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spiritual sympathies of man are undoubtedly the highest part of human nature ;
and our method condemns as loudly as any system physical explanations of spi-
ritual life. We claim the right to use the terms soul,’ ¢ spiritual,” and the like,
in their natural meaning. In the same way, we think that there are theories
which are justly called ¢ Materialist,’ that there are physical conceptions of human
nature which are truly dangerous to morality, to gooduess, and religion. It is
sometimes thought to be a sufficient proof of the reality of this heterogeneous
entity of the soul, that otherwise we must assume the most spiritual emotions of
man to be a secretion of cerebral matter, and that, what-
ever the difficulties of conceiving the union of Soul and Body, it is something
less difficult than the conceiving that the nerves think, or the tissues love. We
repudiate such language as much as any one can, but there is another alterna-
tive. It is possible to invest with the highest dignity the spiritual life of man-
kind by treating it as an ultimate fact, without trying to find an explanation for
it either in a perfectly unthinkable hypothesis or in an irrational and debasing
physicism.

We certainly do reject, as earnestly as any school can, that which is most
fairly called Materialism, and we will second every word of those who cry out
that civilization is in danger if the workings of the human spirit are to become
questions of physiology, and if death is the end of a man, as it is the end of a
sparrow. We not only assent to such protests, but we see very pressing need for
making them. It is a corrupting doctrine to open a brain, and to tell us that
devotion is a definite molecular change in this and that convolution of grey pulp,
and that if man is the first of living animals, he passes away after a short
space like the beasts that perish.  And all doctrines, more or less, do tend to
this, which offer physical theories as explaining moral phenomena, which deny
man a spiritnal in addition to a moral nature, which limit his moral life to the
span of his bodily organism, and which have no place for ¢ religion’ in the proper
sense of the word.

It is true that in this age, or rather in this country, we seldom hear the
stupid and brutal materialism which pretends that the subtleties of thought and
emotion are simply this or that agitation in some grey matter, to be ultimately
expounded by the professors of grey matter. But this is hardly the danger which
besets our time. The true materialism to fear is the prevailing tendency of ana-
tomical habits of mind or specialist habits of mind to intrude into the regions of
religion and philosophy. A man whose whole thoughts are abrorbed in cutting
up dead monkeys and live frogs has no more business to dogmatise about reli-
gion, than a mere chemist to improvise a zoology. Biological reasoning about
spiritual things is as presumptuous as the theorics of an electrician about the
organic facts of nervous life. We live amidst a constant and growing usurpation
of science in the province of philosophy ; of biology in the province of sociology ;
of physics in that of religion. Nothing is more common than the use of the term
science, when what is meant is merely physical and physiological science, not
social and moral science. The arrogant attempt to dispose of the decpest
moral truths of human nature on a bare physical or physiological basis 1s almost
enough to justify the insurrection of some impatient theologlans against science
itself, It is imposrible not to sympathise with men who at least are defending
the paramount claim of the moral laws and the religious sentiment.  ‘The solu-
tion of the dispute is of course that physicists and theologians have each hold of
a partial truth.  As the latter insist, the grand problems of man’s life must be
ever referred to moral and social argument ; but then, as the physicists insist,
this moral and social argument can only be built up on a physical and physiolo-
gical foundation. ‘The physical part of science is indeed merely the vestibule to
social, and thence to moral science ; and of science in all its forms the philoso-
phy of religion alone holds the key. The true Materialism lies in the habit of
scientific specialists to neglect all philosophical and religious synthesis. Itis
marked by the ignoring of religion, the passing by on the other side, and shutting
the eycs to the spiritual history of mankind. The spiritual traditions of mankind,
a supreme philosophy of life and thought, religion in the proper sense of the
word, all these have to play a larger and ever larger part in human knowledge ;
not as we are often told, and so commonly is assumed, a waning and vanishing
part. And it is in this field, the field which has so long been abandoned to
theology, that Positivism is prepared to meet the theologians. We at any rate
do not ask them to submit religion to the test of the scalpel or the electric bat-
tery. It is true that we base our theory of society and our theory of morals, and
hence our religion itself, on a curriculum of physical, and especially of biological
science. It is true that our moral and social science is but a prolongation of
these other sciences. But then we insist that it is not science in the narrow
sense which can order our beliefs, but Philosophy ; not science which can solve
our problems of life, but Religion. And religion demands for its understanding
the religious mind and the spiritual experience, 4

Does it seem to anyone a paradox to hold such language, and yet to have
nothing to say about the jmmaterial entity which many assume to be the cawuse
behind this spiritual life? The answer is that we occupy ourselves with this
spiritual life as an ultimate fact, and consistently with the whole of our philosopy,
we. decline to assign a cawse at all. We argue, with the theologians, that it is
ridiculous to go to the scalpel for an adequate account of a mother’s love ; but
we do not think it is explained (any more than it is by the scalpel) by a hypo-
thesis for which not only is there no shadow of evidence, but which cannot even
be stated in philosophic language. We find the same absurdity in the notion
that maternal love is a branch of the anatomy of the mgmn}a,», and in the notion
that the phenomena of lactation are produced by an immaterial entity. Both
are forms of the same fallacy, that of trying to reach ultimate causes: instead of
studying laws. We certainly do find that maternal love and lactation have close
correspondences, and that both are phenomena of certain female organisms.
And we say thatto talk of maternal love being exhiblted by an entity whichnot
only is not a female organism, but is not an organism at all, is to use language
which to us, at least, is unintelligible. '

The philosophy which treats man as man simply affirms that maen loves,
thinks, acts, not that the ganglia, or the sinuses, or any organ of man, loves
and thinks and acts. The thoughts, aspirations, and impulses are not secretions,

and the science which teaches us about secretions will not teach us much about
them ; our thoughts, aspirations,
a man implies a body, so we say these also imply a body.
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