Associntion of Contral and Wostern Now York” ns a worthy sis.
tor of the Canadian Freethought Association. We will take an
carly opportunity to publish its plutform, which we fully endorse.

“FREL WILL,” AND “ FREE MORAL AGENOY,” NOT TRUE.

BY ALLEN PRINGLE, SELLY, ONT,

It is truo that these doctrines are time-honored, that thoy are
vonorablo with ago. Tor centurics they hinve been elaborated in
hundreds of volumes, and preached from thousands of pulpits, and
thoy aro generally believed to-day. Neither agoe, however, no
goneral acceptation provo their truthfulness.

1t is proposed horo to show that the doctrines of Free Will and
Freo Moral Agency, as defined by theology, aro contrary to!
obvious and well established facts, and in opposition to a tre !
mental philosophy. They are in conflict with the dovelopmonts
of modern scisnce. Xt will first bo necessary to glanco at the two
philosopbies in which these doctrines of Will and Morul Agency
aro involved.

Tho two rival schools of metaphysics, the Intuitional, at whose
head, as an exponent, stands, perhaps, Sir William Hamilton, and
tho Exporimental well represented by Bain and J. 8. Mill, scom
both to give more or less standing to these doctrines, citbor tacitly
or diroctly. Though it is not purposed here to examine the merits
or demerits of suectaphysical systems, it may bo noticed that in the
Intuitional philosophy, as elaborated by Hanilton, the feolings aud
moral facts of bumnn nature are regrrded as innate, and as being
ultimato elements ot tho mind. Deep-seated doctrines or beliefs
aro rogarded ag instinctive, intuitive ¢ruths ; while Mill’s school of
Experience and Association regards thom as being the resnits of
circumstances, and capablo of being originated and doveloped.
Now it will doubtless transpire that there is much truth and not
u littlo error in both these systems. That thore are innato
tendencics, is unfrequently true, but it is equally cartain that there
can bo no innate ideas or doctrines as such, for these aro il
acquired. And, although feelings or propeusities may becomo in
a senso intuitive by being inherited and becoming fixed in the
organization by antecedont exporiences, yet they are not
nocessarily primarily innate, and aro henco without that divine
impress or sanction ascribed to them by the intuitional philosopby
manipulated by acute theologians. On tho other hand there are
certain propensitiss and tendencies which cannot be produced or
originated in the individual by ndy circumstances, though when
having s nascent existenco, they may, by favouring circumstances,
beo dovelopod and strengthened, for it is a patent fact that two per-
sons reared a3 nearly as may be under the same circumstances and
training, will often turn out possessed of widely different capacitics,
dispositions and character.
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According to Hamilton’s philosophy, & doctrino or bolief which
generally obtains—being innate—would have the authority of God
or nature belind it, and henco would be trro and unquestionable.
For example, it wo find o helief in a personal God, or immortality, !
woll grounded in human nature and extensively accepted, wo must |
not question it, as it is forsooth {unafe, and Lenco divinely £tamped. i
On tho contrary, the system of Locke, Ml and others based upon |
oxperience and association, undertakes to account for tho existerco .
of given tendencies. beliefs and feelings in tho human mind, and |
oxp’in their origin, repudiating the notiou of their being essenti- l
ally or primarily innate. But as neither of these systems, fundi- |
mentally considored, warrants tho assumption of a Freo Will or ¢
Froo Moral Agenty in man, as tho theologitns define it, my
Present concern is not with. the relative merits of tho two systews. .
If according to the Intuitions) hypothesis, ideas wercjinnate, then
obviously we would havo no violation or will in the matter of their
existonco or nen-existenco in us, and heaco would not bo respousi-
ble therefor, nor for the incvitable results following from them. |
Likewiso if propensities and tendencics aro absolutely innato and |
constitutional their is, of conrse, neitker violatjon or responsibility

a8 to their oxistenca in ns, or for the consequedf#®s which inovitably |
. Drocoed from them, for, as I shall show furthor W, Will is simply !
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desire, and is idontical with Mind, and not a seperate entity or
ovon condition. Then, on tho other hand, accoxding to tho
Experimental philosophy, if idcas are not innate, but acquired,
and if givon propensities and tendencies (in embryo it may be)
am evolvod and developed into ruling desives and motives by
surronndings which are no¢ undor our control, then neithor bave
wo ia this case freedum in the matter, nor 1esponsibility for thoir
legitimato consequonces and fruits.

On the subject of the Human Will, thore bas been a vast deal
of both learned and unlearned nonsense written, not only by theo-
logians but by some philosophers as well. The old systoems of
motaphysics aro full of incongruous definitions and vague disserta-
tions on the * Human Understanding and Will” This stricturo
would also seem to include not a fow lato writers ; as illustrations
of this we will glanco at some of the utterances of Schopenhauer
and Dr. Carpentor, on the recondito problem, the Human Will,
In Schopenbauer's great work is a chapter on the “ Preomi- anco
of the Will,” which is filled with opuque vagucness. We are
lucidly told that the Will is melaphysical, the Inteliigenco
is physical; tho Intelligenco is a semblanco, the Will tho
thing i itself, and in a still more metapbysical sense ; Will is the
substance of tho man, Intelligence, the accident; Will is the
matter, Intolligence, the form ; Will is the heat, Intelligence, the
light.” This *“confusion worse confounded,” results from starting
with an erroncous premise, that the Will is sometbing distinct from
tho Mind. Dr. Carpentor starts with the same fulse premises snd
comes to conclusions even more absu.d. Tho Popular Science
Menthly, soms time sizce republished a lecture delivered in Eng-
lund by Dr. Carpeontor, on * Epidemic Delusions,” in which tho
Will is assumed to be something distinct from the Mind and indo-
pendent of it.  Dr. Carpenter compares the Will to the vider,
whilo the Bind is the horse, and the Blind, sometimes, like the
horso, runs away from its rider, the Will. In consequenco of
reasoning from erroncous premises, Dr. C. leaves himself open to
much criticism in this lecture.  Ho speaks of * a solution present
ing itself while cur minds areinactive,” sometimes, when we have
perhaps proviously  put the problem aside in & sort of des mir.”
Now, when we consider that & * solution” is in itself a mental
arlion, tho absurdity of supposing that the solution (act of tho
mind) could take placo while tho mind is “innctive,” becomes
sufliciently apparent. It is assumed that tho solutionis a sort of
entity which gocs into tho mind or brin, while the truth is, it is
simply a process of mind.  Schopanhauer further speaks of tho
virtues and faults of Intelligence, and those of Will, and asse:ts
that bistory and expericnee teach that they are entirely indepen.
dent of cach other.  Now I would respectfuily submit that history
and experience teach eoxactly tho contrary—that instead of being
independent of cach other, they are uttorly dependent and insepa-
rable. The great stumbling-block of all such metaphysicians is
tho assumption already noticed that Will and Mind are distinct
and soparato. But is thore any proof of this? On tho contrary,
all the facts and experionces of human consciousness point {o an
opposito conclusion. What is this thing or condition we call Will,
of which we have beard s0 much, and o< whose manifestations we
are overy day cognizant? It is tho mind itself—the language or
function of the facultics. In its ultimate analysis it 15 simply
desive.  If any faculty of tho mind is constilutionaily strong, tho
desire of that faculty is strong, and such desire constitutes tho
will-power of that faculty. It follows, therefore, that Will is of
different grades and degrees of strength, ns minds differ and tho
facultics of mind differ. It also follows that thers aro as many
kinds of \Vill ané degrees of Will-poxcr as there are mental riacul-
tics and degrocs of faculty. Will is strong or weak as tho mind is
strong or weak, or any particular faculty strong or weak. By
Mind, ig, of course, meant, not simply intellect, but the wholo
mental constitition, including the sentiments and propeasities.
In a given subject the intellect may bo weak and tho passions
strong, in which caso tho intellectual will-power is correspondingly
woak and the animal will-power correspondingly strong. In
observing tho wainsprings of human action, wo sce thic illustrated
and oxemplified every day. Iet us look, for example, at the
miscr—the man whose chicf desivo and delight is tho acqrisition



