist, April 1908.
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well that we should realize what the question means, and
that we can only get a one-sided glimpse of it at present.

Now Lodge does not take this transcendental view, no
doubt because he thinks it unnecessary to go so far in
demolishing his adversary; but his perspective and the
horizon of his knowledge are very much wider than are
Haeckel’s. ‘ As a child of the nineteenth century,’ which
Haeckel calls himself, he sees nothing in the universe but
molecules and atoms. And so he would explain all nature
in terms of these. But to savants of a broad type, men
of letters, poets, philosophers, men of action, soldiers,
statesmen, priests, heroes of all kinds, men that stir
our blood to noble and immortal deeds, this world is
surely something more than atoms. Nor does it exist for
Caesars alone, for Haeckels or for us. It is wrong to
call this sentiment and dismiss it with a grin. As well
might we say that the sense of justice is a sentiment, or
that love of truth is a sentiment; that fact and error are
the same, and that truth is in reality a lie.

Our science of the nineteenth century, in its attempts
to account for everything, even that on which its real foun-
dation rests, has many sins to atone for. No more devout
adherent of evolution in its thorough-going form is there
than myself. For that same reason I feel convinced that
that chain of causes and effects cannot hang from nothing
nor rest on nothing unless the whole thing be a dream.
To stand upon our legs we must seek the basis of our
knowledge in some firmer ground than science or experi-
ence, for knowledge and experience must first of all be
possible.

And it is not in laboratories or in test-tubes, again, but
in the solid ground of our own selves, in consciousness, in
reason, and the sense of justice, that we must seek the
basis of that knowledge and reality. No atoms can account
for these and account for themselves as well. Marvellous,
impenetrable mystery is this enigma of our being, that
stirs the very depths of human nature to a true knowledge
of itself. Science does not carry us one whit farther than
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the dynamical order of the universe, the mere interaction
of those units which we call atoms, of whose inherent pro-
perties we know absolutely nothing.

v

But let us turn to Lodge’s view of Haeckel in thus
regarding nature as a whole.

The two central points in Haeckel’s philosophy are the
‘law of substance,” or the conservation of Matter and
Energy; and ‘spontaneous generation,’ or the development
of life from inorganic matter without antecedent life.

Lodge remarks the problem to be solved is * the range,
and especially the nature of the connexion between mind
and matter; or, let us say, between the material universe
on the one hand, and the vital, the mental, the conscious
and spiritual universe or universes, on the other." In his
materialistic views upon this question Lodge pathetically
describes Haeckel as ‘a surviving voice from the nine-
teenth century,” who represents, ‘in clear and eloquent
fashion, opinions which then were prevalent among many
leaders of thought—opinions which they themselves in
many cases, and their successors still more, lived to out-
grow; so that by this time Professor Haeckel’s voice is
as the voice of one crying in the wilderness, not as the
pioneer or vanguard of an advancing army, but as the
despairing shout of a standard-bearer, still bold and
unflinching, but abandoned by the retreating ranks of his
comrades as they march to new orders in a fresh and more
idealistic direction.’

A statement of this kind may be no doubt quite true;
but we must bear in mind that Professor Haeckel may per-
haps retort that the age to which he belongs followed upon
an idealistic period, and that the swing of the philosophic
pendulum might again see his opinions to the fore.

Such statements, whether true or false, can nearly always
be applied, in some way or another, to those to whom we
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object. They are of interest in expressing the opinion of
an individual, and may be taken to be a mode of expres-
sion that the individual does not approve of his adversary’s
views. It is merely a roundabout way of saying that in
our opinion he is wrong. But it carries no coaviction with
it. Sir Oliver Lodge is no doubt quite justified in express-
ing himself thus, for Haeckel is at times dogmatic and
aggressive. Nevertheless, there seems to be more in
Monism than might at first be imagined.

I venture to think that the difference between them is
where they draw the line; that if Haecke! be cross-
examined, he would doubtless admit that Lodge’s views
would apply to materialistic phenomena not yet discovered.
What he would insist upon is the connexion, or rather
relation of cause to effect throughout. Yet this is not
quite accurate, for Haecke! does maintain the conservation
of Matter, that is of chemical atoms, and the conservation
of Energy. But he did not know that chemical atoms are
made up of smaller things whose mass depends upon their
velocity, which contradicts the conservation of mass. The
conservation of Energy may merely be an approximately
accurate law, It is gratifying to find (p. 129) that Lodge
admits ‘ there is indeed but little difference between us’
in the following statements of Mr. McCabe’s : ‘ Haeckel
does not teach—never did teach—that the spiritual universe
is an aspect of the material universe, as his critic makes
him say; it is his fundamental and most distinctive idea
that both are attributes or aspects of a deeper reality.” But
he finds it difficult to reconcile this with the following
passage :

' The peculiar phenomenon of consciousness is . . . a
physiological problem, and as such must be reduced to the
phenomena of Physics and Chemistry. . . . I therefore
consider Psychology a branch of natural science—a section
of Physiology. . . . We shall give to the material basis
of all psychic activity, without which it is inconceivable,
the provisional name of psychoplasm.’

This psychoplasm, of course, is Clifford’s mind-stuff.
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The two views do not appear to me irreconcilable. As the
electric charge is concentrated in the electron, but spreads
its energy throughout all space, so may the soul or vital
unit be concentrated in the nucleus of the cell and yet
extend its sphere of action throughout the universe. The
analogy of a magnetic field is perhaps even more A propos.
These are merely possibilities; but they are of importance
in showing that there is no necessary incompatibility
between the two views.

The properties of electrified and unelectrified matter are
different. So also are those of living and dead matter.
And in the Origin of Life I have indicated that we should
look for such differences in the physical properties of the
nucleus which is suppased to consist in its ultimate form
of biogen, a substance which we may assume to have been
evolved from inorganic matter by natural selection, on the
supposition that the atoms of all matter are to some extent
vital units and units of consciousness, but that by the for-
tuitous formation of suitable aggregations of electrons out
of countless millions of failures, the types adapted to repro-
duction and all its necessary relations have been sifted out
in the course of events as fitted to survive.! It is indeed
natural selection in the evolution of the organic from the
inorganic, of the building up of the complex from the
simple elements. But then these unstable aggregations
are once more disinegrated into simpler and more stable
ones, till they are again resolved into the inactive
elements of inorganic matter.

This integration and disintegration, building up and
breaking down of molecules, is indeed metabolism on a
large scale, the unitg of time being aeons instead of
seconds. But there it is proving to us, if indeed proof be
required, that there i3 nothing either great or small but
thinking makes it so!

Life, according to Lodge, on the other hand, may be
something that unites itself for a while with matter and

1 Knmowledge and the Monist, loc. cit.
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then vanishes into another kind of existence, like dew that
condenses on a polished surface and afterwards disappears
by evaporation.

Our view is not exactly this, but it has some resem-
blance to it. There is something in the nucleus which
regulates the protoplasm; causes it to move, to grow, to
nourish itself from its surroundings, to reproduce itself,
and finally to die. This ultimate nuclear substance is, 1
think, matter too; but matter of a different grade from
ordinary matter, though essentially of the same kind as it.

Like Liebnitz’s monads, the atoms of all matter may
be conceived as possessing to some extent the qualities of
mind, to however small an extent that may be. They only
differ in degree. They are all arranged °higgledy-
piggledy’ at first, and gradually find their level, so to
speak, till this fortuitous formation of the most appro-
priate aggregates and their survival becomes equivalent to
natural selection. And then, as if against all opposition,
the types best suited to the particular work which life
necessitated survived. They are all * higgledy-piggledy,’
as [ say, like the stars, * all fire, and every one doth shine.’
But in all those millions there is but one perhaps that,
unassailable, holds its own unchecked motion, and that
one forms a nucleus of living matter, to evolve in countless
generations into a Shakespeare or a Julius Caesar, when
circumstances should favour their appearance most.

VI

I cannot here enter into a detailed account of this
idea of the evolution of life and consciousness in organic
matter, from the inert, inactive, inorganic—which I have
worked out elsewhere.

Sir Oliver Lodge, however, regards life as apparently
something different from matter; something which enters
and leaves it without our knowing how or why.

‘It is perpetually arriving and perpetually disappear
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ing while it is heré, if it is at a sufficiently high level,
the animated material body moves about and strives after
many objects; some worthy, some unworthy; it acquires
thereby a certain iadividuality, a certain character. It
may realize itself, moreover, becoming conscious of its
own mental and spiritual existence; and it then begins to
explore the Mind which, like its own, it conceives must
underlie the material fabric—half displayed, half concealed
by the environment, and intelligible only to a kindred
spirit. Thus the scheme of law and order dimly dawns
upon the nascent soul, and it begins to form clear concep-
tions of truth, of goodness, and of beauty; it may achieve
something of permanent value, as a work of art, or of
literature ; it may enter regions of emotion and may evolve
ideas of the loftiest kind; it may degrade itself below the
beasts, or it may soar till it is almost divine." And he
goes on to ask, ‘Is it the material molecular aggregate that
has of its own unaided latent power generated this individ-
uality, acquired this character, felt these emotions, evolved
these ideas? There are some who try to think that it is.
There are others who recognize in this extraordinary de-
velopment a contact between this material frame of things
and a universe higher and other than anything known to
our senses; a universe not dominated by Physics and
Chemistry, but utilizing the interactions of matter for its
own purposes; a universe where the human spirit is more
at home than it is among these temporary collocations of
atoms; a universe capable of infinite development, of
noble contemplation and of lofty joy, long after this
planet—nay, the whole solar system—shall have fulfilled
its present spire of destiny, and retired cold and lifeless
upon its endless way.’

And this idea is a delightful one, and it is possibly
right. We can only wish we had more evidence in sup-
port of it; evidence which might throw light upon that
impenetrable envelope which surrounds the mystery of
life, and in particular of human life.

This is indeed a noble theme, grand in its associations;
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one that cannot fail to inspire in us the loftiest aspirations
and sublime hopes. But we must be careful that it is not
a fool's paradise we live in, ot a mare’s-nest that we
aspire to. All these ideas have their place in our inmost
nature; give a charm to life, add to its sweetness and its
strength; form the guiding principles of conduct and the
basis of all character. But alas, a philosopher must own
the truth! And deeply as it appeals to us, it becomes us
not to exaggerate the perspective in which it is seen. It
carries with it a conviction, but only to those who see it
in a certain light. Like a great picture which to vacant
or to microscopic minds, or to comprehensive ones, in the
wrong light, conveys no meaning whatsoever, whilst it
reveals to others, perhaps only for the moment, the
mystery of all things, so does this world seem but chaos
to some of us, and to others the revelation of the Divine.

That we could pierce the veil and see things as they
are! See Truth and Love and Goodness as things not
for to-day or to-morrow, but for evermore. One glance
that we might comprehend the whole. Would it not com-
pensate for an eternity of stupefaction, or an infinitude of
ennui? To live for a moment, but to know that it was
lifel There are many of us who long for this; and yet
even a Sidgwick would not admit that it was wisdom to
prefer the intense joy of a moment to a lesser happiness
or misery of all time. Do not these reflections at any rate
serve to impress upon us once more that wisdom is the
recognition of our middle nature, of that place in which
Nature has placed us? The lesson which all science and
all knowledge teach: that there is nothing either great
or small but thinking makes it so!

VIl

‘ The possibility that *‘ life'" may be a real and basal
form of existence, and therefore persistent,” says Lodge,
! is a possibility to be borne in mind. It may at least serve
as a clue to investigation, and some day may bear fruit; at
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present it is no better than a working hypothesis. It is one
that on the whole commends itself to me; for I conceive
that, though we only know of it as a function of terrestrial
matter, yet that it has another aspect too, and I say this
because I see it arriving and leaving—animating matter
for a time and quitting it, just as I see dew appearing and
disappearing on a plate. Apart from a solid surface, dew
cannot exist as such; and to a savage it might seem to
spring into and to go out of existence—to be an exuda-
tion from the solid, and dependent wholly upon it; but we
happen to know more about it; we know that it has a
permanent and continuous existence in an imperceptible,
intangible, super-sensual form, though its visible mani-
festation in the form of mist or dew is temporary and
evanescent. . . . Whatever life may be, it is something
which can begin to interact with the atoms of terrestrial
matter, at some period or state of aggregation . . . there
is nothing in that to say that it is a function of matter
alone, any more than the wind is a function of the leaves
which dance under its influence.’

Life may be a form of energy which, for a certain time
and under certain conditions, arouses a kind of motion in
some varieties of molecular or atomic aggregations. As
the radiation from the sun may excite vigorous metabolism
in the molecules of a piece of uranium! glass, so may all
life be but the disturbance of matter by a form of energy
as yet unknown to us.

Many of those who live and also think intensely, seem
to fee] that they are ever in the presence of a power by
which they become more deeply conscious of themselves
and their own insignificance compared with it. Some say it
is the presence of the Spirit of the Divine that stirs within
us, and moves us on to noble ends. It is in this concep-
tion that some of the greatest thinkers have sought the
riddle of the universe. But it is that which Haeckel with
his Monism ignores.

} The Origin of Life, chap. x (Physical Metabolism).
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We cannot say that there is not some misconception
in regarding these phenomena in this way. Many of us
feel that that ever-present conscious energy is the fountain
and the source of all our life. As the sun is the source
of light and heat, and other forms of energy in our planet,
so is this living intellectual energy which shines within
us an indication of that vast intelligence which pervades
throughout.

But here, again, many men have many minds; and it
is not within human power to prove these things to the
satisfaction of all. There are those who cannot perceive
the problem in this light. For them there is no answer
and no proof. As well might we appeal to deaf-mutes and
ask them to consent to our assurance of the beauty or the
harmony of the works of a Wagner, a Beethoven, or a
Mozart. We cannot appeal to them, for the soul of such
as these cannot be moved. No doubt they might say
that the voice which resounds in us, to which they cannot
respond, is a delusion. If so, the discussion of the ques-
tion must be dropped. And yet is it not to be noted
that some of the greatest of our kind can respond and
have responded to it? For it is unquestionably one of
those instincts which, like other qualities of intellect and
heart, have ever commanded the respect of civilized men
throughout the world. There is, I believe, more in it
than some are willing to admit. The difficulty of distin-
guishing between what is illusion and what is fact is no
doubt a great one. There are men who respond to this
frame of mind as instinctively as the well-bred of all
nations respond at a glance to each other, that they belong
to the same sphere of beings—a freemasonry of its own
that makes them feel that they are in tune and have
kindred spirits.

As Carlyle said of Tennyson, here indeed is ‘a true
human soul, or some fair approximation to it, to whom
your own soul can say brother,’ so is there a unison
between men and women too of this type in every land.
It is unison indeed, not sympathy merely; but harmony
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of head and heart. A Carlyle, an Emerson, will tell us
the same thing. Men of letters have always emphasized
it. It is perhaps akin to the power of language in its most
developed form, conveying to us the glory of our being.

VIII

The word * sentiment ' is wrongly used if applied to this
idea. It is not sentiment, unless, as Lotze held, all thought
is sentiment. For it has appealed to the most cultured
and refined and yet coldest intellects,. A man must be
educated to appreciate it at its best. 'Wherein is it that men
have sought inspiration in their finest works of music, of
poetry and of art, and in their works of philosophy and
science? Is it not in that loftier plane, when the beauty
of ideas and of modes and moods, of intellect and of
character, lifts them to a height beyond which they feel
the soul need not aspire?

It is considerations such as these that have made men
from the time of Plato to our own think twice, and many
times, before they abandon that hopeful path which points
to an hereafter. As in such passing moments of enthusi-
astic bliss, if we keep our balance, there must be also
moments of despondent scepticism when we feel that it
may be merely a state of ecstasy to which a lofty purpose
has raised us, like the delightful vision of a base narcotic,
and that we shall find in calmer moments that it has been
only the empty shadow of a glorious dream.

Not so, say some. Only the sincere and pure of heart
can elevate the soul to such a state of ecstasy, if ecstasy
it be—that intellectual gratification of our highest nature.
It does, I think, stand for something which is true and
permanent. As to a citizen of the United States the Stars
and Stripes and to an Englishman the Union Jack stand
for all that is heroic and best in the American or the Eng-
lish character, something which cannot be described as
sentiment alone, but the mainspring of heroic action as
well, so in the intellectual sphere are there certain ideas

2
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which lift the intellect to a knowledge of itself and the
Divine into regions which enable us to soar to the sublime.
But once more, the man of science can only dimly grasp
the full meaning of the Truth, as of the sense of Goodness
and of Beauty. ‘If he seeks to explain these in terms of
sexual selection, or any other small conception which he
has recently been able to form in connexion with vital
procedure on this planet, he is explaining nothing; he is
merely showing how the perception of beauty may operate
in certain cases; but the inner nature of beauty and the
faculty by which it is perceived are utterly beyond him.
He cannot but feel that the unconscious and unobtrusive
beauty of field and hedgerow must have originated in
obedience to some primal instinct or in fulfilment of some
immanent desire, some lofty need quite other than any-
thing he recognizes as human.

* And if a poet witnessing the colours of a sunset, for
instance, or the profusion of beauty with which snow
mountains seem to fling themselves to the heavens in dis-
tricts unpeopled and in epochs long before human con-
sciousness awoke upon the earth; if such a seer feels the
revelation weigh upon his spirit with an almost sickening
pressure, and is constrained to ascribe this wealth and
prodigality of beauty to the joy of the Eternal Being in
His own existence, to an anticipation, as it were, of the
developments which lie before the universe in which He
is at work, and which He is slowly tending towards an
unimaginable perfection—it behoves the man of science to
put his hand upon his mouth, lest in his efforts to be true,
in the absence of knowledge, he find himself uttering, in
his ignorance, words of lamentable folly or blasphemy.’

It is the duty of the man of science to regard the
problem in all its various phases, in its various aspects, in
its many shades, of greater darkness and of greater light,
and to admit that ignoramus, but not, with Du Bois Ray-
mond, ignorabimus, is the final verdict. Nay, rather with
Lodge might we not hope that, notwithstanding the touch
of scepticism which remains in us, the cloud which now
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conceals the reality, like the veil of Isis may yet be lifted
from our eyes, and that as more enlightened spirits it may
yet be our lot to perceive Truth, and Goodness, and
Beauty as they are. Perhaps kindred spirits, when
divested of their mortal coil, may still commune with one
another—those unutterable ideas within us that lift us
to the plane of the Divine, ideas which speech cannot
adequately convey, but which may yet find a truer realiza-
tion in another world.

It is possible that human souls, like vortex rings in
the ether fluid, may move through space, approach and
react on one another : as when incarnate they can become
conscious of each other by ethereal disturbances, such as
those of light and heat and so forth: and when disem-
bodied might they not likewise, and perhaps more freely,
become conscious of a still greater variety of sensations,
from the vast complex of ether disturbances, in their
perfect freedom, a consciousness produced by the harmonic
vibrations of the most perfect and delightful kinds—the
music of the spheres as of old? May not one soul be
conscious of the presence of another and a kindred soul
when divested of this mortal coil, and know that it was
perfect love? That we could say yesl The man of
science can only hope. It is something to know that
there is nothing in the whole of human knowledge at the
present day to contradict it. It is not in laboratories and
test-tubes that the solution of this great enigma is to be
found; but, as 1 think, in the nature of consciousness
itself, and in the very depths of the human soul and the
height to which the human intellect can soar. We owe
to Sir Oliver Lodge, at the present day, the first really
bold attempt to break the ice of scepticism. But Huxley
too in his * Hume ’ reminds us that * the ultimate forms of
existence which we distinguish in our little speck of the
universe are, possibly, only two out of infinite variations
of existence, not only analogous to matter and analogous
to mind, but of kinds which we are not competent so much
as to conceive, in the midst of which we might be set
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down, with no more notion of what was about us than the
worm in a flower-pot, on a London balcony, has of the life
of the great city.

‘But the speculative game is drawn—let us get to
practical work.” Yes, let us work, and let us hope for
the best. It is in the end in our own nature that we must
seek to unravel the meaning of that great enigma of our
own lives. But what ever it may be, * we must bow to the
inevitable,” as Napoleon bravely said, and seek happiness
in the present. It is the now that concerns us most, and
it is most probable that on that our future will depend.

The conception which I have put forward that the soul
is an atom is not to be identified with the crude materialism
of Haeckel, nor does it seem so far-fetched as the spiritual-
ism of Lodge. It is in truth the monad of Leibnitz in a
modern dress; and it emphasizes the insignificance of
magnitude in space, in dealing with the idea of conscious-
ness and human personality, showing thereby perhaps the
true place man occupies in space and time.

JoHN BUTLER BURKE.



THE CHALLENGE OF SECULARISM

HE Bishop of Birmingham states an indisputable

fact when he says that it would be ‘ hard to exag-

gerate the unsettlement of belief in many classes of

society.’l Nor can it be doubted that in that unsettle-

ment an active secularist propaganda has played an
important part.

Up to the middle of last century anti-Christian effort
can scarcely be said to have been organized. It had been
sporadic, intermittent, personal. It is represented, in the
history of the movement, by the names of Thomas Paine,
Richard Carlile, Robert Taylor. With the advent upon
the stage of George Jacob Holyoake, who gave to the
cause the now familiar name of secularism, the effort to
uproot Christianity, to discredit theistic dogma, and
destroy the religious basis of life, entered upon an organ-
ized existence. Under his influence and leadership secular
societies were formed between 1851 and 1857 in no less
than thirty different centres.

A leader still more capable and (without uncharitable-
ness, we may add) more violent and determined than
Holyoake, made his appearance in the early sixties in the
person of Charles Bradlaugh. From the time that Brad-
laugh placed himself at the head of the movement there
was a great change of policy. Hitherto the social question
had held the first place, the religious question had been
a secondary one. Holyoake was the apostle, before every-
thing else, of the co-operative movement; consequently,
his secularism was rather economic than anti-religious.
With the militant atheism of Bradlaugh this order was
reverséd, and his name, in the mind of the public, has
always, and rightly, been identified with the religious

! New Theology and the Old Religion, p. 205.
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rather than the social question. Holyoake was not
slow to recognize the facts of the situation, and the
relations between the two leaders became increasingly
strained. Their differences reached a climax in a two
days’ debate held in 1870—Holyoake defending the posi-
tion that secularism is capable of asserting its own
principles without directly assailing religious opinion—
Bradlaugh, on the other hand (it must be confessed with
more consistency), maintaining that Holyoake's utilitarian-
ism being essentially and avowedly atheistic, it was
impossible for him, without self-stultification, to assume
an attitude of neutrality towards the Christian or any other
religion.

Probably the secularist movement was never so strong
in its personal element as when it was dominated by the
commanding personalities of Charles Bradlaugh and
Annie Besant in the decade beginning in 1875. When, ten
years later (in 1885), Mrs. Besant adopted socialist views
(a step in which Bradlaugh refused to follow her), the
close alliance between these two leaders of the secularist
movement virtually ended; but the rupture was not com-
plete until 1889, when Mrs. Besant deliberately turned her
back upon former colleagues and opinions alike, and
avowed herself a theosophist. There can be no doubt that
Mrs. Besant’s secession was, at the time, a severe blow
to the cause of secularism. The very fact that the secular
basis of life, which she had so ardently espoused, and
so powerfully advocated, no longer satisfied her ideals
and aspirations was not a little disconcerting to the
disciples of Bradlaugh.

On the other hand, it is undeniable that the Press is now
far more vigorous in the propagation of secularism than it
was in the time of Bradlaugh’s greatest activity. And in
dealing with the efforts of the Press it is well that we
should face the fact that, while all forms of religion are
obnozxious to the avowed secularist, none is so much so as
Christianity, for the simple reason that, of all religious
systems, Christianity has the strongest hold upon the
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civilized world. Christianity is to-day to the seécularist
what it was to the ancient historian, exitiabilis superstitio,
‘ Christianity,” to quote the words of one of their ablest
writers, ‘ has all along played the part of a parasite upon
civilized society, demanding nutriment, giving nothing in
return, and securing the degradation of the organism on
which it lives.” One rubs one’s eyes as one reads, scarcely
trusting one’s powers of vision ; but such are the deliberate
sentiments of many with whom the Church has to deal
at the present time. So far from religion itself being an
integral and normal part of human nature, it is not even
admitted to be an excrescence, but rather ‘ a foreign graft
artificially inserted in the stock of humanity." Every
symptom of a religious tendency is to be regarded as a
noxious weed, and to be dealt with accordingly. The
main principle of secularism is not simply that religion,
from first to last, is a delusion, but a mischievous delu-
sion, as diverting thought and interest from a world of
reality to a world which has no existence save in the
imagination of those (to use their own words) ‘ whose
intelligence is debauched by superstition.’ The secular-
ist, in brief, insists upon facing the problems of life
without religious belief of any kind. All considerations
arising from even the hypothetical existence of a Supreme
Being are excluded. Indeed, the hypothesis itself is
dogmatically negatived.

Such then are the views of the secularist, urged with
overbearing confidence, in very forcible language, and,
in not a few cases, with much learning and acumen. At
the present time several Separate streams of literature
embodying these opinions are freely circulating in the
community, and are deeply affecting various strata of
thought. The Clarion, with its weekly circulation of over
eighty thousand, must, taken as a whole, be counted on
the side of secularism. Every one is aware of its bitter
attack upon Christianity, some years ago, in God and
my Neighbour. It would, however, I believe, be a mis-
take to regard this organ of socialism as altogether anti-
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religious, or pledged beyond recall against Christianity,
Its quarrel, it seems to me, is much more with Christianity
in the concrete, i.e. in its present form or forms, than
with Christianity in the abstract. Many of Mr. Blatch-
ford’s warmest supporters felt that their master had gone
too far in the articles on God and my Neighbour; and,
as a matter of fact, there has been recently some modifica-
tion of the secularism for which the paper was at one
time conspicuous. Personally, I should hesitate now to
class Mr. Blatchford with the secularists; and 1 doubt
whether secularists pure and simple would acknowledge
him as their colleague. At this very time there is a
somewhat acute difference between the editor of The
Clarion and Mr. G. W. Foote, the editor of The Free-
thinker. Mr. Foote's quick and watchful eye has detected,
in recent utterances of The Clarion, a loophole by which
the Christian religion (not many years since held up to
scorn by Mr. Blatchford) may creep in and regain its
lost authority. Whatever rights socialism may claim, it
has no right, in Mr. Foote's opinion, to be Christian;
and, until The Clarion clears itself from the suspicion
of holding out the olive leaf to any form of Christianity,
it will smart beneath the lash of The Freethinker.

Club Life, which has a very large circulation amongst
the working class, is, like The Clarion, more practically
than avowedly secularist. The overthrow of religion is
no part of its official programme; but it is the mouthpiece
of social democracy, and seeing that a vast proportion of
social democrats are secularists, it is only natural that
their official organ should represent the secular view of
life. The tone of the paper is frankly pagan and material-
istic. We look in vain through its pages for any such
serious moral purpose as we find in The Clarion. Club
Life might, mutatis mutandis, have been published in the
Rome of Tiberius; The Ciurion rather expresses a reaction
against the travesty of a conventional Christianity.

The weekly journal most widely read, perhaps, by the
working class, namely, Reynolds’s Newspaper, is confi-
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dently claimed by the advocates of ‘free thought' (so
called) as being on their side. It would, however, be a
mistake to suppose that it is generally read for the sake
of its freethought tendency. It attracts by its radicalism,
its raciness, and (we are compelled regretfully to add) by
drawing largely on unpleasant and unedifying reports
from the law courts.

The Freethinker, edited by Mr. G. W. Foote, Presi-
dent of the National Secular Society, from its first page
to its last, never leaves any doubt as to its aim. That
aim, from its inception, was, in the words of the editor,
‘to wage relentless war against superstition in general
and the Christian superstition in particular.” It avows a
bitter hatred of Christianity, and, as one reads its pages,
one involuntarily thinks of our Lord before His accusers—
mocked, buffeted, spat upon. From indecency, in the
sense of obscenity, The Freethink