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ABSTRACT

The Origin of Species in 1859 produced a revolution in the

history of ideas. Arguing that species were not immutable but evolved
through a process of natural selection, Charles darwin challenged the
basic scientific, religious, and philosophical as;umptions of his age.
The debate over his hypothesis extended to Canada wheré it coincided
with a period of remarkable growth for Canadian universities. Canada's
physical environment supplied numerous examples of the struggle for
survival in Darwin's concept of nature. 1Its universities provided a
nexus for the formulation of scientific, theological, and philosophical
responses to the Darwinian revolution. Principal John William Dawson of
McGill University, President Daniel Wilson of the University of Toronto,
Professor John Watson of Queen's University, and Chancellor Nathanael
Burwash of Victoria‘Col1ege were four Canadian scholars whose responses
to Darwin's hypothesis.contribute to a better understanding of Canadian
intellectual history in the last half of the nineteenth century.

The reéponses of John William Dawson and Daniel Wilson rejected
Darwin's hypothesis for a theistic alternative. Beginning with an 1860

review of the Origin of Species, Dawson recorded an opposition which he

maintained steadfastly for over thirty years. A noted geologist, he

based his arguments on the geological record and on a defense of the in-
ductive method in science. His writings on the subject, however, reveal
that his religious faith prevented him from accepting the mutability of

species. He held that nature reflected the operation of a divine plan
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and not the mechanistic development which he found in Darwinism. Al-
though Daniel Wilson asserted his initial acceptance of evolution when

applied to physical development, Darwin's The Descent of Man in 1871

prompted him to reply in Caliban: The Missing Link that man's reason and

moral sense indicate the need for a Divine Creator. His position on
evolution was also influenced by the f?ar that, if correct, the evolut-
ionary explanation of man would unifé'a;l men in a brotherhood which con-
tradicted his conceﬁzg\of racial distinctions and the difference between
primitive and civilized man.

An attempt to reconcile the Darwinian hypothesis and religious
faith was central to the responses of John Watson and Nathanael Burwash.
Canada's most 1mportant nineteenth -century philosopher, John Watson de-
fended in 1876 the primacy of man's reason rather than the Darwinian con-
cept of instinct as an explanation of morality. In his philosophy of
Speculative Idealism, he subsequently presented a teleological view of
existence which was not compatible with the mechanistic operation of
natural, selection. Believing, however, that the universe was rational
and possessed a spiritual unity, he argued by the time of his Gifford
Lectures, 1910 - 1912, at the University of Glasgow that a proper under-
standing of the Darwinian hypothesis led man to look beyond ﬁg&hanism for
the underlying motive and power of human development. Theologian Nathanael
Burwash shared Watson's belief that Darwinism and religion need not con-
flict, although his reconciliation also could not encompass natural .
selection. From his days as an’undergraduate and young Methodist minister,
the intuitive certainty of his faith provided him with the means of ac-

cepting mpdern science. .In lectures at Victoria College which culminated

iv



in his Manual of Christian Theology in 1900, Burwash found a place for a

properly understood Darwinian hypothesis within the perfect harmony of
the universe. A

Natural Selection proved an insurmountable barrier for all four
responses. All four embodied a concept of teleology in arguing against
mechanistic development and reflected the need felt for a metaphysical
answer to the questions raised by Darwin's hypothesis, especially con-
cerning a theistic interpretation of man's mental and moral developmént.
Dawson defended the two theologies' tradition. Watson and Burwash went
beyond it to consider evolution as a revelation to man of the spiritual
unity of the universe. Belief in the spiritual unity and teleological

preality of the universe was complemented by a philosophical jdealism most
evident in Watson's response but found in the other three as well.

The enduring significance of each response is not equal and the“
four men exercised 1ittle influence upon the international debate on
Darwinism. In part, this was due to their relative isolation in Canada.
Their arguments, nevertheless, become distinctive within the intellectual
context of late ninettenth-century Canada. A fervent and vigorous re-
1igious climate has had a fundamental effect upon the development of ideas
in Canada. Through their responses to the Darwinian revolution, Dawson,
Wilson, Watson, and Burwash revealed the continuing importance of their
religious tradition and provided ideas whiéh helped to ensure its survival

during the perilous challenges of their age.
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THE DARWINIAN REVOLUTION !

The publication of On the Origin of Species by Meansvof Natural

Selection, or the Preservation of Favoured Races'in the Struggle for Life

by Charles Darwin on 24 November 1859 introduced the Victorian world to
a hypothesis which challenged its basic scientific, religious, and phil-
osophical assumptions. Immediately the book exciped considerable pop-

ular and scientific interest. Darwin's comment 1¢ his Autobiography that

“the first small edition of 1250 copies was sold dn the day of pub1ication"]

may be somewhat misleading since, as Gertrude Himﬁelfarb has noted, this

2 1t

refers only to the purchase of the entire edition by book dealers.
is clear, nevertheless, from the reviews which it received and from the
fact that a second larger edition was published in January 1860 that
Darwin's book was widely discussed during the winter of 1859 - 1860.

Alvar Ellegard has documented in Darwin and the General Reader how the

periodical press provided an opportunity for the rapid and general spyead

K|

of opinion concerning the Origin of Species.” By the time of the British

Association meeting at Oxford in June 1860, which saw the famous exchange
between Thomas Henry Huxley and the Bishop of Oxford, Samuel Wilberforce,

on Darwin's hypothesis, the responses to the Origqin of Species had

1
1961), 60 .
2Gertrude Himmelfarb, Darwin and the Darwinian Revoldtion (London
1959), 395
3

Sir Francis Darwin, ed., Charles Darwin's Autobiography (New York -

Alvar Ellegard, Darwin and the General Reader (Goteborg 1958),
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generated sufficient controversy to establish definite lines between
Darwinians and anti-Darwinians.

To appreciate the controversy created by the Origin of Species,

it 1s necessary to understand the intention of Darwin's hypothesis.
Jacques Barzun has noted that Darwin

was not dealing with the origin of life, but with the origin
of more or less fixed differences in those 1iving forms that
naturalists call species. Nor was Darwin arguing, except
indirectly, for evolution, which was then variously termed
"the developmental theory” or “descent with modification."
He was proposing merely to explain the mechanism by which
such modification or development or evolution might occur.

As the full title of his book indicated, Darwin was concerned with the
explanation of a process. He concluded his "Introduction” to the Origin
of Species with the following statement:

Although much remains obscure, and will 1on? remain obscure,
[ can entertain no doubt, after the most deliberate study

and dispassionate judgment of which I am capable, that the
view which most naturalists until recently entertained, and
which I formerly entertained - namely, that each species has
been independently created - is erroneous. I am fully con-
vinced that species are not immutable; but that those be-
longing to what are called the same genera are lineal descend-
ants of some other and generally extinct species, in the same
manner as the acknowledged varieties of any one species are
the descendants of that species. Furthermore, I am convinced
that Natural Selection has been the most important but not

the exclusive, means of modification.5

Holding that species were neither independently created nor immutable,
the Darwinian hypdthesis posited natural selection as the most important

mechanism by which "species have been modified during a long course of

4Jacques Barzun, Darwin, Marx, Wagner (Garden City, N.Y. 1958),
27 T

. SCharles Darwin, Oriqin of Species (6th. ed., New York n.d.),
3-14 :
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descent."6 The fifteen chapters which comprise the Origin of Species

were an explication and defence of this process of specific modification.
Darwin defined natural selection as follows:
. . 1f variations useful to any organic being ever do occur,

assured]y individuals thus characterised will have the best

chance of being preserved in the struggle for life; and from

the strong principle of inheritance, th;se will tend to pro-

duce offspring similarly characterised.
Varieties of species favoured with the structure, habits, or constitution
useful in the struggle for survival will be preserved; less favourably
endowed varieties will perish. Through the production of offspring with
similar variations, such naturally favoured varieties improved and ad-
vanced until the differences between varieties of the same species were
equal to the differences between varieties of the same genus. Over long
periods of time, therefore, the process of patural selection produced new
species. A major weakness in Darwin's argument was its inability to ex-
plain variation. As William Irvine has noted, "Darwin had not so much

ll8

proved that natural selection does occur as that it must occur. Darwin

£

would examine the question of heredity in detail in Variation of Plants

and Animals under Domestication in 1868, but, despite a wealth of examples

and observations, without any clear explanation of the process. In fact,
the answer to the problem already lay .in the experiments on genetics of

Gregor Mendel which remained generally unnoticed until the end of the

century. In The Descent of Man in 1871, Darwin admitted that he had

81bid., 367 7

m——————

Ibid., 98

8N1111am Irvine, Apes, Ange1s and Victorians (Cleveland and
New York 1959), 106




9

perhaps attributed too much to natural selection. He noted, however,

that "I have at least, as I hope, done good service in aiding to over-
throw the dogma of separate creations."lo
Belief in the immutability of species was supported by the
Genesis account of creation and the Idealistic conception of hierarchicatl
order in the universe. Michael Ghiselin has traced this essentialist
metaphysics from the Platonic view that reality exists in the essence,
Idea or eidos, and the subsequent Aristotelfan modification which con-
nected essences with things, to the system of classification that equated

11

classes and ultimate reality. In The Great Chain of Being, Arthur O.

Lovejoy identified two opposite modes of thought in the natural history
of Aristotle and the Middle Ages relating to the concept of species.

The first made for sharp divisions, clear-cut differentiations,
among natural objects, and especially among living beings. To
range animals and plants in well-defined species, presumably
(since the Platonic dualism of realms of being was also still
influential) corresponding to the distinctness of the Eternal
Ideas, was the first business of the student of the organic
world. The other tended to make the whole notion of species
appear a convenient but artifici?% setting-up of divisions
having no counterpart in nature.

Lovejoy asserted that the former concept of species had dominated the
early modern period of biology. Acceptance of the fixity of species was
fostered in biology by the attempt by the seventeenth century naturalist

John Ray to establish a system of classification of species based upon

9Char1es Darwin, The Descent of Man (New York n.d.), 441

10

Ibid., 442, 912
nMichael T. Ghiselin, The Triumph of the Darwinian Method (Berkeley
and Los Angeles 1969), 50-52

W2prthur. 0. Lovejoy, The Great Chain of Being (New York 1960),.227
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structural affinities and by the classification of species proposed in
the eighteenth century by Carolus Linnaeus which was also based upon

structure. In such works as his Systema Naturae, Linnaeus established

the binominal system of generic and specific names to identify related
groups of creatures. Linnaeus had maintained in the early editions of

the Systema Naturae that "the number of species is the same as the number

of forms created from the beginning.“‘3 Although he modified his views
sufficiently to remove this statement from later editions of his work,
his taxonomy, which reflected the Aristotelian concept of essences, en-
courgged the church's emphasis upon the fixity of species in its interpre-
tation of creaﬁ{pn. Loren Eiseley has noted the comment of an anonymous
writer: “Unti; the scientific idea of 'species' acquired form and dis-
tinction there could be no dogma of 'special' creation in the modern
sense."]4 |

Darwin added "An Historical Sketch of the Progress of Opinion on
the Origin of Species, Previoﬁs]y to the Publication of the First Edition

of the Work" to the third edition of the Origin of Species published in

1861. This brief 'sketch which considered "thirty-four authors. . . who
believe. in the modifiéation of species, or at least disbelieve in separate
acts of creation" demonstrated that the Darwinian concept of species had
antecedents which could be traced back at least to the eighteenth cem‘.unr‘_y.‘5

Indeed, although Darwin dismissed classical references in his "Historical

13
14

Himmelfarb, Darwin, 141

Loren Eiseley, Darwin's Century (Garden City, N.Y. 1961), 24

ISDarwin, Origin, 9



Sketch" except for a lengthy footnote which presented a foreshadowing of ‘

natural selection in Aristotle's Physicae Auscultationes, the mutability

of species was suggested by such Greeks as Heraclitus and Anaximander.
Moreover, as J. B. Haldane has commented, the Roman philosopher Lucretius
recognized natural selection acting between species, if not in the trans-

formation of species, in De rerum natura (v, 855) as a cause of extinc-
16

tion. It was, however, the Comte de Buffon (1707 - 1788) whom Darwin

described as the first modern author to treat the subject of the modifi-

17

cation of species "in a scientific spirit." Loren Eiseley has stated

that

. . . as his work proceeded Buffon managed, albeit in a some-
what scatteted fashion, atileast to mention every significant
ingredient which was to be incorporated into Darwin's great
synthesis of 1859. He did not, however, manage to put these
factors together.!8

In his massive Histoire naturelle, Buffon included a challenge to the

Linnaean classification of species. Reflecting upon his experiments on
domestic plants and animals, he concluded:

These physical genera are, in reality, composed of all the
species, which, by our management, have been greatly
variegated and changed; and, as all those species, so
differently modified by the hand of man, have but one
common origin in Nature, the’Ygole genus ought to con-
stitute but a single species.

.. Turnjng to nature in the wild, he suggested that envirommental factors

IGJ.B.S. Haldane, "Natural Selection" in P.R. Bell, ed., Darwin's
Biological Work (New York 1964), 102

17
18
19

Darwin, Qrigin, 3

Eiseley, Darwin's Century, 39

Cited in John C. Greene, The Death of Adam (New York 1961), 151
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such as climate and food supply had produced modifications in species over

a period of time: “"Time is the great workman of Nature."20

Despite a
caution promoted by his desire to avoid angering the powerful church in
France, Buffon left 1ittle doubt that he believed that species were not
immutable but might derive from each other or from a common ancestor.
Buffon's conception of species was supported by Erasmus Darwin
(1731 -,1803), Charles Darwin's grandfather, in his Zoonomia published
between 1794 and 1796. Erasmus Darwin speculated that all animals had

derived from

a single living filament, which THE GREAT FIRST CAUSE endued
with animality, with the power of acquiring new parts at-
tended with new propensities, directed by irritations, sens-
ations, volitions, and associations, and thus possessing the
faculty of continuing to improve by its own inherent activity,
and of delivering dogq those improvements by generation to

its posterity. . . .

Species were mutable and modification occurred through responses to ex-
ternal stimuli. Erasmus Darwin suggested that "lust, hunder, and security"
were "the three great objects of desire, which have changed the forms of

many animals by their exertions to gratify them. . . ."22

Charles Darwin
expressed his di;appointment upon a second reading of the Zoonomia, "the
proportion of speculation being so large to the facts given.“23 Although
the ;pecu1at1ve nature of much of Erasmus Darwin'§ work is undeniable, it
is nevertheless clear that, as Jacques Barzun has recognized, his specu-

lations anticipated many nineteenth century ideas, including the

201p4d., 153 211bid., 170

22
23

Cited in Himmelfarb, Darwin, 143

Daryin, Autobiography, 29




1

inheritance of acquired chéﬁacteristics and his grandson's theory of
sexual selection.?* !
The only reference which Charles Darwin made to his grandfather

in the "Historical Sketch" appears in a footnote comment: "It is curious
how largely my grandfather, Dr. Erasmus Darwin, anticipated the views and
erroneous grounds of opinionfof Lamarck in his 'Zoonomia'. . . .“25
The Chevalier de Lamarck (1744 - 1829) in the first decade of the nine-
teenth century argued that species were mutable by their adaptation to
environmental changes. Lamarck noted that

the conformation of individuals and of their members, their

organs, their faculties, &c., &c. are entirely the result of

EgznclgﬁgmithCﬁ:tZ::?zghich the race of each species has
Lamarck argued that changes in the environment altered bodily structure.
Organs with functions useful to meet the new needs produced by the changed
environment developed through use while organs which were no longer useful -
in the new environment atrophied. Through the inheritance of acquired
characteristics, these changes in structure were transmitted to subse-
quent generations. Reaction in England to the French Revolution kept
Lamarck's ideas from the British reading public until 1830 when Charles

Lyell included in the second volume of his Principles of Geology a sum-
27

mary of Lamarck's reasons for believing in the mutability of species.

Lamarck's ideas gained further prominence in England with the publication

24
25

Barzun, Darwin, Marx, Wagner, 45

Darwin,-Origin, 4
26

27

Cited in Greene, Death of Adam, 162

Eiseley, Darwin's Century, 54, 49




in 1844 of The Vestiqges of the Natural History of Creation, a survey of

evolutionary thought written anonymously by a journalist, Robert Chambers.
The Vestiges aroused a storm of controversy and was attacked by most
scientists, including Thomas Huxley who wrote a devastating review of the
book. It was, however, extremely popular and did much to promote general
interest in the concept of evolution.

The Vestiges presented the uniformitarian interpretation of geo-
logical history associated with the ideas of James Hutton (1726 - 1797)
and Charles Lyell (1797 - 1875). Uniformitarianism held that geological
changes occurred gradually through the continuous action of natural forces
over long periods of time. Until the publication of Lyell's Principles
of Geology, the dominant geo]ogicalltheory had been catastrophism. Catas-
trophistsesuch as William Buckiand in Engiand and Georges Cuvier in France
had argued that a series of sudden massive cataclysms had altered the
surface of the earth, destroying each time the 1ife which existed on it‘28
In his study, subtitled "An Attempt to Explain the Former Changes of the
Earth's Surface by Reference to Causes Now in Operation”, Lyell maintained
that geological chang;:\evident in the earth's history could be adequately
29

explained by such existﬁ g causes as elevation, subsidence and erosion.

Against catastrophism, he demonstrated that supposedly global catastrophes

were in fact local and that\fossil evidence of the same animal form in
successive strata proved that survival was possible through cataclysms.
Lyell also denied the associated doctrine of progressionism which

J -~

. 28
28-29

—
Charles F. 0'Brien, Sir William Dawson (Philadeliphia 1971),

bid., 29
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10

asserted that increasingly advanced creations existed after each cata-
clysm, culminating in the existence of man. Progressionism clearly im-
ptied the supernatural intervention of successive creations. Lyell did
not, ﬁowever, accept the mutability of species as an alternative to pro-
gressionism: the relative sterility of hybrids convinced him that species

have limits upon variation.30

Rather he argued that the imperfection of
the geological record did not provide sufficient evidence to prove pro-
gressionism. Lyell also argued that the different species which appar-
ently appeared in different geological ages might be not newly generated
but the result of migrations from other areas produced by.c1imate and
geographical changes. Eye]]'s position against progresionism was a
difficult one to maintain. It did not, for example, explain the appear-
ance of man. Eventually Lyell abandoned it to become a cautious supporter
of evolution.

By the 1840s Lyell's case for uniformitarianism was sufficiently
accepted by the scientific community to leave little doubt that it wo%id
supersede catastrophism. The establishment of uniformitarianism streégth-
ened the case for the mutability of species. The concept of gradual
change over long periods of time enlarged the time frame within which mod-
ifications of species might occur. Furthermore, by removing the cata-
clysmic total destruction of 1ife, the need for special creation was re-
placed with the possibility of changes governed Sy natural causes. If

natural causes explained the modification of environment, an analogous

argument might be made for the modification by natural causes of life

i

301rvine, Apes, Angels, and Victorians, 74




11

forms within the environment. The triumph of uniformitarianism, however,
seemed to threaten the correlation between science and the Bible sus-
tained by catastrophism. No longer was a God required to intervene per-
iodically with catastrophes such as the Deluge or with new creations
after the catastrophes had occurred. Uniformitarianism also allowed a
longer past history for the earth than either catas£rophism or a con-
ventional interpretation of Biblical chrdnology required or supported.
Responding to the challenge posed to re]igioﬁ by uniformitarian
geology, a Scot®ish editor, Hugh Miller, wrote two popular books, Footprints
of the Creator (1847) and Testimony of the Rocks (1857), which attempted

to reconcile science and the Bible. The first book was a reply to

Vestiges. . . of Creation while the second concerned the broader question
31

of Biblical and scientific cosmogony. Miller argued that the "days" in
the Genesis account of creation were each Tong periods of time. Although
this interpretation of creative days had been suggested by others, the
popularity of Miller's books indicated the general interest in answers to
theological problems created by the new scientific ideas. Miller also
argued that the Genesis account of creation was based upon a vision which
God gave Moses. While Moses reported accurately what he had witnessed,
he had béen an "untutored observer" without the knowledge to report what
his vision depicted in a manner which would satisfy the scientific de-
mands of allater age. The concept of the "untutored observer" held true
in general for descriptions of nature found in the Bible in Miller's

opinion.32

3]0'Br1en, Dawson, 41
R1p1d., 41



Mil¥er asserted that, "between the Word and the Works of God

w33 The Word of God was reveaied

there can be no actual discrepancies.
in the Bible but the works of God were observable in nature. Miller's
writing was in the two theologies tradition which distinguished between
knowledge of God obtained through revealed theology, the study of his

word in the Bible, and natural theology, the knowledge of God obtained
through the study of nature. The two theologies tradition dates at least
from the seventeenth century when the naturalist John Ray attempted to
discern God from an examination of nature. Evidence of design in nature
was the standard argument presented by advocates of natural theology to
demonstrate the existence and workings of God. In 1802 Archdeacon William

Paley employed the design which he held was evident in nature to confirm

the existence of God in his Natural Theology. Using his famous watch

analogy, Paley compared nature to the workings of a watch and argued thaZ,

from the discovery-of a watch, one deduced the existence of a watchmaker:

God. The argument from design was further advanced in the Bridgewater

Treatises, eight Books published between 1833 and 1836 to demonstrate

“the Power, Wisdom, and Goodness of God, as manifest in the Creation. 34
Arguments from design sought to reconcile not only nature and the

Bible but also man and nature. If the power, wisdom and goodness of God

were manifested in the creation, the design evident in nature provided

man with both edification and comfort. Paley wrote:

Nor ought we to feel our situation insecure. In every nature
and every portion of nature which we can descry, we find

-

33Cited in O'Brien, Dawson, 43 o

34Eiseley, Darwin's Century, 177




13

attention bestowed upon even the minutest parts. HWe see no

signs of diminution of care by multiplicity of objects, or

of destruction of thought by variety. We have no reason to

fear, tggrefore, our being forgotten, or overlooked, or neg-

lected.
However, the view that nature manifested design did not, unlike the de-
velopmental theory of Lamarck, explain the existence of rudimentary organs
which served no apparent purpose. The argument from design also had to
contend with the problems of disease, deprivation and extinction. Buffon

noted that
Nature turns upon two steady pivots, unlimited fecundity which

she has given to all species; and those innumerable causes of
destruction which reduce the product of this fecundity. . . .26

Recognition of this struggle in nature was evident in Hugh Miller's Testi-

mony of the Rocks which defended natural theology without supporting the

benevolence of nature. Miller wrote: "The strong, armed with formidable

weapons, exquisitely constructed to kill, preyed upon the weak.“37

He
added that many of the weak were provided with defensive armour that en-
abled them to multiply and "escape, as species, .the assaults of the

n38 This con-

tyrant tribes, and to exist unthinned for unreckoned ages.
flict between the strong and the weak in nature clearly anticipated the

struggle for 1ife used by Darwin in the Origin of Species.

By the middle of the nfneteenth century, the ruthless harshness
of nature was a conspicuous literary theme. Published in 1849, Matthew

Arnold's poem "In Harmény with Nature" asserted-that "Nature and man'can

S1bid,, 176 " 3yhi4., 40
37H1mme1farb, Darwin, 195
381b4d., 195 ’

.



14

n39

never be fast friends. Arnold described nature as cruel, stubborn,

40

fickle: "Nature forgives no debt, and fears no grave." In 1850, the

publication of Alfred Tennyson's "In Memoriam A.H.H." introduced the

w1

phrase "Nature, red in tooth and claw. "In Memoriam" asked the

question:

Are God and Nature then at strife,
That Nature lends such evil dreams?
So careful of the type she seems,
So careless of the single life;42

and then modifies it further:

'So careful of the type'? but no.
From scarped cliff and quarried stone
She cried, 'A thousand types ari gone:
I care for nothing, all shall go.'%3

In 1852, The Westminster Review published VA Theory of Population Deduced

from the General Law of Animal Fertility" by Herbert Seencer, who had the
.same year published "The Development Hypothesis", an essay supporting
Lamarck's argument for the mutability of species, in The Leader. Spencer's
article on population explained progress in terms which resembled natural
selection:

For as those prematurely carried off must, in the average

of cases, be those in whom the power of self-preservation

is the least, it unavoidably follows, that those left be-

hind to continue the race, must be those in whom the power
of self-preservation is the greatest - must be the select

39C. B. Tinker, H. F. Lowry, eds., The Poetical Works of Matthew
Arnold (London 1950), 5

401hid., 5
a1

Alfred Tennyson, Poetical Works (London 1953), 243

421h14., 243 431bid., 243



of their generation.44

The emphasis upon population was significant. Both Spencer's article and
Buffon's reference to unlimited fecundity evoke Thomas Malthus' earlier

work, Essay on the Principle of Population which Charles Darwin read "for
5

amusement"” in QOctober, 1838.4 In his 1798 essay, Thomas Malthus argued

that population increased in geometric progression but food production

n46 It was

increased arithmetically, producing "struggles for existence.
only the providential intervention of disease, famine, and war which
checked the growth of population. Malthus wrote about human life, but
Darwin extended the concept of struggle for existence to plant and animal

life. Darwin commented in his Autobiography that after reading Malthus

. . . it at once struck me that under these circumstances

favourable variations would tend to be preserved, and un-

favourable ones to be destroyed. The result of this would
be the formation of new species. Here then [ had at last

got a theory by which to work.47

Darwin wrote a thirty-five page sketch of his theory in 1842 and
two years later he wrote a second sketch of 231 pages. Work on his study
of barnacles, finally published between 1851 and 1854, and the desire to
accumulate more evidence, produced a lapse of fifteen years between the

sketch and publication of the Origin of Species. Even then, Darwin was

careful to declare that his book was only an imperfect "Abstract" of a

T bl I o e

44 imme) farb, Darwin, 185

4SDarwin, Autobiography, 58

46
47

Himmelfarb, Darwin, 134
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projected longer work.48 Darwin was prompted to publish by the dis-
covery that the English naturalist Alfred Russel Wallace had arrived in-
dependently at virtually the same theory of natural selection. Wallace
also attributed the inspiration for the idea of natural selection to a
reading of Malthus. In September 1858, Thomas Huxley wrote to J. D.
Hooker: "Wallace's impetus seems to have set Darwin going in earnest and
I am rejoiced to hear we shall learn his view in full, at last. 1 look
forward to a great revolution being effected."49

The great revolution that Huxley anticipated arrived with the

publication of the Origin of Species. Darwin's name quickly became the

rallying cry for an emotional and intellectual battle which attracted
the attention of the best minds on both sides of the Atlantic. [t is
possibie to identify scientific and religious objections raised against

the Origin of Species but it is often difficult to isolate the religious

from the scientific in an appraisal of individual responses to Darwin's
work. As William Irvine has stated:
Scientists themselves didn't know whether to reply to it (Origin of
Species] with science or theology, and often maintained the
most‘incohgsent and contradictory opinions with the utmost
vehemence.
The response of Professor Adam Sedgwick, Cambridge geologist and Anglican

priest, 8o the Origin of Species illustrates the interplay of scientific

and religious objections. A distinguished geologist, Sedgwick opposed

Lyell’'s uniformitarian geology and had written attacks on Vestiges.

»

%parwin, Origin, 11

49Ir‘vine, Apes, Angels, and Victorians, 105
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of Creation and utilitarianism. In a letter to Darwin thanking him for
a copy of his book, Sedgwick accused Darwin of deserting the "true method
of induction” since many of his conclusions were "based upon assumptions
which can neither be proved nor disproved.“s1
Sedgwick also faulted Darwin's use of causation: patural sel-

ection was a "secondary consequence"” and its cause required explanation.
That causation, in Sedgwick's opinion, was "the will of God."52 He wrote:

There is a moral or metaphysical part of nature as well as

the physical. A man who denies this is deep in the mire of

folly. 'Tis the crown and glory of organic science that it

does through final cause, link material and moral.
Finally Sedgwick questioned Darwin's use of geology:

. . fn speculating on organic descent, you over-state the

evidence of geology; and. . . you under-state 1t while you 4

are talking of the broken links of your natural pedigree. . . 9
In March 1860 he expanded upon these objettions in a review of the Origin

of Species published anonymously By The Spectator. Sedgwick identified

major objections to Darwin's hypothesis when he emphasized induction, de-
sign ("the will of God") and the geological record in his letter and re-
view. These objections would be used repeatedly in the arguments directed
against Darwin's book. For example, the same objections were raised by

the eminent anatomist Richard Owen in his review of the Qrigin of Species

published anonymousiy by The Edinburgh Review in April 1860.

Commenting upon natural selection, Owen asserted that it

5]Adam Seagwick to Charles Darwin, December 1859, in David L. Hull,
Darwin and His Critics (Cambridge, Mass. 1973), 157
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is no very profound or recondite surmise; it is just one of
those obvious possibilities that might float through the
imagination of any speculative naturalist; only, the sober
searcher after truth would prefer a blameless silence to
sending the proposition forth as explanatory of the origin
of species, without its inductive foundation, 55

The review was a remarkable piece of puffery which drew extensively upon
quotations from Owen's own writings to illustrate that he had long lab-
oured on the same question, but as a "sober searcher after truth" had not
been seduced by speculation. Owen chastised Darwin for not including
adequate references

to the writings of his predecessors, from whom, rather than

from the phenomena of the distribution of the inhabitants of

South America, he might be sugposed to have derived his ideas

as to the origin of species.>
Darwin found himself repeatedly misrepresented in the review, which he
blamed upon envy caused by the popularity of his book.57 He wrote to
Charles Lyell: "It is painful to be hated in the intense degree with

which Owen hates me."58

Owen coached Wilberforce in the Bishop's crusade
against the Darwinian hypothesis and engaged in an often vituperative de-

bate with Huxley on the subject in lectures and in print for many years.

{
.In fact, hoyever, Owen's position on the fixity of species, although ex-

~

pressed with a cautious ambiguity, was close to Darwin's and his opposition

to the Darwinian hypothesis was aroused at least in part by the fear that

55 (Richard Owen], "Darwin on the Origin of Species", Edinburgh Re-
view (April 1860), in Hull, Darwin and His Critics, 196

%1hid., 184

-

57Charles Darwin to J.S. Henslow, 8 May 1860 in Hull, Darwin and

His Critics, 172 .

58Char1es Darwin to C. Lyell, 10.April 1860, in Hull, Darwin and

His Critics, 172
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his own work would be eclipsed. A reviewer in the London Review, 1866,

commented that Owen "denies the Darwinian doctrine, admits the accuracy
of its basis, and claims to be the first to point out the truth of the
principle on which it is founded."59

The leading opponent in the United States of Darwin's hypothesis

was the Harvard zoologist Louis Agassiz. In 1860 the American Journal of

Science and Arts published an excerpt dealing with the QOrigin of Species

from the advance proof sheets of the third voliume of Agassiz' Contribu-

tions to the Natural History of the United States. Agassiz distinguished

between "individual peculiarity” and specific difference. The differences

which are perceived in individual members of species over successéve
generations relate to their individuality and do not affect the integrity
7

¢

of the species.

Whatever minor differences may exist between the products
of this succession of generations are all individual
peculiarities, in no way connected with the essential
features of the species, and therefore as transient as the
1nd1v1duals;68h11e the specific characters are forever
fixed. . . .

Moreover, such individual peculiaritieérare not transmitted through in-

heritance but disappear with the individual. Individuals transmit instead

"all that is specific or generic, or, in a word, typical in them. . .".6]

Agassiz upheld the evidence of design in nature.
[

59London Review, 12, 1866, 516, in Alvar Ellegard, Darwin and the
General Reader, 50

60Louis Agassiz, "Professor Agassiz on the Origin of Species”,
American Journal of Science and Arts, Second Series, 30 (1860), in R. J.
WiTson, ed., Darwinism and the American Intellectual (Homewood, I11. 1967),
18-19 -
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. there runs throughout Nature unmistakable evidence of

thought, corresponding to the mental operations of our own

mind, and therefore intelligible to us as thinking beings,

and unaccountable on any other basis than that they owe their

existence to the working of intelligence; and no theory that

overlooks this element can be true to nature.62
Agassiz defined species as "categories of thought in the Supreme Intell-
igence" which have "as truly an independent existence and are as un-
varying as thought itself after it has once been expresséd."63 Species
existed as ideas in the mind of God as Aristotelian essentialism main-
tained. Agassiz also argued that the geological record did not support
Darwin's hypothesis. There were no fossil remains leading to the earliest
evidence of highly organized marine animals in the Cambrian period.
Agassiz asserted that

Species appear suddenly and disappear suddenly in successive

strata. That is the fact proclaimed by Palaeontology; they

neither increase successively in number, nor do they gradually

dwindle down; none of the fossil remains thus far observed
show signs of a gradual improvement or of slow decay. .

Darwin had been unable to produce any facts from the geological record to
prove his case that species were mutable. Agassiz stated, "Instead of
facts we are treated with marvellous bear, cuckoo, and other stories.“65
Agassiz' main opponent in the Darwinian controversy and Darwin's
chief defender in the United States was the botanist Asa Gray,who also
taught at Harvard. In a series of public debates on the subject, Gray
triumphed over the arguments presented by Agassiz againgt the Origin of
Species, an argument on species which had begun before the publication of
Darwin's book. At a meeting of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences

-
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on 11 January 1859, Gray had supported the concept of the mutability of
species while Agassiz defended the creation of immutable species. Gray
asserted that Darwin's hypothesis need not be incompatible with the be-
1ief that design confirming the existence of God was evident in nature.

In an 1860 review of the QOrigin of Species. Gray asked:

What is to hinder Mr. Darwin from giving Paley's argument
a further a-fortiori extension to the supposed case of a
watch which sometimes produces better watches, and contri-
vances adapted to successive conditions, and so at length
turns out a chronometer, a town clock, or a series of
organisms of the same type?66

Gray extended his support of design to the concept of natural selection
in such articles as "Natural Selection not Inconsistent with Natural

Theology" published by the Atlantic Monthly in 1860. Upholding the need

for "a Divinity that shapes these ends", Gray wrote:
Mr. Darwin, in proposing a theory which suggests a how that
harmonizes these facts into a system, we trust implies that
all was done wisely, in the largest sense designedly, and by
an Intelligent First Cause.
He be]iéved that this Divinity in nature was responsible for controlling

and directing the variations on which natural selection acts.68

Gray's
position on teleology was that it was possible to reconcile design with
the Darwinian hypothesis, thus answering one of Agassiz' fundamental
criticisms.

In The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, Thomas S. Kuhn has

56Asa Gray, "Review of Darwin's Theory on the Origin of Species”,
American Journal of Science and Arts, Second Series, 29 (1860), in
Wilson, Darwinism, 34

67Ibid., 36, 31

68

Irvine, Apes, Angels and Victorians, 108




asserted that neither the mutability of species nor the possibility of
man's descent from apes was as important to Darwin's critics as the fact

that the Origin of Species "recognized no goals set either by God or
w69

nature. Kuhn noted that the evolutionary theories proposed before

Darwin's had presented evolution as a goal-directed process.

The "idea" of man and of the contemporary flora and fauna
was thought to have been present from the first creation of
1ife, perhaps in the mind of God. That idea of plan had
provided the direction and the guiding force to the evol-
utionary process.’0

Similarly David L. Hull has noted:

Teleology had been part of the conceptual framework of
Western science from ancient Greece until the time of
Darwin. . . . The change in scientific thought marked

by the appearance of the QOrigin of Species was so funda-
mental that it certainly deserves the title of a conceptual
revolution.

The Oriqgin of Species posited development that moved from primitive be-
' 72

ginnings but not towards a specific goal. Natural Selection eliminated
the concept of design or plan in nature and, therefore, removed the
fundamental assumption of Paley's natural theology. Kuhn wrote:

The belief that natural selection, resulting from mere com-

petition between organisms for survival, could have produced

man together with the higher animals and plants was_the most
difficult and disturbing aspect of Darwin's theory.73

Loren Eiseley has suggested that Darwin replaced "a naively simple" form

69Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions
(Chicago 1967), 171
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of the design argument that saw design as the "creation of an animal or
plant for a special purpose and for all time" with a "broad and more
sophisticated teleology"” which arqgued for "directivity in the process
of life even though that directivity may be without finality in a human

sense."74

Such supporters of evolution as Asa Gray, Thomas Huxley and,
later in the century, Henri Bergson have suggested that Darwin's hypo-
thesis might be considered teleological. The inescapable fact remains,

however, that the Origin of Species challenged the Paleyite concept of

design by demonstrating that science neither required nor supported
teleology. Acceptance by members of the scientific community of this
elimination of teleology would indeed prove that the revolution which

Huxley believed would be produced by the Origin of Species had been ef-

fected.

The question of teleology suggests that it is possible to use the
Kuhnian concept of paradigms to analyze the opposition to the Origin of
Species. While the meaning of paradigm as Thomas S. Kuhn has employed it
has been open to discussion, his statements that the term is related
closely to "normal science" and that paradigms "provide models from
which spring particular coherent traditions of scientific research" in-
dicate that paradigms may represent sets of established assumptions and
practices which unite the scientific community during a given period of

75

time. Scientific revolutions occur when an old paradigm is replaced

by a new one in response to a crisis produced by the inability of the

74
75
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old paradigm to explain anomalies made evident by new discoveries or new
theories. The existence of competing paradigms during periods of trans-
ition splits the scientific community into two worlds, isolated by in-
ability to understand each other's goals, methods, or language. Kuhn
cites Darwin's statement:

I by no means expect to convince experienced naturalists

whose minds are stocked with a multitude of facts all viewed,

during a long course of years, from a point of view directly

opposite to mine.’6
Conversion to the new paradigm is a slow process and, as Kuhn has noted:

Lifelong resistance (to the new paradigm} particularly from

those whose productive careers have committed them to an

older tradition of normal science, is not a violation of

scientific standards by; an index to the nature of scien-

tific research itself.
Certainty about the existing paradigm is what makes normal science possible;
once a new paradigm has been accepted and has become "normal science", it
will elicit the same kind of certainty. Belief in teleology was part of
the paradigm which Darwin's hypothesis threatened to supersede. Another
aspect of this old paradigm was its conception of the inductive method.

The concept of paradigms, of course, was not understood in

Darwin's time and not all accept it today. Moreover, in our time, it
is understood that a paradigm has validity only to the degree that is
renders the available evidence intelligible. It does not purport to be
an absolute generalization, but recognizes that scientific laws are rel-
ative and ultimately have nothing to say about the "why" as opposed to

the "how" of the material world. Failure to comprehend this distinction

accounts for the continuing belief in the ability of scientists to
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undermine religious convictions or doctrines. Since Darwin and his con-
temporaries, especially the latter, did not appreciate the relativity of
scientific statements, they clung dogmatically to their positions. Those
who were on his side were the more convinced because they attached an
exaggerated importance to inductively based generalizations; those who
were opposed were equally dogmatic because they shared the same assump-~
tions about the validity of scientific conclusions when properly formu-
lated. If they had seen the matter from Kuhn's perspective, they would
have found it much easier to differentiate between scientific, philos-
ophical, and religious explanations or generalizations.

In Darwin and His Critics, David L. Hull has noted that scientists

who argued that Darwin had not proved his hypothesis accepted such theories
as Newton's theory of universal gravitation as demonstrated by induction.78
Hull's exp]anat?on for this disparity reflects the Kuhnian concept of
paradigms.

It is certainly true that Darwin had not proved a complete

induction, but neither had Newton or any of his followers.

The major difference was that Newton'; theory was accepted.

It was part of the received doctrine.’9
Hull argued that the philosophies of science constructed by Sir John
Herschel, William Whelwell and John Stuart Mi1l employed physical theories

80 For

as paradigms which established unrealistic standards of proof.
example, the mathematician William Hopkins in 1860 had used the gravi-

tational theory and the undulatory theory of light as standards of proof

o

78

~
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in his appraisal of Darwin's hypothesis. Hull noted that neither of

these physical theories had been proved because both were false and

81 He concluded that

that neither theory was typical of physics.
Given Hopkins' parochial selection of physical theories and
his unrealistic interpretation of them, evolutionary theory
was bound 50 be judged inadequate, no matter how fair he
might be.8

Recent students of Darwin's methodology such as Ernst Mayr, Gavin De Beer,

and Michael Ghiselin have emphasized its modernity.S 1In The Triumph of

the Darwinian Method, Ghiselin commented:

Unless one understands this - that Darwin applied, rigor-
ously and consistently, the modern, hypothetico-deductive
scientific method - his accomplishments cannot be appreci-
ated. His entire scientific accomplishments must be
attributed not to the collection of facts, but to the
development of theory.84

Ghiselin has provided an answer to criticism of the proof advanced by

Darwin: "The Origin of Species is less to be valued for the answers it
w85

gives than .-for the questions it asks.

Within a decade of the publication of the Oriqin of Species, the

mutability of species was generally accepted by the scientific community.
M.J.S. Hodge has noted:
Any doubt that common descent - as distinct from natural

selection - would prevail ended with George Bentham's
presidential address (May 25, 1868) to the Linnean Society

821pid., 274
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and Charles Lyell's new edition, the 10th, of his Principles
of Geology (1st. vol. 1867; 2nd vol. 1868).86

Both .Bentham, a botanist, and Lyell came Qut in clear support of evol-
ution. Alvar Ellegard stated that in the period 1864 - 1869, "almost ~
everybody, Darwinian or not, was ready to attest that the scientific

w87

world had in general come to accept evolutionary views. This opinion

was supported by The Spectator in 1868 which commented that Darwinian

principles more or less claimed "a large majority both of the general
public and, in this country, of scientific natura]ists."88 However, both
Hodge and Ellegard made a distinction between acceptance of evolution and
acceptance of natura! selection. Ellegard wrote: "The majority of the
general public, andfa good many scientists, refused to accept the Natural
Selection theory, while allowing themselves to be converted to evolut-

1onism."89

Nevertheless, Darwin was sufficiently satisfied with the ac-
ceptance of his hypothesis to essay the subject of man.

In February 1871 the publication of The Descent of Man and Sel-

ection in Relation to Sex presented the conclusion implicit in the Origin

of Species "that man is the co-descendant with other spéties of some

ancient, lower, and extinét form. .“90

According to Darwin
g‘:}

(Wihen I found that many naturalists fully accepted the

doctrine of the evolution of species, it seemed to me

advisable to work up such notes as I possessed, and to

86M.J.S. Hodge, "England" in Thomas F. Glick, ed., The Comparative
Reception of Darwinism (Austin and London 1972), 3

87
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publish a special treatise on the origin of man.gl

In fact, Darwin wrote this work only with great reluctance. He had

hoped that the subj)ect of man might attract Alfred Russel Wallace. Des-
pite the fact that Darwin offered him all his notes and bibliography,
Wallace refused to undertake the project. His reason for declining was
that he was busy writing a travel book, but it soon became obvious that
Wallace dixd not accept an evolutionary explanation for man's descent. In

April 1869, The Quarterly Review published Wallace's article "Sir Charles

Lyell on Geological Climate and the Origin of Species” which argued that
human intelligence could only be explained by the direct intervention of

Cosmic Inte]h’gence.g2

Wallace reluctantly concluded that neither nat-
ural selection nor any of Darwin's other explanations could account for
the emergence of man as an intelligent and spiritual creation. Therefore,

after completing his Variation of Animals and Plants under Domestication,

Darwin began his three-year task of writing The Descent of Man.

In The Descent of Man, Darwin asserted: "He who is not content

to look, like a savage, at the phenomena of nature as disconnected, cannot

any longer believe that man is the work of a separate act of creation."93

He argued that "man is descended from a hairy, tailed quadruped, probably
arboreal in its habits, and an inhabitant of the___Ql_d_World.”94 Moreover,

this development extended to man's intelligence and moral sense: there

91
92
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was a difference in degree, not in kind, between the mind of man and of

the higher animals, and the foundation of man's moral sense was the

95

social instincts evident in animals. Most of The Descent of Man, how-

ever, deals not with man but with the process of sexual selection, "the

advantage which certain individuals have over others of the same sex and

96

species solely in respect to reproduction.” Darwin wrote:

[t is certain that amongst almost all animals there is a

struggle between the males for the possession of the female.

This fact 1s 3o notorious that it would be superfluous to

give instances. Hence the females have the opportunity of

selecting one out of several males. 7
He noted that females select "the more attractive, and at the same time
vigorous males" and produce a larger number of offspring than less vig-
orous and less attractive pairs.98 Ghiselin has called sexual selection
"Darwin's most briliant argument in favor of natural selection of which
it is a coroHary."99

The most vehement critic of Darwin's new yook was the Roman

Catholic biologist St. George Mivart, who accepted the mutability of
species but attempted to reconcile a teleological concept of evolution
with Catholicism. Mivart argued:

We maintain that while there is no need to abandon the re-

ceived position that man is truly animal, he is yet the only

rational one known to us, and that his rationality consti-
tutes a fundamental distinction - one of kind and not of

9 1pid., 494
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degree.100

Mivart's criticisms were answered by Thomas Huxley and by mathematician
and philosopher Chauncey Wright in the United States. However, undoubt-

edly prepared by the Origin of Species, the reading public generally did

not respond with shock to The Descent of Man. When criticism or reser-

vations were expressed, they were usually tempered with respect for
Darwin's scientific reputation. Huxley commented:
A happy change has come over Mr. Darwin's critics. The
mixture of ignorance and insolence which, at first,
characterised a large proportion of the attacks with which

he was assailed, is ?8 longer the sad distinction of anti-
Darwinian criticism. 101

While critics of the Darwinian hypothesis would continue to express their

opposition, they were clearly on the defensive by 1871. The Descent of

Man represented the logical completion of the argument, and the revolution,

begun twelve years earlier in the Origin of Species.

el

]OO(St. George Mivart) "Darwin's Descent of Man", Quarterly Review
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THE CANADIAN RECEPTION OF DARWINISM

The Origin of Species presented a view of nature which was al-

ready familiar to nineteenth-century Canadians. Life in the vast,
sparsely settled country was close enough to nature to provide numerous
indications of the struggle for survival cited in support of the Darwinian

hypothesis. In his "Conclusion™ to the Literary History of Canada,

Northrop Frye has written: —
The environment, in nineteenth-century Canada, is terrify-
ingly cold, empty and vast, where the obvious and immediate

sense of nature is the late Romantic one, 1ncreas1ng1¥ af -
fected by Darwinism, of nature red in tooth and claw.

Sandra Djwa's study of the poet E. J. Pratt has described the effect

which the Darwinian concept of nature had upon Pratt growing up in
Newfoundland at the end of the century.2 Pratt witnessed man's continuing
struggle against nature in this particular environment and to him it
represented "the ironic enigma of Nature in relation to the Christian

view of the world.“3 The Precambrian rocks of the Laurentian Shield
served as a constant reminder of the antiquity of the world, and the
native people whose existence in Canada dated from long before the first
European arrived gave the ne&er settlers from the 01d World living ex-

amples of man in a natural and primitive state.f’/

]
Northrop Frye, "Conclusion" in C. F. Klinck, ed » Literary
History of Canada (Toronto 1967), 843
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If Canada's physical environment supplied immediate evidence of
Darwin's view of nature, its universities provided a nexus for the form-
ulation of scientific, theological, and philosophical responses to the
questions raised by the Darwinian revolution. The interplay of these'
responses was especially important in the history of Canadian ideas since
it occurred at a time when the perception and teaching of both science
and theology were changing in Canadian universities. The fact that the

publication of the Origin of Species coincided with the completion of

University College in Toronto may be taken as symbolic of the close as-
sociation between the discussion of Darwin's hypothesis and the develop-
ment of universities in Canada. The last half of the nineteenth century
was a period of remarkable growth for Canadian universities from small,
limited institutions with uncertain futures to diversified and relatively
secure institutions at the turn of the century. While McGill University
perhaps presented the most dramatic jllustration of this growth, it was
also evident in the development of Queen's University and the University
of Toronto.

Science was becoming a more significant part of university edu-
cation in the late nineteenth century than it had been previously. Sur-
veying scientific enquiry in England, David Hull has noted:

Men who occupied themselves with what we now call science
have been around for a long time but they tended either to

be of independent means or else to make their living in other
professions, frequently becoming clergymen. Nor was science
a very significant part of university education prior to the

nineteenth century. All thiz was changing when Charles
Darwin published the QOrigin.

4Da\dd Hull, "Darwinism and Historiography" in F. Glick, ed., The
Comparative Reception of Darwinism (Austin and London 1972), 397
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This professionalization of science was evident in Canada where amateur
naturalists were being replaced by academic specialists. The teaching _
of science was encouraged by the demand for graduates in such subjects
as engineering and geology to meet the practical needs of the country.
Growing Canadian interest in science was also indicated by the develop-
ment of societies to promote scientific enquiry. The Montreal Natural
History Society, founded in 1827, published the influential Canadian
Naturalist. The Royal Canadian Institute was established in Toronto in
1849 and its Journal became an important vehicle for scientific dis-
cussion. In 1859, the Nova Scotia Literary and Scientific Society was

established. Articles on science frequently appeared in such periodicals

as The Canadian Monthly and National Review, The Bystander, and, at the

end of the century, the Queen's Quarterly.

In 1859, Dr. James Bovell published Qutlines of Natural Theology

for the Use of the Canadian Student which presented, as the title sug-

gested, a Paleyite interpretation of the cutrrent state of scientific
knowledge. Bovell was a Church of England priest and a medical doctor
who had been a founder of the Trinity University medical faculty and
later was a member of the Toronto School of Medicine. Earlier in the

century, Henry Taylor, an author from Lower Canada, wrote An Attempt to

Form a System of the Creation of our Globe, of the Planets, and the Sun

of our System,which argued that the Genesis days of creation were suc-
5

cessive cycles of time.” Published in Toronto in 1836, Taylor's work

e
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went through nine editions by 1854.6 Other attempts in British North
America to reconcile science and religion included Thomas Trotter's

Treatise on Geology (1845), Moses Harvey's The Harmony of Science and

Revelation (1856), and T. W. Goldie's Mosaic Account of Creation of the

World and the Noachian Deluge Geologically Explained (1856). Paley's own

writings and the writings of such popularizers as Hugh Miller were also
available in Canada. The first printed calendar, 1854 - 1856, for the

University of Trinity College, Toronto, listed Paley's Evidences of
7

Christianity as a subject for examination in Arts.

During the last half of the nineteenth cen;ury, the preoccupation
with religion which has always been a distinctive %ndercurrent in
Canadian life came to the surface as theologians attempted to meet the
new philosophical and scientific cha]]gnges of their age. Religious cop-
cern extended to such laymen as Goldwin Smith whp believed that the theory
of evolution threatened to undermine the religious beliefs upon which the

stability of society depended.8 Such works as David Strauss' The Life

of Jesus Critically Examined, Ernest Renan's Life of Jesus, and J. R.

Seeley's Ecce Homo advocated a higher criticism of the Biblical record
which raised questions already implicit in the scientific advances of the
time. In his history of the Presbyterian Church in Canada, John S. Moir
called the higher criticism the "most important theological development

of the late Victorian period" but Moir added:

61bid., 449

~

7T. A. Reed, ed., A History of the University of Trinity College
(Toronto 1952), 53-54

8Goldw1n Smith, No Refuge but in Truth (Toronto 1909), 9




35

Only after it had been thoroughly disputed abroad did higher
criticism reach Canada, and here its exponents presented
their findings as academic hypotheses rather than as new
and sensational dogmas.
Moir also argued that the theory of evolution had a minimal effect upon

10 While it is true

Canadian religious belief in the nineteenth century.
that much of the debate was university centréd, this should not lessen
the importance of higher criticism and the theory of evolution for
theology in Canada. The academic nature of the debate ensured that a
generation of theological students would be exposed to the arguments and
literature relating to fundamental issues concerning the relationship of
science and religion in the modern age. By the 1890s, for example, the
outlook of Salem Bland had been influenced by his reading of the histor-
ical critics of scripture and various works on evolution, including
Darwin's.]]
Evolutionary principles were expressed in much of Canada's liter-
ature during the late nineteenth century. The writings of such poets as
Bliss Carman, Archibald Lampman, and Charles G. D. Roberts demonstrated
a concern with the quegtions raised by evolution. Evolution also lent
itself to the popular genre of the nature and animal story. Writers ei-

plored, sometimes to extremes, the notion of survival of the fittest and

man's kinship with his animal brothers. In Wild Animals I Have Known

published in 1898, Ernest Thompson Seton wrote:

9John S. Moir, Enduring Witness: A History of the Presbyterian
Church in Canada (Toronto n.d.), 174

10144, 175

11

Richard Allen, The Social Passion (Toronto 1971), 9
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We and the beasts are kin. Man has nothing that the animals
have not at least a vestige of: the an?gals have nothing
that man does not in some degree share.

The animal stories of Charles G. D. Roberts often present a stark picture
of the struggle for survival. "“The Last Barrier" by Roberts described
the winnowing of salmon caused by the barrier of a waterfall:

The Falls were such that vigorous fish had no real trouble

in surmounting them. But they inexorably weeded out the

weaklings. No feeble saimon e¥gr got to the top of that

straight and thunderous pitch.
The "sweeping evolutionary concerns” of E. J. Pratt, who was a generation

younger than Roberts, have been examined by Sandra Djwa in E. J. Pratt:
14

The Evolutionary Vision. Djwa held that "the conflict between Darwinian

w15

nature and Chr%stian ethics" was "Pratt's central concern.
The discussion of the Darwinian hypothesis occurred at a critical
time in Canada's development as a nation. The years following Confeder-
ation were marked by a considerable flurry of intellectual activity. In
1868, the Canada First Movement was founded by men who "attempted to
arouse a stronger consciousness of uniqueness.among Canadians and to im-
part meaning to the phrase, 'new n.at:ionah'ty'."]6 Similar goals motiv-

ated writers and educators. There was, however, a defensive quality to

much of this activity which made it somewhat self-conscious. Factional

]2C1ted in Literary History of Canada, 626

13Char]es G. D. Roberts, The Last Barrier (Toronto 1958), 83

]4Djwa, Pratt, 11

VS1pid., 11

16

Carl Berger, The Sense of Power (Toronto 1970), 49
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and sectional problems threatened the country's existence almost immed-
iately after its creation. The realm of ideas might provide Canada with
that unifying force which politics seemed unable to give. This was the
hope which Claude Bissell has noted in his survey of literary development
in Post-Confederation Central Canada:

To many observers, the factional manoeuvering that had pre-

ceded Confederation and the grave problems that immediately

followed it made it apparent that national unity had to be

founded on something more stable than the niceties of pol-

itical compromise. Was it not possible, they asked, to sink

political divergence in a disint?geétedaconcern for the
cultural life of the new nation?

During such uncertain periods, traditional values and patterns of ideas
often assume a new importance. Canada's intellectual development in the \
post-Confederation years reflected a reliance upon such traditional
elements even while it searched for national uniqueness. This created
such apparent paradoxes as the compatibility of nationalism and imperial-
ism in the minds of many Canadians. One result of this was that Canadians
were especially sensitive to such new ideas as Darwin's theory of evol-
ution which threatened, in the opinion of many, to challenge and alter
the 1nté]1ectual and spiritual roots of the nation.

The threat perceived in Darwin's theory of evolution was evident
in the writings of Goldwin Smith at the turn of the century. In a letter
to Lord Mount Stephen in 1902, Smith wrote:

Darwin has proved that there was no fall of man. If there

was no fall, how can there have been an incarnation or a
redemption, and what becomes of the whole edifice of

]7C1aude Bissell, "Literary Taste in Central Canada During the
Late Nineteenth Century", Canadian Historical Review (1950), 238-239
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orthodox Chr‘istiam'ty?]8

Later in the same year, Smith wrote to Lord Mount Stephen:

The collapse of religion is sure to be felt in the disturb-
ance of morality. When this is combined with hunger for
gain and ]uxurg, the next generation is likely to see
Tively times. |

Smith considered the implications of Darwinism and the higher criticism
for the future of religious belief and the stability of society in such

works as Guesses at the Riddle of Existence (1897), The Founder of

Christendom (1903), In Quest of Light (1906), and No Refuge but in Truth

(1908). 1In Guesses at the Riddle of Existence, Smith held that "Darwin's

discovery has effaced the impassable line which we took to have been drawn
by a separate creation between man and the beasts who per*ish."20 He
wrote: .

These are troublous times. The trouble is everywhere: in
politics, in the social system, in religion. But the
storm-centre seems to be in the region of religion. The
fundamental beliefs on Yhich our social system has partly
rested are giving way.?2

Smith noted: "It is natural to fear that unless a substitute for religion
can, within a measurable time, be found, a period of some moral confusion

will ensue."22

18G01dwin Smith, to Lord Mount Stephen, 1 February 1902, in T. A.
Haultain, ed., A Selection of Goldwin Smith's Correspondence (London 1913),
379

}QGoldwin Smith to Lord Mount Stephen, 5 April 1902, in Haultain,
Smith's Correspondence, 379

20Go'ldwin Smith, Guesses at the Riddle of Existence (New York
1897), 101

2V 1bid., 96

22

Ibid., 196-197
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Despite his apparent pessimism, Smith retained some hope for the

future of religious faith. In In Quest of Light, he stated, "We are

happily casting off superstition, but there may be still some scope for

faith. Not for the faith which would reject or supplant reason, but for

the faith which is the evidence of things unseen."23 He believed that
-«

it was then impossible to make a definitive judgement on the validity of
the concept of evolution since future scientific discoveries might pro-

vide further clarification: "Physical science itself is still advancing,

and there may be Darwins after Darwin."24

)
I find myseTf between two fires: The Darwinian and the
Dominican. But I fancy that my position is that of a good
many thoughtful men who have renounced superstition but are
not ready to go the whole length of materialtsm without
further 1ight. Even on social grounds the prospect of a
reign of Egmnerc1aiism without conscience is enough to make
us pause.

It was also obvious that, in Smith's opinion, man's mental and moral de-
velopment had not been explained by any theory of physical evolution.

In No Refuge but in Truth, he wrote:

I accept evolution, if it is the verdict of science as to the
origin of physical species, the human species included;
though it certainly seems strange that, the chances being

so numerous as they are, no distinct case of evolution should
have taken place without our ken. But the theory apparently
does not pretend to account for the development of man's
higher nature. That there is a gap in the continuity of de-
velopment or any supernatural intervention has never been
suggested by me; but it does appear that there is an ascent
such as constitutes an essential_difference and calls for
other than physical exp]anation.2

23301dwin Smith, In Quest of Light (Toronto 1906), 7
21hid., 72 1hid., 16
26

Goldwin Smith, No Refuge but in Truth (Toronto 1909), 39
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Goldwin Smith counseled that, assuming adequate proof, the findings of
modern science must be accepted and he recognized that many of these
findings had a serious effect upon man's religious faith: "To know what
remains to us of our traditional belief we must frankly resign that
which, however cherished, the progress of science and learning has taken
away."27 Nevertheless, as his comments on the development of man's
higher nature indicate, man's moral instincts and perceptions suggested
to Smith that "To some power, and apparently to some moral power, we must
owe our being."28
The religious response to modern science was discussed in an ed-

itorial, "On Educational Work", which appeared in 1876 in the Canadian

Methodist Magazine, edited by the Rev. W. H. Withrow. Emphasizing the

unity of truth, the editorial noted "a disastrous divorce" between religion

and science and suggested that this situation was due in part to the ig-

norance of the m'lnistr'y.29

Sometimes the pulpit has been guilty of caricatures and at-
tempted refutations of Spencer, Tyndall, Darwin, and Huxley,
which were calculated to produce only shame and sorrow, or
disgust and indignation. They betray either gross ignorance
or flagrant dishonesty - ignorance of the real teaching of the
men denounced, or dishonest perversion of those teachings.
More intimate mutual acquaintance, and greater candour and
fairness, can alone bridge the abyss between the two divisions
of the great army of truth - religion and science - can alone
enable them to advance, side by side, for the dispelling of
darkness and overthrow of error, instead of engaging in
fratricidal conflict with each other - for are they not both

27

281h4d., 45

Smith, In Quest of Light, vii

29The Canadian Methodist Magazine (July-December 1876), 464
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sons of the God and Father of truth?30

In 1890, the other Methodist organ, the Christian Guardian, counseled the

acceptance of scientific fact but stressed as well the responsibility of
the informed layman in science to question scientific theories.

So far. . . as the facts of science are concerned, we must
depend for our knowledge almost wholly on those who dig in
these mines of research. Supposing the observation in every
case to be carefully made and accurately reported we are
bound to accept the result as true. . . . But when we pass
to the theories and opinions which may be based on alleged
facts, the intelligent non-scientific reader should have
something to say. . . . It may be inadmissible for ordinary
mortals to question the facts; but certainly all thinking
and educated people have a right to judge of the soundness
of the reasoning and nguments by which a theory or con-
clusion is supported.

A decade later, the Christian Guardian viewed evolution from a perspective

which indicated that belief in it could exist within a theological con-
text without conflict.

[t is of lesser importance that a man holds to what Genesis
“seems to teach, or that he seeks to explain the origin of

sin from the standpoint of an evolutionist; his beljefs as

to the origin of sin assume importance only, or at least
chiefly as they enable him to deal ggequately or inadequately
with the fact as we have it to-day.

An Anglican clergyman, Canon George Jacobs Low of Ottawa, asserted in
1898 that "Evolution is now too much thoroughly established to be re-

w33

sisted or ignored by Theology. Canon Low's advice was to have faith

in Christ, the second Adam who imparted eternal 1ife as man's potential.

3O1pid., 465

3 ehristian Guardian (10 December 1890), 792 .

32

Christian Guardian {5 February 1908), 5-6

33G. J. Low, "Evolution in Relation to Christian Thought",
Queen's Quarterly (October 1898), 93.
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By the end of the nineteenth century, it was evident that many clergy
and laymen, while still profoundly concerned about the implications of
evolution for their faith, accepted that the theory would not disappear
and perhaps accepted as well the applicability of the theory to man's

physical origins and development.
@

In the opinion of the essayist W. D. LeSueur, an understanding
of such scientific concepts as evolution required the general public to
learn the precise meaning of the words used by modern science:

Many of the phrases which the science of today has made the
common property of the reading world are wholly void of
meaning unless understood in the precise sense in which
they may happen to be employed, though the words Rf which
they are composed are as common as words can be.3

LeSueur cited the example of Darwinism:

What words. . . are better understood than "protective" and
"resemblance"? But ask some one who is wholly unacquainted
with the 1iterature of Darwinism what a "protective re-
semblance"” is, and he wjll be utterly at a loss for an
answer. . . . The same remark applies to the much more
familiar term “"natural selection"; you must either know

the special sense in which the words are used or else find
them a meaningless formula. Many phrases of a scientific
or semi-scientific character have been caught up by the
multitude and are gged with very slight reference to their
true significance.

F. W. Natt has called LeSueur "that almost unique phenomenon of nineteenth-
century Canada, a disciple of Auguste Comte."36 As might be expected of

one associated with positivism, LeSueur defended the accomplishments of

34H D. LeSueur, "A Few Words on Criticism", Canadian Month]y
and National Review, XI (September 1879), 325

35

36F. W. Watt, "Literature of Protest" in Literary History of
Canada, %60

Ibid., 325
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modern science. In his 1879 article "The Scientific Spirit", he noted

that

The modern world is, in altogether peculiar degree, under

the dominion of physical science, and more and more of the

best thogght of our time is being drafted into scientific

regions.
LeSueur believed that this emphasis upon science improved the conditions
of life and that "human thought. . . is in a healthier state than in the
days when science was feeble and theology strong."38 He argued, however,
against dogmatism in science, rigid acceptance of the orthodox science
of the time.

The true scientific attitude of mind is one opposed to all

dogmatism, one which regards the work of science as in its

nature exhaustless, and which sees that progress consists

in ever grasping more and more of the unity of laws and

phenomena, and not in pursuing separate lines of enquiry

into infinitely minute detail.39
In LeSueur's opinion, there was a need to stress the fact that all scien-
tific theories were really working hypotheses: "How unwise therefore to
allow a working hypothesis actually to stand in the way of works - to
nafl ourselves down to it, as if it were really part of the durable frame-
work of the universe!"*0 Although he did not share Goldwin Smith's fears
concerning the effect of scientific discoveries upon religious faith,
LeSueur would clearly agree with Smith's assertion that "Physical science

itself is still advancing, and there may be Darwins after I)arwin."‘ﬂ

~Y

37N. D. LeSueur, "The Scientific Spirit”, Rose-Belford's
Canadian Monthly, II1 (1879), 437-44)
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40
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LeSueur held that, rather than becoming bogged down in the defence of
provisional theories or in the classification of specimens, science must
be “the instructor of humanity to all noble ends. . . the great Tiberal-
iser of thought, the enemy of superstition and confusion, the beautifier
of life. ."42

The advances in nineteenth-century science left their mark upon
Canadian philosophy. Canada's most influential philosophers in the
nineteenth century were John Watson of Queen's and John Clark Murray of
McGi1l. Murray taught Mental and Moral Philosophy at Queen's University
from 1862 to 1872 when he accepted an appointment to McGill. Greatly
influenced by Sir William Hamilton and the Scottish Common Sense school
while a student at the universities of Glasgow and Edinburgh, Murray was
also influenced strongly by modern French and German philosophy and by

43

biblical criticism during studies at Gdttingen and Heidelberg. Noting

that {t is difficult to classify Murray's philosophical position, J. A.
Irving suggested that it might be best described as "eclectic ideaHsm."44

Murray's major work was An Introduction to Ethics, published in 1891. In

it, he made considerable use of the evolutionary concept of development.

In its matter the physical nature of man is connected with
the existing matter of the organic and inorganic worlds,
governed by the same mechanical, chemical, and physiological
movements which are traceable in these. In its form, man's

42LeSueur, “"Scientific Spirit", 441

%3). A. Irving, adapted by A. H. Johnson, "Philosophical
Literature to 1910" in Literary History of Canada, 442-443

44

Ibid., 443
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physical nature 1s connected Eistorical]y with the past evol-
utions of the organic world.4

Murray emphasized the influence of heredity:

Every department of science which treats of human life is
being profoundly modified by the conviction that human
nature, as we find it now in all its manifestations, is in
some sense an evolution of human nature as it ‘existed in
the past. Accordingly the mental life of every man is, in
a large measure, hereditarily determined by the narrower
influences of his immediate ancestry, by the wider 12—
fluences of the particular race to which he belongs. 6

In J. A. Irving's opinion, "it is remarkable that he (Murray) should have
been so receptive to the scientific material that had become available as
an aftermath of the Darwinian bio]ogy."47
As the above survey suggests, responses to Darwin's theory of
evolution were widespread and took many fo;ms in Canada. In the 1867
Inaugural Address to University College's new Natural Science Association,
W. H. Ellis declared, "We are slowly advancing towards truth on the ruin

48 There were those in Canada who feared that the

of old theories.”
Darwin{an revolution would ruin more than.old theories. The purpose of
this study is to analyze the responses of John William Dawson, Daniel

Wilson, John Watson, and Nathanael Burwash to the Darwinian hypothesis.

tEach man responded in a distinctive manner, and both the immediate and

the long range influence of their ideas was not equal. Their collective

45John Clark Murray, An Introduction to Ethics (Montreal, 1891),

13

/

47Irv‘lng, "Philosophical Literature to 1919", 444

48PubHc Archives of Canada, Biggar Papers, C. R. W. Biggar, notes

on the Inaugural Address to the Natural Science Association, University
College, made by W. H. Ellis, 14 November 1867.
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response, nevertheless, which was‘ﬁpunciated in the last four decades
of the nineteenth century tells much about the nature and quality of
post-Confederation intellectual 1ife. A1l four men were active parti-
cipants in Canadian university development and all four had definite,
and articulated, religious beliefs. Starting with Principal Dawson of
McGi1l and then examining the ideas subsequently held by President
Wilson of Toronto, Professor Watson of Queen's, and Chancellor Burwash
of Victoria College, it is possible to analyze how their responses to
Darwin's theory of evolution strove to defend metaphysics and religion
against the threat which they apprehehnded in the Darwinian hypothesis.
An analysis of Ehese four responses to Darwin's ideas reveals two
characteristics which might apply in broader terms to Canada's intellect-
ual development. The first is the hybrid nature of the responses. One
constant theme-permeating all four responses is the interplay of ideas
from the United Kingdom and, to a lesser extent, from the United States.
The distinctiveness of the responses came not from the formulation of
original ideas but rather from the adaptation of external influences to
meet specifitc Canadian intellectual needs. The responses embodied an
intellectual tradition which represents the second major theme. There
has never been a strong pragmatic or utilitarian tradition in Canada.
Rather, Idealism has formed the metaphysical basis for most of Canada's
intellectual development. The responses to Darwin's theory of evo1uf10n
examined in this study illustrate more than the way four Canadian scholars
understood a scientific theory. Their responses helped to define the
purpose and nature of the Canadian intellectual tradition in the last

half of the nineteenth century and revealed as well that this tradition
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was firmly rooted in Idealism.

Darwin's theory of evolution was symptomatic of a revolution

which extended beyond the world of science. The Bystander noted:

Darwin's discovery. . . has coincided with an immense de-

svelopment of research and criticism, with a. great increase

of mental activity, with a political and social revolution

which has welcomed religious revolution as its ally.49 .
For many Canadians, moreover, Darwin's theory did more than coincide with
the political, social, and religious revolution: it provided these
revolutions with a new and dangerous conception of man. It was feared
that, if evolution reduced the means of man's mental and moral develop-
ment to mechanistic natural laws, man would be helpless to control his
destiny and the destiny of his country. Moreover, this view of man
challenged religion since it apparently isolated humanity from divine

influence and guidance. 1It, furthermore, aroused grave doubts about the

future of the Canadian nation. The Bystander understood the import of

evolution to be that '"the strong shall live and the weak shall d1'e.“50

If the concept of natural selection was valid, the Canadian nation seemed
destined to be vanquished in its struggle for survival by a stronger
power such as the United States. Only if some metaphysical certitude
existed could Canadians hope to escape the ultimate fate of extinction by
breaking the deterministic¢ control of blind physical 1aw. It was nec-
essary to establish that man's own mental, moral, and physical efforts
were sufficient to ensure individual and national survival.

Initially there was a scientific response to the Origin of Species

-~

49"The Religious Crisis", The Bystander (January 1883), 57
O1pig., 59
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in Canada. The leading scientist associated with this response was John
William Dawson. It is significant that, although Dawson discussed the
scientific merits and implications of Darwin's theory, his reaction was
clearly affected by his religious beliefs. By the 1870s the concept of
evolution was sufficiently accepted to silence any further development
of a Canadian scientific response except from the indefatigable Dawson.

The publication of The Descent of Man in 1871, however, enabled the

critics of Darwin to transfer their attack to the application of the
Darwinian hypothesis in the philosophical realm of human mental and moral

development. The Descent of Man provoked a response from Daniel Wilson,

who had admitted supporting the arﬁument in the Origin of Species. The

extension of the Darwinian hypothesis to the specific question of man
attracted John Watson as well,who had previously believed himself un-
qualified and incapable of discussing the strictly scientific questions
raised by Darwin's earlier book.

The philosophical response to Darwinian ideas dominated the
Canadian discussion of Darwin's theory of evolution for more than two
decades. Its purpose was not to refute these ideas but to rescue and de-
fend metaphysics from the materialistic attack which was associated es-

pecially with The Descent of Man. Darwin was opposed not as a scientist

but as the potential destroyer of metaphysics. In general, the philos-
ophical response to Darwin's theory of evolution began either with an

acceptance of the claims made in the Origin of Species or with an uneasy

declaration of neutrality concerning them and attempted to prove that it
was possible for a metaphysical conception of man's mental and moral

development to co-exist with the Darwinian explanation of the origin and
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descent of species. While there was an implicitly religious motive be-
hind such an attempt to reconcile Darwinism and metaphysics, the argu-
ments reveal an.awareness that the success or failure of a religious
stand on evolution depended upon the work accomplished in the field of
philosophy.

Once philosophy had demonstrated the possibility of a reconcil-
iation, a third, theological response, evident in the writings of
Nathanael Burwash, extended the philosophical reconciliation one step
further to the definite inclusion of God in the scheme. This third stage
contributed little that was new to the Canadian discussion of Darwin's
hypothesis. Since God had always been an implicit part of the philos-
ophical argument, the theologians merely added a sharpened emphasis to
the theistic supposition of the metaphysical defence. The philosophical
response provided theologians with a formula to demonstrate in their
sermons, lectures and writings that religion and the theory of ewolution
need not be incompatible. This formula also enabled Canadian theclogians
to turn their attention to what seemed at the time the more urgent
question of higher criticism.

Although this study posits three stages of intellectual contro-
versy, it is not suggested that these were rigid divisions which repre-
sented any general dialectical progression. Certainly throughout the
entire period under examination, all three types of response - scientific,
phi]o;ophica], theological - intermingled to some degree. John William
Dawson, for example, never appreciably modified his initial reaction to
the Darwinian hypothesis. The fact remains, however, that Canada wit-

nessed a change in the way that the theory of evolution was discussed in
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the latter part of the nineteenth century and that the responses of
Dawson, Wilson, Watson, and Burwash significantly reflected this change.
The framework of a three-stage development allows the writer to draw
conclusions from the four responses which, despite the limitations in-
herent in an eclectic approach, are relevant to a general understanding

of Canadian intellectual history.
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JOHN WILLIAM DAWSON: INTRODUCTION

Principal John William Dawson of McGill University was one of
Canada's earliest critics of Darwin's theory of evolution. As Darwin
noted to J. D. Hooker in 1862:

I have heard he (Dawson] is rfabid against me. . . . Lyell

had difficulty in preventing Dawson reviewing the Origin

on hearsay, without having looked at it. No spi;it of

fairness can be expected from so biased a judge.
Although his major work and formal training was in geology, Dawson con-
sidered himself both qualified and duty bound to question the biological

implications of the Darwinian hypothesis. Charles F. O'Brien stated in

Sir William Dawson: A Life in Science and Religion that, "for sheer

volume of words, Dawson may have been the most active opponent of evol-
ution."2 Dawson's writings demonstrate an attempt to use the geological
record as a means of criticizing Darwin's biological hypothesis and
ultimately as a means of presenting an acceptable altternative to the
Darwinian explanation of development.

Born in Pictou, Nova Scotia on 13 October 1820, John William Dawson
was the son of a merchant who had emigrated from Scotland to Nova Scotia

in 1811. Dawson revealed an early interest in geology through the

]Charles Darwin to J. D. Hooker, 4 November 1862, in Francis Darwin
and A. C. Seward, eds., More Letters of Charles Darwin (New York 1903),
I, 467-468

2Charles F. 0'Brien, Sir William Dawson: A Life in Science and
Religion (Philadelphia 1971), 144
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collection of fossils in his native province whifé a student at the
Pictou grammar school and later the Pictou Academy. He continued his
studies of natural science at the University of Edinburgh during two
winter sessions, 1840-1841 and 1846-1847. Between these periods abroad,
Dawson published papers on geological subjects in English and Scottish
journals. He also became acquainted with the Canadian geologist, Sir
William Logan, who twice visited Nova Scotia in the course of his work
on the Canadian Geological Survey, and with the Scottish geologist, Sir
Charles Lyell, whom Dawson accompanied on two geological investigations
of the Maritimes. As he noted in his memoirs, Dawson regarded his ex-
periences with Logan and Lyell as formative influences upon the develop-
ment of his career:

To other men who have passed away, and whose friendship I

have enjoyed, I owe much: Jameson, Murchison, Bigsby,

Miller, Sedgwick, Phillips, the Carpenters, Hall, Agassiz,

Salter, Dana, and Hunt, have all assisted me by their

teaching ang friendly co-operation; but to Lyell and Logan

[ owe most.
The friendship between Lyell and Dawson continued until Lyell's death and
produced a series of letters that provide valuable insights into Dawson's
work and ambitions.

Dawson married while at Edinburgh in 1847 and the responsibility
of family life undoubtedly affected his career choices. When he returned
to Nova Scotia, he engaged in educational work and gave an extra-mural
course on natural history at Dalhousie College, Halifax, in 1849. In

1850 Dawson accepted Joseph Howe's offer of an appointment as Nova Scotia's

first Superintendent of Education. This position required considerab]el

~y

3J. W. Dawson, Fifty Years of Work in Canada (London and
Edinburgh 1901), 50
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travel in the province. Dawson used these journeys for further geological
investigations,which resulted in a number of papers, and his first book,

Handbook of the Geography and Natural History of Nova Scotia in 1852.

After an unsuccessful attempt to become professor of Natural History at
the University of Edinburgh in 1854, Dawson was offered the position of

principal of McGill University which he accepted.

Founded in 1821, McGill had produced 1ittle more than a Medical
School during its first thirty years of existence. An amended charter

in 1852 promised future development but the McGill which greeted Dawson
was not an inspiring sight:

I first saw it, in October 1855. Materially, it was repre-
sented by two blocks of unfinished and partly ruinous
buildings, standing amid a wilderness of excavators' and
masons' rubbish, overgrown with weeds and bushes. The
grounds were anenced, and pastured at will, by herds of
cattle. . . .

Dawson remained principal of McGill for thirty-eight years. In 1868, he

wrote to Sir Charles Lyell:

Science in this country is not valued for its own sake,

and a thoroughly despicable and I fear priest-ridden
economy prevai]g in all education matters in the government
of the country. - ’ .

He complained to Lyell in 1871 of the frustrating pressures of academic

administration at McGill:

The worst point of my present position is the severe
labour it exacts, and the want of time to do anything
as I would wish. I often long for some haven of rest
in your quiet England, where { could exercise in a
moderate way my powers as a teacher or organizer, and
at the same time work at some of my geological

4J. W. Dawson, "Thirty-Eight Years of McGill" (Montreal 1893).

5Un1versity of Edinburgh, Lyell Papers, J. W. Dawson to

Charles Lyell, HO October 1868

|
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specialities; but I fear my strength is to be spent here, in
building up stone by stone institutions which in their full
benefits will be enjoyed only by those who may come after
me.

At a special meeting at the university on the day after Dawson's death in

1899, Dean Craik of the Faculty of Medicine noted: £

v

He did for McGill what perhaps no other man could hdve done -
he saved its very existence. The incubus of inertia had

long settled upon it so heavily, that nothing but herculean
efforts, such as Sir William put forth, could have 1ifted it.

7
Despite administrative demands, the recurring search for funds and heavy
academic responsibilities which in¢luded teaching chemistry, botany,
zoology and geology, Dawson maintained his scientific research and pro-
duced several papers a year which earned him an international reputation
as a geologist.

For over thirty years, Dawson steadfastly defended the organic -

nature of Eozodn Canadense:

The Canadian Dawn-animal, the sole fossil of the ancient
Laurentian rocks of North America, the earliest known
representative on our planet of those wondrous powers of
animal 1ife which culminate and unite themselves with
the spirit-world in man himself.8

The alleged Eozoln fossil was first discovered in 1858 by J. McMullen
of the Geological Survey in the limestone of the Ottawa River Vaﬂey.9
Specimens were sent to Sir William Logan who brought them to the attention

of Dawson. Although the specimens suggested that the substance was

61bid., 27 October 1871
' .
7Dawson, Fifty Years of Work, 292 -

1]
BJ. W. Dawson, The Dawn of Life (Montreal 1875), 1
9

Ibid., 36-37
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mineral, Dawson's microscopic analysis convinced him that Eozodn was or-
ganic. In Dawson's opinion, the fossil was of a giant foraminifer, a
sea creature like the fresh water amoeba but capable of enclosing itself
in a shell or crust of carbonate of 1{;e.]0 Almost immediately
mineralogists challenged Dawson's conclusions and a controversy began

which involved Dawson until his death. In 1875 his The Dawn of Life pre-

sented a detailed account of Eozodn Canadense and he argued for its

organic origin in numerous papers. It is now generally accepted that
Eozodn is not a fossil but of inorganic, mineral origin.]] For Dawson,
however, his belief in the organic nature of £ozoln was an argument
against evolution since this Eomp1ex form was separated by an immense
period of time from any related form.12  Nevertheless, he noted in The

Dawn of Life that the organic existence of Eozoln was not by itself suf-

ficient to refute the hypothesis of evolution which would

explain the derivation of other animals from Eozodn if we

adopt its assumptions, just as it will in that case ex-

plain anything else, but the assumpti?gs are improbable,

and contrary to the facts as we know.
As the following chapters on Dawson will demonstrate, his response to the
Darwinian hypothesis concentrated upon Darwin's assumptions.

By the time that Darwin published the Origin of Species in 1859,

Dawson had written four books, including Acadian Geology in 1855 and

Archaia in 1857 which became standard studies that were reprinted several
\

01bid., 61-63
1]0'Brien, Dawson, 150

121hi4., 37
]3Dawson, Dawn of Life, 229
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times during his 1ife. He was one of the few Canadians of his time who
possessed both the position and knowledge to formulate a scientific re-
sponse to Darwin's theory of evolution that could command the attention
of scientists beyond Carada. Dawson reviewed Darwin's book in the April,

1860 number of The Canadian Naturalist and Geologist. The review de-

clared the Qrigin of Species a failure:

We follow him (Darwin] with pleasure over many agreeable and

instructive paths not previously explored, and we shrink

back only when he leads us to the brink of a precipice, and

we fail to perceive the good land which he says lies beyond,

or to place confidence in the bridge, thinner than gossamer,

which he has woven to bear our feet over the gulf that

separates the proved ground of fRecific variation from the

mystery of specifiic difference.
Dawson acknowledged that the Darwinian hypothesis might attract certain
supporters among young naturalists and "those who are willing to adopt
any amount of error rather than appear not to be on a level with the latest
scientific novelties."'> He affirmed his belief, however, that "the
origin of specific distinctness lies beyond the domain of any natural law
known to us."16

Although Dawson's review presented scientific criticisms of

Darwin's argument, there were more than scientific reasons which influenced

his response to its explanation of the origin of species. A member of

Stanley Street Presbyterian Church in Montreal, he was active in the

14J. W. Dawson, "Review of 'Darwin on the Origin of Species by
means of Natural Selection'", The Canadian Naturalist and Geologist, vy, #2
(April 1860), 101

, 151bid., 120

161514, 119
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religious life of the city and served as president of the Evangelicg]l

Alliance and the Montreal Bible Society. He also conducted a Bible class
£

7

for several years in the Y .M.C.A. Ha]].] In 1855 Dawson wrote to Lyell:

My own religious belief as a Presbyterian I have no desire

to conceal, nor could I as it is well known to many friends

that I hold strong opinions as to the beauty and accuracy

of the allusions to nature in the Bible and the necessity

of a knowledge of nature as a part of the studies ?g those

who have devoted themselves to its interpretation.
The relationship between science and religion was a lifelong preoccupation
for Dawson who believed that the scientist played a definite and necessary
role in man's understanding of religion. Viewing science always within
a Christian context, he was convinced that Darwin's theory of evolution
promised not only to sever the connection between science and religion
but also to undermine belief in the operation of the Divine Will manifest

to him in nature. Dawson believed that this would have dire consequences

for science and for the future of society as well.

1T Dawson, Fifty Years of Work, 305-306

]8Univer§1ty of E€dinburgh, Lyell Papers, J. W. Dawson to
Charles Lyell, 5 June 1855

-
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JOHN WILLTAM ODAWSON: DARWIN'S THEORY OF EVOLUTION
AND INDUCTIVE SCIENCE

John William Dawson regarded his opposition to Darwin's theory
of evolution as a defence of the inductive method in science. Throughout
his writings on evolution, he emphasized the methodological limitations
inherent in an explanation of development which was based upon deductions
not supported by scientific evidence. His fear was that speculation
would come to be accepted as proof. Dawson recognized, however, that
hypotheses were a valid means of extending knowledge of nature. The
question was whether the Darwinian hypothesis represented a legitimate
and credible object of enquiry. Once the basic validity of purpose was
decided, it remained to evaluate the assumptions required for an accept-
ance of the hypothesis.

In his 1860 review of the Origin of Species, Dawson noted that

science was faced with the humbling fact that mysteries existed beyond
the grasp of inductive investigation. In their attempts to solve these
mysteries, scientists had taken two approaches:
.some of them content cautiously to explore the ground
and prudently to retreat where to advance is no longer

sage; others gathering all their strength on a rush and
a leap into an unknown and fathomless abyss.

]J. W. Dawson, "Review of 'Darwin on the Origin of Species by
means of Natural Selection'®  The Ganadjan Naturalist and Geologist,
V, #2 (April 1860), 100
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/
Dawson placed Darwin's work in the second category of scientific enquiry,

and admitted that there were certain benefits to science in such a bold

approach:

-

We follow to the last crumbling margin of sound fact and
deduction on which their feet have rested before the final
plunge, and thus gain an experience that ctherwise we should
not have had the courage to seek.?

Dawson held that "the last crumbling margin of sound fact and deduction™
had been reached when Darwin progressed from specific variability to

specific difference in the Origin of Species. He acknowiedged that Darwin

had investigated the nature and laws of variation of species in a manner
~ which revealed "his strength as a patient and reliable zoo]ogist.“3
Darwin, however, then proceeded to "(tlhe wild and fanciful application
of the results thus attained to another class of phenomena with which
they have no connection except that of mere ana]ogy."4
Dawson believed that Darwin's examination of variation was based
upon the assumption that varieties could not be distinguished from species.
He asserted that this assumption was revealed in Darwin's explanation of
variation under domestication which, in his opinion, had neglected the
fact that species differ widely in their capacity for variability. Like-
wise, when Darwin answered the objection that varieties tend to revert to
original types by arguing that loss of acquired characteristics repre-

sented further change and not reversion to an original type, Dawson noted

that "“the argument would be good if we could have species destitute of

all distinctive characters to begin with. . . ."5 Dawson proposed to
%1bid., 100 31bid., 101
*Ibid., 101 SIbid., 102
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approach the question of variation from the alternative premise that "we
have species which have remained distinct in the whole period of human -
experience, and also as far back in geological time as we can trace any

of them."6

He agreed that domestication had produced considerable vari-
ation in specific forms and praised Darwin's study of variations which
had occurred in the domestic pigeon as "the most valuable portion of the
book."7 Yet Dawson held that the varieties produced did not destroy the
specific type.

The pigeon, with all its varieties, 1s still a pigeon, and,

according to our author's own conclusive argumentation, a

rock-pigeon. It is not a wggd-pigeon, or turtle dove, still

less a partridge or a rook.
He concluded that, while variation might produce non-essential changes or
abnormalities, there was a basic difference between varieties and true
species: "The constitution and instincts of the species being fixed by
the Taws of its creation, it cannot vary beyond these."9

Considering Darwin's description of the causes of variation,

Dawson commented that "we find our author leaving the basis of fact and
losing himself in the mazes in which he henceforth continues to wander'."]0
He denied that man's accumulative selection of successive variations pro-
duced by nature was an adequate explanation for the varieties of domestic
aAimals. Instead, he held that such varieties were caused by man placing

animals in abnormal conditions. While selection was involved in the

T1bid., 103

o

1bid., 103

Ibid., 112 91bid., 109
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101p44., 110
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maintaining of varieties which man found useful, Dawson arqued that

1 From the creation

Darwin had given "undue prominence" to selection.
of domestic varieties through man's selection, Darwin proceeded to
Natural Selection. Dawson wrote:
. .now we are asked to believe that those same natural

courses which break down all the breeder's elaborate dis-

tinctions so soon as his breeds are allowed to intermix and

Tive in a natural way, are themselves able to take up the

_work and do still greater marvels in the way of selection.

Such a doctrine is self-contradictory, and, we believe

wholly incapable of proaf. 12
Another aspect of this contradiction was that, although breeders improved
breeds by devoting special attention to certain animals, nature was con-
sidered by Darwin to improve breeds through a struggle for existence.
Dawson declared that it was incomprehensible how such a struggle could
produce the selection requited by Darwin's theory.

Natural Selection was based, in Dawson's opinion, upon a false
conception of nature. He held that the Malthusian belief in an inevit-
able struggle for existence created by the rate of increase was proved
false by the harmony of nature.

Vegetable life and the lower forms of animal life support

the higher and these supporting forms increase far more
rapidly than those that subsist on them. . . . The beautifu?
harmony of nature provides that the feeders shall multiply

more slowly than the fgod and that the food shall be kept
. under by the feeders. _

[f certain species could not find sufficient food, they became extinct

rather than transformed. "The struggle for existence is a myth," he

o

Ibid., ‘110

11 12

Ibid., 112
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wrote, "and its employment as a means of improvement still more

mythica].“]4

If Darwin wished to use natural selection, Dawson felt
that the struggle for existence should be replaced by an alternative
which stressed the beneficence of nature:
.we should much rather take up our ground on the im-
provements of the physical conditions of the earth, and
maintain that each species finding its means of subsistence

and happiness constantly extending, exerted itge]f for
their occupancy, and so developed new powers.]

Dawson compared nature to a skilled breeder instead of the "luckless ex-

perimenter" depicted in The Origin of Species.

Dawson concluded his review with an examination of the geological
objection to Darwin's theory. To explain why geology had produced no
evidence of ‘transitional beings, Darwin had noted the factors which
created 4 broken and imperfect geological record. Although admitting that
this imperfection existed, Dawson denied that it was an adequate answer
to the lack of evidence. Re stressed that breaks in the geological record
were usually local and that no transitional forms were found where the
recdrd was unbroken. He cited the Post-Pliocene clays and sands of
Canada:
In those deposits we have more thah sixty species Bf in-
vertebrate animals, all except one or two known to be now
oliving in the Gulf of St. Lawrence. Yet in all this lapse
of -time not one of the species has, by natural selection or
- ady]gther cause, varied more than its 1iving relatives now
' do. . :
He also.noted that a few species féuﬁd in the deposits now live in the

Arctic wjthout having varied to meet the new conditions. Dawson believed

.

- rpid., 113 : Bypid., 113
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that the existence of such fossils conclusively supported the objection
that Darwin's theory was contradicted by the geological record.

A lengthy extract from the Origin of Species on the effect of

such factors as climate and food on variation prompted the following

comment:

~

. . these are specimens of a style of thought which
pervades the whole book, and which leaves the task of
a reviewer hopeless, for it would require a book as
large as the original to e§9ose the fallacies which
appear in every paragraph.

Whatever pearls existed in the book were strung by Darwin "upon a thread
of loose and faulty argument" and used "to deck the faded form of the
transmutation theory of Lamarck.“]8 Dawson saw no benefit in a hypothesis
of descent which proposed the probability that one primordial form pro-
duced all the organic beings which have existed. He believed that such
a hypothesis replaced one mystery with another one, the first progenitor.
Moreover, the hypothesis created difficulties of reconciliation with the
geological record and threatened the existing system of classification
by making the distinction between species and varieties meaningless.
Dawson proposed a more fruitful view of species:
. if we are content to take species as direct products

of a creative power, without troubling ourselves with

supposed secondary causes, we may examine, free of any

trammelling hypothesis; the law of their succession in

time, the guards placed upon their intermixture, the

limits set to their variation in each case, the remarkable

arrangements for diminishing variations by the natural
crossing of varieties, the laws of geological distribution

Y 1bid., 115
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from centres of origin, and t?s physical causes of variation,
of degeneracy, of extinction.

By accepting the creation of species as part of a divine plan, it was
possible to examine a series of scientific questions relating to specific
variation without resorting to hypotheses which attempted to explain the
origin of species.

The threat of evolution to inductive science was elaborated by
Dawson in an address to the Natural History Society of Montreal which the

20

Canadian Monthly and National Review published in 1872. Entitled "The

Present Aspect of Inquiries As To The Introduction of Genera and Species
in Geological Time", the paper claimed the evolutionary principles were
treated as established in popular articles and text-books.

So strong is this tendency, more especially in England, that

there is reason to fear that natural history will be

prostituted to the service of a shallow philosophy and that
our old Baconian mode of viewing nature will be quite re-

versed. . . . Thus "advanced" views in science lend themselves
to the des%;uction of science and to a return to semi-
barbarism.

Dawson held that evolution was being accepted without consideration of

observed fact. Associated with this was the adoption of classifications

which were based upon evolutionary principles and were "untrue to nature."22

The danger was that the widespread diffusion of these ideas in the manner

1

in which they were expressed was turning people insidiously into

91bid., 119

ZOJ. W. Dawson. "The Present Aspect of Inquiries as to the
Introduction of Genera and Species in Geological Time", The Canadian
Monthly and National Review, II, #2 (August 1872), 154-156




65

evolutionists who had no alternative view of nature.z3

Dawson believed that the only answer to this tendency was "an
appeal to the careful study of groups of animals and plants in their

succession in geological time.“24

He cited his own studies of Devonian
and Carboniferous plants and Post-pliocene period shells which seemed to
contradict the evolutionary hypothesis. "“The inference is," he noted,
"that these species must have been introduced in some abrupt manner and
that their variations have been within narrow limits and not progressive."25
Dawson was not optimistic that efforts to correct scientific abuses by

evolutionists would achieve immediate results.

Facts of this kind will attract little attention in compar-
json with the bold and attractive speculations of men who
can launch their opinions from the vantage ground of London
journals, 6

Eventually, however, he hoped that the accumulation of evidence against
evolution would triumph and "restore our English science to the domain 6f
common sense and sound induction. "’
Some current studies, indeed, seemed to be restoring the balance.

Dawson presented the study of Trilobites by the Bohemian paleontologist,
Joachim Barrande, as a major attack upon evolution:

In his recent memoir on those ancient and curious crustaceans,

the Trilobites, he [Barrande] deals a most damaging blow at

the theory of evolution, showing conclusively that no such

progressive development is reconci]ab%g with the facts pre-
sented by the primordial fauna.

Sbid., 154 241pid., 154
851bid., 154 g\2 id., 154-155
271hid., 155 281h4d., 155
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Dawson held that Barrande had refuted conclusively theories of progressive
development by demonstrating that new forms appeared suddenly and un-
accountably without any indication of derivation. As one point, Dawson
discussed the retrogression in Trilobites necessary to repair an error

in the number of thorax segments. The barrier of style which separated
him from the evolutionist, and his religious orientation were revealed in
the simile used by Dawson to describe this repair: "But 1ike other cases
of late repentance, theirs [Trilobites'] seem not to have quite repaired

4,29

the evils incurre Barrande was a source whom Dawson frequently used

when criticizing the evolutionary method. In a Kansas City Review paper,

"TQ% Antiquity of Man and the Origin of Species", Dawson noted that

Bagﬁande's conclusions
\

dne not arrived at by that slap-dash method of mere
agsertion, so often followed on the other side of these
AQuestions; but by the most severe and painstaking induction,
!and with careful elaboration of a few apparent exceptions and
* doubtful cases.30

In ﬁis opinion, the work of Barrande was "a striking contrast to the mix-
ture. of fact and fancy. . . which too often passes currently for science
in éng]and, America and Germany."31

In the winter of 1874 - 1875, Dawson delivered a series of

lectures at the New York Union Theological Seminary which were repeated

at Princeton University, These lectures were published as Nature and the

291p4d., 155

30J. W. Dawson. "The Anthgity/gi;Man=and the Origin of Species"”,
Kansas City Review, IV (1881), 397 7

31

Ibid., 398
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32

Bible in 1875. Although Dawson upheld the separation of science and

religion, he maintained that the relation between' the spiritual and the
natural remained a necessary subject of enquiry.
.the votary of science cannot as a man dispense with
religion, and. . . the Christian may impair his own in-
‘uence, or injure the cause he desires to promote, by
nt of acquaintagge with the position of scientific in-
quiry in his day.
In Dawson's opinion, understanding this relationship was especially import-
ant for Christian teachers. Calling himself a student of nature and a
careful and reverent student of Holy Scripture, he proposed to examine

34

the "debatable ground between science and religion." The evolutionary

hypothesis was one area of controversy which Nature and the Bible con-

sidered.

Dawson asserted that a theory of evolution which proposed that
lower forms were gradually changed into higher might be reconciled with
the Bible. The Bible used the word "creaée" for only the first animal
1ife and man; other appearances of life forms were described in such
phrases as "let the waters bring forth" and "let the land bring forth"
without any explanation of specific method. The danger in evolution was
that its followers extended their theory to apply to man's mental and
moral development. Yet although the theor& of evolution when confined
to lower forms might not pose a threat to religion, Dawson held that it

was still an inadequate explanation for the development of animal life.

325 . Dawson, Nature and the Bible (New York 1875).

Ibid., 15 " 3p44., 16
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It was in?ﬁgﬁuate because evolution failed to recognize the distinction
betweeg/gpecies and varieties.35 Dawson argued that varieties formed
through external influences were not true species. He noted that Darwin
could not provideldirect evidence that existing animals had been derived
from different species in the past. Many varieties might occur in a
species but there was no proof that such varieties could become new
species.

As long as Darwin confined his laws of derivation to variation
in species, Dawson accepted that there was merit to this work. These laws,
however, conflicted with Biblical truth "when they are applied to the
origin of things, or when they are employed to dispense with the action
of the divine power by which on the theory of theism, these very arrange-

n36 Conflict with scripture also oc-

ments were introduced into nature.
curred when the Darwinian hypothesis was used to make man's mental and
moral development a result of animal variation. Since Darwin's theory
was not supported by fact, Dawson considered it a "harmless toy" except
for its applications which threatened religion:

These unfair applications of the laws of variation are.

constantly made, and are paraded by a host of litterateurs

and third-rate scientific men as if they were sufficient to

explain all things, and to relieve us a% once from the
necessity of the Scriptures and of God. 7

He asserted again that, applied to the origin of species or the origin of
man, Darwin's hypothesis was not an example of inductive science but re-

Jied upon analogy:
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It rests merely on analogy, and on its power to explain
easily a great variety of phenomena, provided its premises
are granted. In this it contrasts in a scientific point
of view unfavorably with the old idea of creative design,
which undoubtedly rests on an inductive basis.38

Dawson concluded that neither the Bible nor science had been able to ex-
plain how new species originated but that the origin of lifegdescribed in
the Bible did not contradict the evidence of science.

The question of origins provided the basis for Dawson's book
The Origin of the World, According to Revelation ang, Science published

[}
39 In his "Preface”, Dawson wrote:

in 1877.

It is true that the wide acceptance of hypotheses of

"evolution" has led to a more decided antagonism than

heretofore between some of the utterances of scientific

men and the religious ideas of mankind, and to a contempt-

uous disregard of revealed religion in the more shallow

literature of the time; but, on the other hand, a barrier

of scientific fact and induction has been sJole rising to , -
stem this current of crude and rash hypothesis.40

Stating that he had discussed evolution fully elsewhere, Dawson briefly

repeated in The Origin of the World his objections based upon the lack

of empirical evidence which he believed eSpecia]]y argued against Darwin's
hypothesis. Until these objections were answered, he held that it would
be "mere folly and presumption to affirm that modern science supports the

doctrine of evo]ution:“41

‘He admitted that, while science could not ex-
plain the origin of species, it had provided indications concerning the

origin of varieties, races, and sub-species of previously existing types.

381pid., 144-145 -

————

39 Dawson, The Oriqin of the World, According to Revelation

J. W
and Science (Montreal 1877).
401bid., 11 1pid., 228
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Included here was the struggle for existence. Dawson thought, however,

that this struggle for existence had been "harped upon too exclusively

42 In his opinion, the chief result of struggle

43

by the Darwinian school."
for existence was "depauperated and degraded forms."

The Origin of the Worid contained eleven appendices. Three of

7
the appendices dealt specifically with evolution and three others made
references to the subject. The first appendix, "True and False Evolution",
began with the statement that there would be no theological objection to
evolution considered as "the development of the plans of the Creator in
nature."44
That kind of evolution to which they (Bible writers)
would object, and to which enlightened reason also
objects, is the spontaneous evolution of nothing into
atoms and force, and of these into all the wonderful

and cggplicated plans of nature, without any guiding
mind.

Dawson added that science objected to this latter kind of evolution be-
cause there was not sufficient evidence to prove its validity. He
expanded upon the scientific objection by quoting from his vice-
presidential address to the American Association for the Advancement of
Science in 1875 which had used the findings of palaeontology and the .
geological record to illustrate the defects in evolution. In this address
he maintained that the introduction of new species had been a continuous,

but not uniform, process governed by the creative power of God. The con-

cept of divine plan was discussed further in the appendix, "Evolution and
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Creation by Law". Dawson repeated his belief that a divine plan did not
require miraculous intervention. He noted that evolutionists attempted
to replace creative intervention with insensate causes and the absurdity

46 ugyidence of this," he

of unmitigated chance producing perfect order.

wrote, "may be found by the score in Darwin's works on the origin of
. ud7

species.

The last and longest appendix in The Origin of the World was

"Species and Varietal Forms with Reference_to the Unity of Man". The
actual title differdd from the one indicated in the book's: table of con-
tents which was "Species and Varieties in Connection with Evolution and
the Unity of Man". Dawson held that members of a species were identical
except ’t:or --st, age, and other conditions of the individual. . . .“48
Expanding upon the criteria for species and examining the laws for vari-
ation within specific forms, he reached the conclusions that man is
specifically distinct from other animals and that racial differences in

49

men are varietal rather than specific. Dawson provided evidence that,

within the species, man has demonstrated a high degree of variability.
[f man is thus so very variable, and if many of his leading
varieties have existed for a very long time, does not the
fact that we have but one species afford very strong evid-

ence that species change only within fixed l1imits, and do
not pass over into. new specific types.50

Dawson concluded that variation within fixed 1imits was "one of the

strongest arguments against the doctrine of descent with modification

4 1bid., 373
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as a mode of origination of new species."S]

Dawson's writings on evolution revealed tha£ the lack of scien-
tific evidence occupied an essential position in his argument against
evolutionary hypotheses. Reference to palaeontology ahd the geological
record was an obvious response given the scientific interests of Dawson
but he used his knowledge of geology to justify an alternative to evol-
ution based on religious conviction rather than science. By opposing
evolution oA3the grounds that scientific evidence failed to support the
concept, Dawson was able to base his attack upon a defence gf induction.

He characterized the evolutionary position as argumentum ad 1gnorant1’am.52

It was clear, however, that the evidential weaknesses of evolution were
not Dawson's prime concern. As will be seen in the next chapters, when
he proposed an alternative, it was a religious conception of the universe
which also could not be proved inductively. For Dawson, induction served
a negative function: it provided a scientific rationale for rejection.
Dawson's writings on the subject indicated that his response to evolution
extended beyond the question of evidence. Darwin had put forward an
interpretation of the origin of species that threatened to eliminate the
creative design of God in nature. Dawson could not accept any hypothesis

which contradicted his belief in the powers of a divine creator.

51

52Dawson, "Present Aspect of Inquiries. . . Genera and Species
in Geological Time", 156

Ibid., 434
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JOHN WILLIAM DAWSON: THE STORY OF THE EARTH AND MAN

While in England in 1870, John William Dawson was approached by

the Leisure Hour to write a series of articles, in his words, "on the

geological history of the earth, free from the taint of agnosticism which
has affected so much of the popular writing on this subject.“] These
articles were later collected and published in a revised form by Dawson

under the title, The Story of the Earth and Man. First published in 1872,

the year after Charles Darwin's The Descent of Man, this work was one of

the most popular of Dawson's books, and it was reprinted several times,
including pirated American editions.

The Story of the Earth and Man was a defence of the need for the

recognition of a creator in the geological history of the earth. It noted,
however, that "the geological record. . . introduces us to primitive man,
but gives us no distinct information as to his origin."2 This lack of
information was used{by Dawson to justify an examination of the evolut-
ionary explanation of man's origins in which the brunt of his attack was

directed against Darwin's recent The Descent of Man. Calling the evol-

utionary hypothesis "one of the strangest phenomena of humanity", Dawson
saw two basic threats in it. He believed that evolution threatened to
destroy much of contemporary theology and philosophy. Moreover, he feared

that it reflected a tendency to promote a distorted science for the masses

! J. W. Dawson, Fifty Years of Work in Canada, Scientific and

Educational, ed. Rankine Dawson {London and Edinburgh 1901), 128

ZJ. W. Dawson, The Story of the Earth and Man (London 1872), 316.

Subsequent page references have been incorporated in the text.
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which promised "most serious effects on the whole structure of society."
(317-318) Both threats, in Dawson's view, led ultimately to a common end:
the subversion of metaphysics. To prove his case, he examined first the
effects which he believed that the evolutionary hypothesis had produced
upon those who supported it, and he then examined the implications and
inconsistencies of the theor&.

Dawson admitted that, for a certain class of intellect, evolution
apparently provided a satisfactory substitute for orthodox religion. For
this type of person, evolutionary beliefs

constitute a sort of religion, which so far satisfied the

craving for truths higher than those which relate to immed-

jate wants and pleasures. (318)
This form of elevated substitution, however, was not the general, or the
most logical, effect of the evolutionary hypothesis. Dawson feared that,
for a larger class of its supporters, evolution provided a "welcome de-

[»Y

liverance from all scruples of conscience and fears of a hereafter." (318)
This was a dangerous @pgative form of liberation which Dawson saw affeﬁfing
contemporary science's view of man. By making man "a mere term in a
series whose end is unknown", evolution

removes from the study of nature the ideas of final cause

and purpose; and the evolutionist, instead of regarding

the world as a work of consummate plan, skill, and adjust-

ment, approaches nature as he would a chaos of fallen rocks,

which may present forms of castles and grotesque profiles of

men and animals, but they are all fortuitous and without

significance. (318)
There were both practical and philosophical dangers inherent in this view

v i

of man's development which Dawson argued would gravely affect the future
- y . .
of soc1etyf Once the idea of descent with modification was accepted, the
possibility of a philosophical classification - vital to the syrvival of .

¢

[
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metaphysics - would be destroyed since all things would be reduced to a
mere series. The practical result of this in the sciences would be a
"rapid decay" in systematic zoology and botany, signs of which he believed
were clearly evident among the followers of Darwin and Spencer in England.
Evolution threatened to take botg zoology and botany and "throw them down
at the feet of a system of debased metaphysics.“ (319)

Nineteenth century man, in Dawson's opinion, was faced with two
great alternatives. He could view man as an "indepgndent product of a
Higher Intelligence, acting directly or through the laws and materials of
his own situation and production," or he could accept' the evolutionary
position that man "had been produced by an unconscious evolution from
lTower things." (312) Dawson held that there was no room left for com-
promise between the two alternatives. Although some evolutionists had
tried to hold to the view that the creator was part of the evolutionary
process, he declared that Spencer, "the greatest English authority on
evolution", had through his logic destroyed all hope of comhromise. If
evoiution as currently understood were accepted, Dawson was convinced that
the existence of a creator.and the possibility of the creator's work had
no relevange to man's mental and Eora1 development or to man's physical
origins and development. A clear choice must be made, therefore, between
the two existing alternatives. He noted, however, that there might be a
place in nature for evolution "properly understood", and made the signif-

s -

icant qualification that "the idea of creation by no means.excludes law N
and second causes." (322) It wasuhpon this qualification that Dawson
attempted to construct a means of reconciliation between the two a]tern;
atives by qemonstrﬁting the proper function of the phySica]land the

metaphysical in nqture.'

~
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Critically examining the evolutionary position, Dawson stated
at the outset that the concept of evolution was clearly a hypothesis
without empirical support:
. . no one pretends that they [theories of evolution]) rest
on facts actually observed, for no one has ever observed the
production of even one species. Nor do they even rest, like
the deductions of theoretical geology, on the extension into
past time of causes of change now seen to be in action. (322)
Rather, such theories depended upon the validity, or credibility, of their
explapation of a relationship of living creatures to each other - a
relationship which science could not previously explain. Dawson argued,
therefore, that whatever merits were claimed for the evolutionary hypothe;is'
did not result from the way in which it presented conclusive supporting
evidence baséd upon observable facts. Evolution drew its strength from
its ability to explain convincingly the hithertq unknown antecedents of
present relationships: it was a theory which fitted thé facts rather than
a theory which rested upon an accumulation of facts drawn from past ob-
servations of development. This undercutting of the empirical basis for
a belief in evolution allowed Dawson to concentrate upon the methodolog-
ical premises of the evolutionary position. He held that lack of empir-
jcal evidence had %orced evo]utt@nists to use a deductive method to explain
existing phenomena. In order to demonstrate the weaknesses in this
method, he proposed to reveal the unsound assumptions upon which the
evolutionary deductions were based.
Dawson began his analysis by presenting what he considered to be
three primary axioms of the evolutionists. The first assumption was the

existence of certain forces or materials at the beginning of the evolut-

jonary process. Dawson believed that evolutionists then required that
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the indefinite variability of material things be accepted. The third
axiom of the evolutionidsts was the inevitable evolution of 1ife in one
specific direction: beings must necessarily evolve from the more simpie
to the more complex, from the lower to the higher.

Beginning with the first axiom of prior existence, Dawson noted

that Darwin had based his theory in the Qrigin of Species upon the exist-

ence of a small number of simple animals. He held that these primitive
animals represented only "a temporary resting-place for his (Darwin's)
theory." Even if the process were taken further back to the protoplasm,
this organism must also have evolved from something. Tracing the evol-
utionary theory backwards to its ultimate beginning, Dawson noted:

We are thus brought back to certain molecules of stardust,

or certain conflicting forces, which must have had self-

existence, and must have potentially included all subse-

quent creatures. (323)

While this might seem an unnecessarily extreme and absurd extension of

the evolutionary logic, Dawson defended it in the light of the alternative:

Otherwise. . . we are left suspended on nothing over a

bottomless void, and must adopt as the initial proposition

of our philosophy, that all things were made out of nothing,

and by nothing; unless we prefer to doubt whether anything

exists, and to-push the doctrine of relativity to the un-

scientific extreme of believing that we can study relations

of things non-existent or unknown. (323)
Dawson concluded that it was necessary to concede to the evolutionists
the existence of some initial matter if their theory were to have any
validity. He undoubtedly was aware that such a concession placed the
origin of this prior-existing matter beyond the operative sphere of evol-
ution.

The second axiom assumed that no basfé difference in kind existed

between the.various substances in the world. All substances must be

avh o AR Sy g L2 W gt o NE
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"mutually convertible, or at least derivable from some primitive material.
(323-324) Dawson argued, however, that this axiom of mutual convertib-
ility was contrary to experience. When minerals were examined the fact
was obvious: chemists knew~that regardless of the time period, limestone
will not evolve out of silica. The evolutionist might still argue that
while convertibility was impossible for minerals, it applied to animal
life. He might hold that the evolution of a snail from an oyster or a
bird from a reptile was different from the evolution of limestone from
silica. In Dawson's opinion, however, modern zoology had demonstrated
that distinct animal species were not capable of interbreeding to any
great extent:

. . the zoologist will inform (the evolutionist) that species

of animals are only variable within certain limits, and are not

transmutable, in so far as experience and experiment are con-

cerned. They have their allotrophic forms, but cannot be changed

into one another. (324)
Dawson's use of "experience" and "experiment" was significant: he was
using induction to combat the evolutionists' deductive method, and to
stress the empirical weaknesses of their positidn. If evolution depended
upon the unlimited variability of animal 1ife, this variability had never
been observed during modern scientific research.

Dawson argued that the third axiom of evolution in one specific
direction seemed at first to be supported by observation. Living things
appeared to develop from a simple to a more complex state, and the history
of the world had demonstrated a gradua]]& increasing elevation and éom—
plexity. Such observations, however, in Dawson's view, failed to take

into accodnf‘tﬁe true cyclical nature of life which fevea]ed decay and

retrogression as well as development. He held that decay, not development,

3
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was the real observable fact in nature. When development occurred, it
more likely gave the impression of being a sudden change, an aberration
or revolution, rather than a predictable and inevitable evolution:
. evolution occurs only by the 1ntroductioh of a new
species in a way which is not obvious, and which may rather
imply the intervention of a cause from without. (325)
The logical conclusion was that this "cause from without" represented the
actions of a Divine Mind, but Dawson did not stress the point at this
stage of his argument. Rather, he was content to note ,that, to accept
evolution, the evolutionist must be granted this third axiom of develop-
ment which, when closely analyzed, was shown to be contrary to experience.
These were the three great assumptions which Dawson believed must
be granted as axiomatic to the evolutionist before it was possible to
begin a consideration of his hypothesis. The next question was: once
these axioms were accepted, what did the evolutionist do with them? In
Dawson's opinion, the evolutionist took
the facts of botany and zoology out of their ordinary con-
nection, and thread{ed) them like a string of beads, as
Herbert Spencer had done in his "Biology", on the three
- fold cord thus fashioned. (325)
Dawson held that the evolutionary hypothesis was based upon the use of
scientific evidence taken out of context and made to fit assumptions which
he had demonstrated to be without empirical support. The result was that
the evolutionist was unable to formulate a complete argument, but left
"certain gaps or breaks yhich required to be cunningly filled with arti-
ficial material, in order to give an appearance of continuity to the
whole." (325)
The/first gap was that between dead and\living matter, The evol-

utionist might attempt to bridge this gap through the use of such terms
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as protoplasm which was defined to include both 1iving and dead matter,
but Dawson asserted that this was not a satisfactory approach. Science
had not yet been able to produce life artificially in its Towest forms.
Moreover, if physical forces alone were the agents through which life
forms had evolved, evolutionists still were ignorant of the way that
these forces produced even the more basic forms of 1ife. Although there
had been countless announcements that scientists had created 1ife from
either dead organic matter or mineral substances, in every case these
hopes proved to be false. Regardless of how far back evolutio;ists might
trace the evolutionary process, they were not able to transcend the
barrier of 1ife. This suggested to Dawson that creation remained a
valid concept despite the evolutionary hypothesis. If life must exist
beforg development could begin, then until it was demonstrated otherwise,
a Divine Mind was as reasonable an explanation of the origin of life as
any protoplasmic unknown was. Since nefther man nor nature seemed cap-
able of bridging the gap between the living and the dead, the external
initiative of a God remained a defensible be]igf.

The gap which separated animal from vegetable life was another
break in the developmental argumeﬁt which evolutionists must bridge. Al-
though primitive forms of animal and plant 1ife might seem to share
charactgr1stics which suggested that the two forms had mingled, scientific
investigation of these forms indicated that the distinction between plant
and animal remained an absolute one without any observable or known ex-
ceptions. The only resort left to the evolutionist, Dawson claimed, was

an appeal to ignorance:

There may be, or may have been, some simple creature ‘unknown
to us, on the extreme verge of the plant kingdom, that was
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wcapable of passing the 1imit and becoming an animal. But

no proof of this exists. (326)
If the first gap removed the possibility of an evolution from dead to
Tiving matter and left the creative will of God as a reasonable altern-
ative, this second gap isolated one form of living matter - animal life -
and showed that it must have developed out of its own kind. In effect,
while systematically undermining the methodological validity of the
evolutionist position, Dawson was building a logical defence for the al-
ternative explanation based upon the existence of a divine creator.

The third gap invited a blow at the heart of the evolutionary
hypothesis for it was the gap between specific forms. Darwin had at-
tempted to bridge this gap, but Dawson held that he had failed. There
had never been an instance, Dawson noted, of a member of one species suc-
cessfully breeding with that of another. Moreover, he suggested that
evolutionists had given an illusionary solidity to their argumént by de-
fining "species" imprecisely. Dawson believed that this lack of precision
aided the evolutionist position. There was no general agreement upon what
constituted a species, and Dawson was convinced that many species were
probably in fact races or varieties.

The loose discrimination of species, and the tendency to
multiply names, have done much to promote evolutionist
views; but the research of the evolutionists themselves
have (sic] shown that we must abandon transmutation of
true species as a thing of the present, and if we imagine
it to have occurred, must refer it to the past. (328%

There was in fact a fundamental difference between the way in which evol-

utionists and Dawson defined species. In the Qrigqin of Species, Darwin

had rejected the concept of immutable species to argue for that "loose

discrimination" which Dawson noted.  For evolutionists, thishimprecise
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definition of species was necessitated by the gradual but constant mod-
ification of specific forms which made species mutable and blurred the
dividing 1ine between species and variet1e5.3
The final gap which Dawson examined was that which existed be-

tween the nature of the animal and the nature of man. Neither external
physical influences nor any internal potential within an animal could pro-
duce the required change to bridge this gap between the two natures.
Dawson held that the existence of intelligence and morality proved the
uniqueness of man's mental and moral development. Although the "grosser
materialists" had tried to argue that thought is a secretion of the brain
as bile is of the liver, Dawson dismissed this analogy as false. There
was no compardble function with which to measure man's reasoning process.
If the working of the intelligence could not be explained in materialistic
terms, materialism had also failed to explain its development:

We may vaguely suppose with Darwin, that continual exercise

of such powers as animals possess, may have developed those

of man. But our experience of animals shows that their in-

telligence differs essentially from that of man, being a

closed circle ever returning into itself, while that of man

is progressive, inventive, and accumulative and can no more

be correlated with that of the animal than the vital

phenomena of the animal with those of the plant. (329)
Dawson believed too that the evolutionists were unable to explain man's
moral development. He held that morality was dependent upon religion

which he believed necessarily remained solely within the domain of man:

nor can the gap between the higher religious and moral senti-
ments of man, and the instinctive affections of the brutes,

3This point will be discussed further in the next chapter. It
should be noted that, in the Origin of Species, Darwin had stated that
the term "species" did not differ essentially from the term "variety".
Origin of Species(Moderp Library Edition, New York n.d.), 46
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be filled up with the miserable ape imagined by Lubbock,

which crossed in love, or pining with cold and hunger, con-

ceived for the first time in its poor addled pate, "the

dread of evil to come," and so became the father of

theology. (329)
According to Dawson, this was the concep%ion adopted by Darwin when he
attempted to explain man's moral development. He stated that Darwin's
position on man's moral evolution would be ludicrous, "but for the
frightful picture which it gives of the aspect in which religion appears
to the mind of the evolutionist." (329)

Yet another flaw in the evolutionary theory was the failure of
its supporters to take into account the delicate balance which must be
maintained at every stage of development if an organism were to survive:

An animal or plant advancing from maturity to the adult
state is in every stage of its progress a complete and

symmetrical organism, correlated in all its parts and
adapted to surrounding conditions. (335) A

If ;his organism was modified in any way, "probabilities are incalculably
great against the occurrence of many such disturbances without the break- |
ing up altogether of the nice adjustment of parts and conditions." (335)
Dawson noted a marked tendency in species to return to their original
state after they had been artificially modified and he believed that such
instability was a reason why so many species had become extinct in the
past. He asserted that, although both Darwin and Spencer were aware of
this tendency, they hgd neglected it in their arguments for evolution.
Dawson heM™ that it was "another fatal objection" to the evolutionary
hypothesis which had been overlocked by its supporters. -

Dawson ended his critique of evolution by analyzing Darwin's

explanation of man's development in The Descent of Man. In order to

prove the evolutionary case for man's development, Darwin would have had
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to assume, in Dawson's opinion, that all the conditions were favourable
for the successive stages of modification, and he would have had to €ill
in all the gaps which Dawson noted as existing in the evolutionary pro-
cess. Dawson stated that Darwin's account was an inadequate defence of
evolution since it concentrated only upon the gap which existed between
distinct series, "leaving us to receive all the rest on.mere faith."
(338-339) Moreover, Dawson.argued that even this crucial gap between
species remained unexplained by Darwin. By failing to establish the ne-
cessary link between man and animal, Darwin had failed to prove the val-
idity of his limited hypothesis:
. he has not certainly established one link; and in the

very last change, that from the ape-like ancestor, he equally

fails to satisfy us as to the matters so trivial as the loss

of hair, which on the hypothesis, clothed the pre-human neck,

and on matters so weighty as the dawn of human reason and

conscience. (339)

Th{s dismissal of Darwin's hypothesis was probably deliberately

abrupt. Having demonstrated previously that evolution depended upon a
series of "transmutations" which contained breaks or gaps that evolution-
ists must he able o r1dge successfully, Dawson suggested that Darwin's
inal I1ty tu produce links was sufficient to destroy the evolutionary ex-
planation o* wan, and to disciedit evolution as a theory of development.

Dawsi: conct ded

The Reader will now readily perceive that the simplicity and
completeness uf the evolutionary theory entirely dicappear
when we consider the unproved assumptions on which 1t
based, and its failure to connect with each other some of the
most important facts in nature; that in short, it is not in
any true sense a philosophy, but merely an arbitrary airange-
ment of facts in accordance with a number of unproved
hypotheses. . . . (329)
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In effect the evolutionists demanded adherence to a hypothesis taken on
faith. Dawson's rapid and sweeping attempt to destroy Darwin's argument
without entering into an analysis of his complex supporting evidence
helped to emphasize the underlying irony - the role of faith in evolution -
which Dawson found in the methodological demands of the evolutionists. It
also indicated the sense of desperate urgency which became increasingly
evident in his writings on the subject of evolution. Finally, it may be
that he hoped a clever and logically 1rrefut?b1e destruction of Darwin
would make readers appreciate his own abilities as a scientist and

perhaps would bring him the recognition which would allow him to leave

the burdens of McGill.

When Dawson discussed individual evolutionists, he repeatedly re-
ferred to both Darwin and Spencer. He obviously believed, however, that
Spencer was by far the more dangerous and irresponsible of the two:

Darwin always states facts carefully and accurately, and when

he comes to a difficulty tries to meet it fairly. Spencer

often exaggerates or extenuates with reference to his facts,

and uses the art of the dialecticians where argument fails. (330)
There are at least two factors which might explain this distinction-which
Dawson made between Darwin and Spencer. Whatever the weaknesses in his
argument, Darwin was a scientist, and a kind of professional respect was
evident in Dawson's evaluation of him. Spencer, on the other hand, was
considered by Dawson to be a philosopher Qho, without proper or sufficient
scientific traiming, was misusing séience to promote dubious and dangerous
philosophical views of man. Darwin, moreover, already had powerful sup-
porters or sympathizers among scientists in England and Dawson may have
considered it prudent to aim his most ext}eme criticism at a philosopher.

Yet, Dawson did not stint in his criticism of Darwin when religion was in
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question. When Darwin, in his opinion, went beyond the proper sphere of
science and touched upon metaphysics, Dawson asserted that "Darwin, with
all his philosophic fairness, sometimes becomes almost Spencerian in his
looseness of expression." (340) Certainly, Dawson believed this to have
been the case when Darwin inevitably attacked the doctrine of creation.
Dawson believed that Darwin had revealed his basic misunder-

standing of creation in the use of such words as "miraculous", "suddenly",
and "flash" to describe it. He stated that evolutionists deliberately
attached an unnecessarily extreme meaning to creation in order to promote
their own position:

Those who have no faith in evolution as a cause of the pro-

duction of species, may well ask in return how the evol-

utionist can prove that creation must have been instantaneous,

that it must follow no law, that it must produce an animal

fully formed, that it must be miraculous. In short, it is a

portion of the policy of evolutionists to tie down their

opponents to a purely gratuitous and ignorant view of creation,

and then to attack them in that position. (340)
Dawson suggested that there was a simple statement of the theory of cre-
ation which eliminated the excesses that the evolutionists tried to
associate with it. As held by a modern scientist, the theory of creation
posited that "all things have been broduced by the. Supreme Creative Will,
acting directly or through the agency of the forces and materials of His
own production." (340) This definition meant that creation might be a

Q N
product of laws as evolution claimed to be, although as the evolutionary
laws, the laws of creation were not yet completely known.

Dawson held that a belief in creation did not require that the

creative process be miraculous in the sense of going against, or under-

mining, natural law. Creation may have occurred, furthermore, in suc-

cessive stages, producing creatures of various, kinds, sjmildh or dissimilar
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to each other in different degrees. This approach to creation allowed
the possibility of a certain compatibility between creation and evolution:
. anything once created may, if sufficiently flexible

and elastic, be evolved or involved in various ways. In-

dged, creation and derivation may, rightly understood, be

complementary to each other. Creative things, unless ab-

solutely unchangeable, must be more or less modified by

influences from within and from without, and derivation or

evolution may account for certain subordinate changes of

things already made. (341)
The key to this compatibility is found in Dawson's phrase "rightly under-
stood". To indicate the proper understanding of evolution, Dawson con-
sidered the example of man. Although created by God- man may have
originated within the plans or laws established by the creator for the
operation of his will in the world. Not only might man's creation not be
unique in that the creator might have created other things with life
before man, man's body might also have been created in a manner distinct
from the creation of his soul. Evolution could provide a possible ex-
planation of man{s physical development, once it was recognized that his
mental and moral development resulted from a separate creation.

Dawson's argument was designed to demonstrate that the theory of
evolution demanded a greater suspension of reason and experience than a
belief in creation demanded. Both must be taken on faith, but creation
had the. advantage of avoiding many of the methodological difficulties
which marred the evolutionist explanation. Moreover, unlike the evolut-
fonary hypothesis, creation was based upon a source of power which provided
"an intelligible origin of nature." This source was the Will: "the only
source of power actually known to us by ordinary experience." (342) It

was creation, not evolution, that was more easily reconciled with man's

experience. Creation
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does not require us to contradict experience by supposing
that there are no differences of kind or essence in things.
It does not require us to assume, contrary to experience,
an invariable tendency to differentiate and improve. (342)

Mo;t importantly, creation did not require its defenders to elaborate

\\“‘fhéaries in order to bridge the gaps between various grades or types of

be#nﬁ. Accepted without the prejudicial interpretation given|to jt by
evolutionists, creation became a reasonable explanation for man korigin
and development through the operatioﬁ‘of a divine mind, which modérn
scientists could accept without any conflict with their own research and
discoveries. Once this creative will wa; recognized, Dawson implied that
it might be possible for scientists to use hypotheses such as evolution
as a means of explaining the workings of the creator's plan.

The fact remained, however, that many modern scientists refused
to accept the existence of a creative will, and preferred instead to ex-

plain development in the mechanistic terms of such processes as natural

selection. Dawson held that this refusal was mainly due to the ignorance

which modern scientific education had bred. Such scientists ignored the

existence of a creation

mainly because, from the training of many of them, they are
absolutely ignorant of the subject and from their habits of
thought have come to regard physical force and laws regul-
ating it as the one power in nature, and to relegate powers
or forces, or as they have been taught to regard them,

'‘supernatural" things, to the domain of the "unknowable".
(342-343)

In order to correct this situation, Dawson suggested that 1t might be
necessary to adopt a new definition of nature which would eliminate the
concept of the "supernatural®. He believed that the idea of nature
should encompass the whole cosmos, and include both the spiritual and

the physical. If this were done, 1t would be recognized that both the



89

spiritual and physical aspects.of nature cahe under the same rule of law,
but that each was controlled by law which reflected its special nature.
Sych a conceptual framework Qbuld allow the type of scientific enquiry
which produced the Darwinian hypothesis of physica]ldeve1opment to exist
_recoqfi]ed with a theory of divine creation that explained the mental an&
méral development of man. A1l that was needed was a proper understanding
of the true meaning of nature and law, and a willingness by scientists to
accept the limitations which such an understanding required.

The Story of the Earth and Man attempted to save nineteenth cen-

tury science from the "system of debased metaphysics" which Dawson be-
lieved evolution fostered. This attempt was motivated both by tﬁé effects
which the acceptance of evolution had upon the course of contemporary
science and by the implications of the thegiy for the spirituality of man.
In order ;o achieve the salvation of science;\anson recognized that he
must eliminate the apparent polarization between the theory of evolution
and a belief in divine creation. As he noted, there was no room in the

present situation for any compromise between the two alternatives. Dawson

suggested, therefore, in The Story of the Earth and Man a reconciliation

that would demonstrate the proper place of evolution within the divinely
created universe. This reconciliation depended upon the reinterpretation
. of both evolution and divine creation.

Without denying the hsefu]ness of evolution as a hypothesis,
Dawson identified gaps which could be filled.only by arguments that con-
tradicted both coMmon_sense and scientific knowledge. His purpose was to
demonstrate that, far from being a rational and plausible explanation of

development, evolution was in fact dependent upon a faith that required
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the suspension of experience and observation. Having thus reduced evol-
ution to the level of a faith, Dawson then attempted to convince his
readers that divine creation involved fewer difficulties as a faith and‘g
as an explanation of fact than evolution did. Much of Dawson's defence
of divine creation was based upon his premise that a belief in divine
creation need not require adherence to many of the miraculous non-essentials
that evolutionists tried to associate with the idea of a creation. Dawson,
moreover, argued that his definition of divine creation Qas sufficiently
encompassing to make a properly understood view of evolution compatible
with it. The contemporary interpretation” of evolution, on the other hand,
could never be compatible with divine creation as long as it rested upon
the refutation of that metaphysical reality which Dawson believed was
evidenced in nature; . \ ’
Fundamental to Dawson's reconciliation of evolution and divine
creation was his belief that these two faiths must be "properly under-
stood". When evolutionists formulated an unnegessarily extreme definition
of divine creation, they revealed their lack of proper understanding of
it. Dawson believed that it was this tack of understanding which had" con-
tributed to the decline in the acceptance o%\divine creation by nineteenth
century scientists. Likewise, by ignoring the gaps in the evolutionary
hypothesis, its supporters had failed to take into account the inherent
defiéienc1es in the hypothesis that made it at best suspect. Perhaps the
most basic lack of understanding was the failure to appreciate the true
_ nature of the universe. Dawson held that, rather than qséuming a break
between the natural and the supernaiural. s;ientists should recognize

that nature contains both physical and spiritual in one indefeasible

rd
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union. Such a view of nature would remove the threat to metaphysics
which Dawson saw in the evolutionary hypothesis by incorporating the
physical as a part of a larger whole. Properly understooa, therefore,
the evolutionary hypothesis need ot produce a "debased metaphysics"
because the basically spiritual nature of man's mental and moral develop-
ment was protected.

Dawson's attempt to bring about a reconciliation of evolution and
divine creation did not disguise the fact that he remained opposed to the
evolutionary hypothesis. Despite his claim that there could be a place
for a properly understood &gp]ication of evolution within hjs concept of
nature, his reconciliation was clearly a pretext for refutation. It was ~

—

unlikely to convince evolutionists)squg,it demanded a view of nature al-

ready considered anachronistic by them. Moreover, the strength of the
evolutionary theory meant that its advocates had no need to make the
concessions demanded by Dawson to achieve the form of reconciliation

which he advocated. The fundamental purpose of The Story of the Earth

and Man was necessarily a defensive one. Forced to recognize the contin-
uing existence and importance of evolution, Dawson used reconciliation as
a means of presenting his case for the alternative of diyine creation.

The polarization remained and the subsequent success or faijlure of
Dawson's response to the evolutionary hypothesis would rest on his ability

to argue convincingly, not for a reconciliation, but for an alternative.

S



VI

JOHN WILLIAM DAWSON: MODERN IOEAS OF EVOLUTION

John William Dawson's Modern Ideas of Evolution was published in

April, 1890 by The Religious Tract Society of London. Although Dawson
had discussed the question of evolution in sevéral of his earlier wofks,
this book represented his only full-length analysis of the subject. \Pub-

1ished almost exactly eight years after the death of Charles Darwin,

Modern Ideas of Evolution appeared at a crucial time in the history of
evolutionary thought. As Dawson noted:

The great fabric of the Darwinian evolution may be said to
have attained to its completion. Its chief corner-stone

has been laid with shouting by its jubilant adherents, and .
it is presented to us as a permanent and finished structure,

hh"“-—_———-f1t§ed to withstand all the attacks of time and chance. We

‘are even asked to regard its-architect as the Newton of .
Natural Science, and to believe in the fin?1ity and complete-
ness of the structure which he has raised.

As early as 1872, Dawson had suggested in The Story of the Earth and Man

that the concept of evolution was becoming an accepted fact governing the
views of many contemporary scientists. In his new book he recognized that
it now occupied a position of apparent permanency in modefp scientific
thought. Thérefore, §1though'0arwin's position remained a central pre-
occupation of Dawson, much of the discussion‘in his book was directed
towards subsequent exponents of evo1utioﬁ who had moaified and challenged
specific assumptions made by Darwin, while still acgepting the basic notion

of evolutionary development.

v

W Dawson, Modern Ideas of Evolution (5th Edition, London n.d.).
1. Subsequent page references have been incorporated in the text.
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Dawson distinguished three schools of thought among the various

new forms of evolutionary theory. There were those evolutionists whose

. approach to development was monistic or positivistic, terms which Dawson

//believgd were virtually indistinguishable from "materialistic" or "athe-
istic". Dawson identified Ernst Haeckel, to Qhom Darwin had once written
"Your boldness sometimes makes me tremb1e",2 as the leading spokesman
for tﬁ1s school. Although Haeckel had not reached the zenith of his
extremism by 1890, it was obvious that he had replaced Herbert Spencer in
Dawsgn‘s mind as the most irresponsible and dangerous supporter of evol-
ution. The second school consisted of evolutionists including Spencer
who upheld an agnostic interpretation of evolution. Finally there was a

school including the American professor Joseph Le Conte, the author of

Evolution and its Relation to Religious Thought in 1889, whose members

held there could be a theistic interpretation of evolution. Dawson recog-
nized that there were differences of opinion within these three groups,
but he thought it was viable, nevertheless, to discuss the future of
evolutionary thought in terms of a struggle among~fhese three interpre-
tations. /
Thefgﬁree f&ﬁh;lof evolutionary thought had to be evaluated on
the level of philosophy and its relationship to science. There was,™bow-
ever, another aspect of evolution which Dawson believed had serious

practical implications for the future. This was the way in which such

2Charles Darwin to Ernst Haeckel, 19 November 1868, in Francis
Darwin, ed., The Life and Letters of Charles Darwin (New York 1896), II,
285 .
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concepts é% struggle for existence and survival of the fittest had stim-
ulated "that popular unrest. . . which threatens to overthrow the whole
fabric of society as at present constituted.” (10-11) Dawson attributed
much of this misuse of evolutionary ideas to the lack of agreement among
scientigts.

In these circumstances, it seems desirable that science, and

especially natural and physical scignce, which may in some

degree be held responsible for this movement (of unrest},

should define its own position, and do what it can to remove

the difficulties and relieve the fears which have been engen-

dered by the use or misuse of its facts and principles. ?11)
At the root of the unrest which threatened society was the conflict be-
tween science and religion. Dawson held that this conflict was unnecessary
and he attributed the prevalent hostility to reiigion to an "unscientific
and unspiritual degeneration" caused by "the excessive pursuit of evol-
utionary ideas." (12) Not only, therefore, did evolutionary ideas
potentially subvert the fabric of society, but they also threatened to
subvert the spiritual consciousness of individual scientists, thereby
promoting an artificial conflict between science and religion.

Tﬁe central danger in a conflict between science and religion,

in Dawson's opinion, was that it would alienate scientists from belief
in God as creator of the Universe. Dawson asserted that this belief was
a reasonﬁ?le and necessary part of scientific enquiry. Hig basic position
was that, despite the efforts of evolutionists, science could not negate
the following principle:

No system of the universe can dispense with a First Cause,

eternal and self-existent; and the First Cause must nec-

essarily be the living God, whose will is the ultimate
force and the origin of natural law. (14)
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The theistic interpretation of evolution made room for this principle but
Dawsdn argued that there were too many objections to evolution per se to
make even this position satisfactory. Dawson's argument was that atl
evolutionary hypotheses were unacceptable because they required the ac-
ceptance of assumptions which were inconsistent with scientific knowledge.
By demonstrating the inadequacies of evolution as a theory of development,

Dawson hoped in Modern Ideas of Evolution to convince contemporary science

of the need to affirm the existence of the living God in the creation and
development of the universe and of the specific forms found in it. .

Examining Darwin's Qrigin of Species, Dawson argued that the weak-

nesses of the Darwinian hypothesis began with the very title of the book.
The title was misleading because, in Dawson's opinion, Darwin had failed
to prove what was stated in it. Since Darwin did not explain how the
first species originated, Dawson claimed that the book was really con-
cerned with the modification, rather than the origin, of specific forms:

Of the origin of species the book tells us nothing. It merely

discusses certain possible modes of "descent with modification”

whereby new species may be derived from those previously ex-

isting. (58)
Likewise, he argued that Darwin's book revealed virtually nothing about
species since it held that

there.can be no permanent kinds of animals or plants, or

true species, in the old sense of the term, but only an

indefinite shading of forms into one another, and a per-

manent flux, by which what may be called a species at one

period will be something different at another. (58)
Natural Selection was another meaningless term which Dawson believed re-
futed, rather than supported, Darwin's theory. He argued that natural
selection could operate only after there were enough species in existence

from which a selection could be made. Rather than being a factor in the
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proliferation of species, natural selection had meaning only after this
proliferation had occurred. Moreover, Dawson believed that, unless
natural selection was another term for chance, there must be an intell-
igent selecting power or agency.

Dawson's objections to Darwin's title reflected a fundamental
difference in the way that each scientist defined the word "species”.
When Dawson wrote of species, "true species in the old sense of the term”,
he referred to a concept which Darwin had clearly rejected in the Origin
of Species. Darwin had declared that

[ can entertain no doubt, after the most deliberate study and

dispassionate judgment of which I am capable, that the view

which most naturalists until recently entertained, and which

[ formerly entertained - namely, that each species has been

independently created - is erroneous._ I am fully convinced

that species are not immutable. . . .3
Darwin's concept of species answered the objection that his book had not
explained the origin of the first species. Darwin made it clear that,
since species were not immutable

I Took at the term species as one arbitrarily given, for

the sake of convenience, to a set of individuals closely

resembling each other, and that it does not essentially

differ from the term variety, whigh is given to less dis-

tinct and more fluctuating forms.

Taken in this 1ight, Darwin's book might have been titled The Origin of

Variégies. . . without destroying the value of its contents. Darwin also

foresaw the criticism that natural selection was impossible in the simplest

structure at the first dawn of life. Although admitting that no facts

3Charles Darwin, The Origin of Species (Modern Library Edition,
New York n.d.), 13-14

4

Ibid., 46
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existed to explain the first steps in the advancement of species, Darwin
wrote:
.it is. . . an error to suppose that there would be no

struggle for existence, and, consequently, no natural sel-

ection, until many forms had been produced: variations in

a single species inhabiting an isolated station might be

beneficial, and thus the whole mass of indigidua]s might be

modified or two distinct forms might arise.
In a sense, Dawson was correct when he equatedtpaturai selection with
chance but again Darwin had an explanation that answered this criticism.
It was chance which produced a certain effect, "the preservation of
favourable individual differences and variations, and the destruction of
those which are 1'njurious."6 Should someone wish to posit the existence
of an intelligent selection power or agency, natural selection as de-
scribed by Darwin still remained valid. Indeed, this was the very inter-
pretation which theistic evolutipnists brought to the evolutionary
theory of development.

The attack on Darwin's title revealed the degree of prejudgment

with which Dawson approached the Origin of Species. There is a sense of

a struggle to the death in Modern Ideas of Evolution. Moreover, this

struggle reflected the desperation of a man who, recognizing that victory
was virtually impossible, was willing to risk everything and to try any-
thing to vanquish his opponent. Thus, Dawson attempted to prove that the
title of Darwin's book was not supported by his subsequent arguments.
Likewise, Dawson focused much of his attention-upon Darwin's methodology
to demonstrate that Darwin's arguments were based upon false, or at best

unconvincing, assumptions. In this way, he undoubtedly hoped to destroy

Ibid., 96 ®1bid., 64
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Darwin's position without entering into a detailed refutation of his
specific arguments. This was a bold and calculated risk and it reflected
the depth and urgency of Dawson's opposition to the idea of evolution.
Dawson thought that the evidence presented by Darwin could be intelli-
gently accounted for on other grounds. His major concern was not Darwin's
evidence but the idea of evolution itself.

Dawson believed that theg term évo]ution included two distinct
processes which he defined as modal and qgusal. Modal evolution ex-
plained development in terms of a causation which was independent of the
evolutionary process. Causation was external in modal evolution and
thus formed the subject of a separate enquiry which need not affect the
evolutionary theory. Causal evolution, however, assumed that causation
was included within the evolutionary process, as one of the internal
factors of evolution. Dawson held that Darwin's hypothesis was modal:
Darwin did not seek for ultimate causes but accepted the prior existence
of matter, force, and laws in the universe. In Dawson's opinion, such a
disregard of ultimate causes was impossible. Although Darwin was prepared
to leave first causes as something beyond the range of scientific enquiry,
Dawson believed that, unless modal evolution were connected with an ex-
planation of causation, "we are embarked as in a ship without captain,
crew, rudder, or compass, and without any guiding chart or star." (27)
There was either a recognized Divine Will directing nature or nature was
a chaos of forces producing a constant and confused struggle for existence.

Having isolated the modal nature of Darwin's hypothesis, Dawson
then outlined the weaknesses in it. He held that, disregarding the

question of causation, modal evolution as explained by Darwin was not
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supported by an objective study of nature. Dawson not;d that naturalists
had never observed the development of a new species and that species
possessed a stability that made infertility the only result of changes
produced through domestication and artificial selection. The geological
record also indicated that modal evolution had not likely occurred in the
past. When traced back Tnto the past,lspecies appeared to have developed
along parallel, rather than diverging, lines without any real indication
of branching. This development, moreover,. apparently ended with "term-
inal forms" in the distant past that had lost the capacity for further
development. Dawson argued that present species represented defined and
fixed forms which are now immutable and which had probably always been
immutable. He also pointed to the lack of evidence in the geological
record that the "infinite alleged céznecting 1inks" necessary for modal
development had existed in the past. In his qpinion, these objections
destroyed the notion of gradual and uniform modification found in the
Darwinian hypothesis.

If gradual and uniform modification could not be reconciled with
the geological record, there remained an alternative evolutionary ex-
planation which argued for sudden or intermittent evolution. Such an
explanation was based upon

a doctrine of suddén appearance of new forms, occurring at
certain portions of geological time rather than at others,
and in the earlier history of animal and vegetable types

than in their later history, and in early geological time,
rather than in those more recent. (34)

Dawson believed that this view was supported by palaeontology and he

cited several examples of sudden appearance, including such forms as the

. Cambrian trilobites which he had discovered. From these examples, he



e s R e -

R i Py S - A acriin’

T

100
< Q

concluded that the appearance of the various forms of life seemed to have
occurred "in a manner 1nd§cating flows and ebbs of the creative action.”
(59) Such a manner of appearance was inconsistent with the Darwinian
notion of uniform and gradual modification and, Dawson believed, might be
inconsistent with any interpretation of evolution then held. If geologi-
cal evidence suggested that sudden appearances ratherﬁthan gradual devel-
opment were indeed how new forms originated, there might then have been
no difference between divine creation and sudden appearances.

This argument from the geological record was crucial in Dawson's
undermining of the credibility of the evolutionary position. In consider-
ing the origin of species, he contended that neither those who held the
theologfcal jdea of creation nor’those who supported evolution could look
to biology and geology for conclusive substantiation of their argument.
These two sciences were concerned with the nature and succession of
organic forms, not their origin. Nevertheless, both theories of origins
could use the findings of these two sciences to provide facts which con-
firmed the subsequent development of their hypotheses. Although the
geo1og{2%] record did not offer proof of actual origins, its indication
of sudden appearances of forms supported the idea of creation rather
than the evolutionary argument of gradual modification. Whether the

atheistic or theistic interpretation of evolution was accepted, Dawson

arqued that scientific facts did not support gradual modification.

It should be noted that, despite Dawson's criticism of Darwin's
failure to deal with the actual origin of species, his argument con-
centrated not upon the appearance of the first species but upon sub-

sequent modification. By demonstrating that there was no scientific

. T 0 PRI IR S a8 s
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evidence for gradual and uniform modification of specific forms, Dawson
attempted to negate the fundamental evolutionary concept of mutable
species. The tﬁgistic view %f evolution was similarly untenable since,
although it held that God created, it still attributed to these created
beings the power to evolve into new and higher forms, the power of
mutability.

If the findings of science did not support evolution, why did
prominent scientists adhere to evolutionary theories? Quoting Dr. Albert
Wigard's Darwinismus, Dawson called evolution "a confused movement of the
mind of the age." (51) He attributed the popularity of evolutionary
thinking to a materialism which intoxicated man and gave him a false im-
pression of the legitimate powers of science.

The mind of our time is unsettled and restless. It has a

vague impression that science has given it the power to

solve all mysteries. It is intoxicated with its physical

successes, and has no proper measure of its own powers. It

craves a constant succession of exciting and sensational

generalizations. (54)
quson did not oppose scientific speculation: he believed that such
speculation could lead to new truths. Scientific speculation, moreover,
had a certain psychological value since it demonstrated how "some of the
strongest and most subtle minds of our time exhaust their energies in the
attempt to solve impenetrable mysteries." (54) Th%s comment revealed
much about Dawson's attitude towards science and scientific enquiry. He
saw a danger in scientist%\who attributed scientific bases to what were
speculations. The findings of science might be used as evidence to sup-
port hypotheses, but hypotheses should not be presented as the true

findings of science. Dawson maintained his adherence to this principle

throughout all his critical examinations of evolution: this
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misrepresentation of evolution as fact rather than hypothesis by scientists
was repeatedly used in his opposition to an evolutionary theory of devel-
opment.
The way to overcome such abuses in scientific speculation was,

in Dawson's opinion, better scientific education. Not only must spec-
ulation be kept distinct from science, but "the known facts and principles
of science" must also be widely taught to allow men to evaluate
hypotheses.

Speculations as to origins may have some utility if they are

held merely as provisional or suggestive hypotheses. They

become mischievous when they are introduced into text-books

and popular discaurses, and are thus palmed off on the

ignorant and unstspecting for what Fhey are not. (55)
To avoid this mischié%, Dawson counse]éﬁ that there must be "a more gen-
eral and truthful teaching of science." {56) Once people knew about the
structures of anima1§ and plants, as well as about their geological
history, they would cease to be seduced by attempts to explain origins
by “any crude and simple hypothesis." (57) This emphasis upon proper
scientific education remained a cﬁnstant theme in Dawson's writings, and
was an indication of his approach;to science. It was not enough for the
scientist to speculate or to discover. Dawson assumed scientists had a
moral responsibility which required them to educate the "ignorant and
u?suspecting" and to protect them from groundless and dangerous specu-
lations which could destroy ?oth society's fabric and men's souls.

Dawson believed that the theorfes of evolutionists contributed

nothing to a scientific un§erstanding of the’origin of 1ife. This s?i]l
remained a mystery which %bu\d be described only by the statement, "In

the beginning God created the heavens and the earth." Science had not

£
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discovered a convinciﬁg or satisfactory alternative to the Almighty
Intelligent Will who created time and space, as well as the matter, //
energy, and ether which existed in time and space. These creations /
whose origins were mysteries beyond the comprehension of science embodieJ
the substance of the physical world. The most that such sciences as
chemistry and physics could do was to study these substances and powers

in the light of certain discovered laws.

Dawson held that analogous to matter, energy, and ether were the
animate factors of protoplasm, organism, and life. In his opinion, these
animate factors were also divinely created mysteries. Each element in
these two trinities of matter, energy, ether and protoplasm, organism,
life must have existed fully perfected before the existence of beings was
possible. These factors were the prerequisites for the origin of life
and no single factor could be understood isolated from the rest. What-
ever merits natural selection had as an explanation of variation, it
failed to solve the fundamental problem of the origin of life since it
could not penetrate the basic mysteries of the physical world. It failed,
moreover, to prove that this problem could be solved "without the power
and divinity that 1ie behind it." (76)

Dawson noted that evolution as explained by both Darwin and
Lamarck was essent1a11y19)biologica1 theory. The great time periods re-
quired for the evolutionary process, however, made the theory relevant to

ggeological consideration. Dawson asserted that thé geological record
suggested
this grand procession of living beings in geological time
. is.not that of a mere continuous flow, but that of a co-

operation of physical agencies toward a particular prepar-
ation of our planet, and then the introduction at once and
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in great force of suitable inhabitants to the abode prepared
for them. (93}

"He arqued that such evidence indicated a progressive p]ap rather than
"mere spontaneous evolution." The causes of this plan were £till hidden
from man to a considerable .extent and evolution had not yet presented
them in any satisfactory manner. One reason why biologists tended to
accept spontaneous evolution was that, in Dawson's opinion, they were ac-
customed to ar;ue from analogy. He asserted that biologists were carried
away by the parallelism between the development of the individual animal
from a simple to a more complex state and the development of life from
the protozoa to man. Althougﬁ there was a general resemblance between
these two developments, Dawson held that they were altogether different
in their nature and causes. This basic distinction in developments,
moreover, was easily recognized by experienced students of the geological
record.

The greater part. . . of the more experienced palaeontol-

ogists, or students of fossils, have long ago seen that

in the larger field of the earth's history there is very

much that cannot be found in the narrower field of the

development of the individual animal. . . (102)
Through their studies1Jsuch palaeontologists had arrived at d@nera] con-
clusions which demonstrated that the geological record did not support a
hypothesis of evolution.

These ¢onclusions were used by Dawson as an indication that the
history of life demonstrated a continued plan and order. Evidence in
the geological record revealed that general laws of nature have remained
uniform, and that throughout time, growth has co-existed with degradation
and extinction. This has led to an "orderly continuous progres§ of the

utmost complexity in detail" which could not have been produced by chance.
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We may. . . conclude that the settlement in very early times

of so many great principles of construction, and the majestic

lapse of geological ages, and along with so many great

physical changes, cannot be fortuitous, but must represent

a great creative plan conceived in the beginning, and carried

out with unchanging consistency. (117)
This complexity, combined with the fact that the geological record has pro-
duced no direct evidence of a gradual or sudden transformation of oﬁe
species into another, 1nd1c§%ed for Dawson the inadequacy of the evol-
utionary theory. If the geological record did not allow scientists to
identify every kind of fossil as a distinct product of creation, it re-
vealed that the causes of the introduction and extinction of species were
\gg_gg@plex to be explained by any contemporary theory of evolution.
Such complexity was produced by the uniformity\b(\Yaws which had governed
both progress, and extinction and which made a great creative plan
necessary. Here, Dawson again directed his argument not against the
specific evidence for evolu;ion but against the general premise behind
the conceég‘of evolutign. Regardless of specifics, natural selection
was impossible because it was based upon chance and Dawson believed that
chance was inadequate as an explanation of development in the light of
the geological record.

The q;istence of a great creative plan for the universe necess-
itated for Da;son the existence of a Creator which he held was explicit in
the most mechanistic interpretation of evolution. Haeckel was a monistic
evolutionist who denied everything spiritual or immaterial, but Haeckel
was forced to view the universe, Dawson noted, as originating from an
ultimate unity, self-existing energy which, thngygﬁ 1ts'bperation, started
-the developmental process that produced specific forms. Dawson argued

that this was "an approximation to the idea of a Creator, but not a
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1iving and willing Creator."” (120) Likewise, an agnostic such as
Herbert Spencer believed that man must accept the hypothesis of a first
cause, although he asserted that this first cause was wholly inscrutable.
However, since Dawson held that causes are only known by their effects,
he argued that a study of the phenomena in the uniyerse would reveal the
nature and operation of their cause or causes. Inherent in the recog-
nition of cause was the knowledge of the cause and this fact, by Dawson's
logic, destroyed the agnostic position. "We must be theists," he wrote,
"unles; we prefer to call ourselves monists or pantheists." (156)
There were evolutionists such as Professor Le Conte of

California who conside:ed themselves theists. Dawson called Le Conte "a
geologist of some repute and a clear thinker, who aims to combine the
various divergent schools of evolution, whether Darwinian or Lamarckian,
and to reconcile the whole with theistic beliefs." (162) Dawson, however,
could not accept the position of men such as Le Conte. His rejection
originated from a belief that there are certain things which science and
man are incapable of explaining. This limitation of scientific discovery
was based upon a Platonic view of man. .

Man himself occupies merely one plane or grade in the great

system, and there may be far higher and more intelligent

grades above him. He can hope to know something of the

planes that are below him, but not except by revelation or

mere speculation, of those above; and his comprehension
even of those below as compared with that of the Creator

must be crude and imperfect. )(167)

The potentia]ity of divine po was too great and varied to be reduced
to the simple causal explanation of developméent put forward by theistic

evolutionidts.
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By his very place in a specific plane of being, man lacked the
capacity to understand completely the origin and development of the
universe. Science and philosophy might properly investigate these sub-
Jects, butﬁbawson implied that their investigations in these areas could
produce only speculation. The only means of transcending the limitations
of man's imperfections as man was faith in “the loving and all-wise
Father of our spirits."” (168) He knew all the secrets of the universe
and through revelation would equip man with what he needed to know. The
fundamental conceit of the evo1ut10nist§ was their claim that they had
discovered a sufficient exp1anation%for £he origin and development of
life in the universe. -

Despite his limitations, man cou]d gain some knowledge of the
Creator by studying nature. Dégson believed that nature was a manifest-
ation of mind, and nature's laws were "the voluntary limitation of the
power of the Creator in the interests of His creatures." (172) This
combination of mind and laws could be possible, however, only if nature
were a perfect machine.

. nature, in all its varied manifestations, is one vast

machine or congeries of machines, too great and complex for

us to comprehend, and implying a primary energy infinitely

beyond that of man; and thus the unity of nature points to

one Creative Mind. (175)
Dawson presented examples of the complexity and perfection in nature that
revealed a precision and intricacy which could only be attributed to a
Divine Mind. He used a favourite Platonic example of the leaves on
plants which were arranged in a series of spirals rather than at random.

He noted the beauty of form, proportion and colouring that suggested the

existence of mind in nature. Most important, however, as an example of

¥
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mind in nature was man's reasoning power. Dawson held that it was absurd
to believe that man's reason could have developed from an irrational
state, or through an irrational power. "We cannot imagine," he wrote,
"the development of reason from that which has no reason, and must admit
that only the 'inspiration of the Almighty' could have given under-
standing." (201)

It was man's ability to reason which demonstrated that he was
both in harmony with nature and a distinctive creation separate from the
Tower animals. Man's yeason must conform to natural laws and be in har-
mony with them in order for him to comprehend the material universe.
Man, therefore, was necessarily a part of the system of nature. Since
man was a part of nature, he must also be a part of the unity of the
natural system which meant that any conflicts between man and nature were
imaginary. Within nature, however, man existed on a particular plane.
This plane, Dawson believed, was one of the higher levels of existence
and was reserved solely for man. ‘

Dawson argued that, although man was anatomically a mammal, he
clearly represented a distinct order within that class.

Anatomically considered, man is an animal of the class
Mammalia. In that class, notwithstanding the heroic efforts
of some modern detractors from his dignity to place him with
the monkeys in the order Primates, he undoubtedly belongs to
a distinct order. . . . T(I)f he were an extinct animal, the
study of the bones of his hand or of his head would suffice
to convince any competent palaeontologist that he represents
a distinct order, as far apart from the highest apes as they
are from the carnivora. (209)
Moreover, although man shared certain physiological characteristics with

e \
other animals, his supreme endowments of conscielsness, reason, and moral

volition isolated him from these animals, and confirmed his special order
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of existence within the universe. Men alone of all the animals were able
“to rise into the domain of the rational and ethical.” (213) Dawson
concluded that this capacity for the rational and ethical represented
the spiritual potential of man: it allied man with the Power, God, who
]
made and planned the animals. -~
The spiritual potential of man also suggested the possibility of

"a kind of unity and of evolution for a future age” which would correct
the existing anomalies of man's ignorance and cruelty in the world.
Dawson posited the existence of "a new and higher plane of existence to
be attained to by humanity."

This is what Paul anticipates when he tells us of a

‘pneumatical’ or spiritual body to succeed to the present

natural or 'psychical' one, or what Jesus Himself tells

us when He says that in the future state we shall be like

to the angels. (223)
Although angels escaped scientific observation, Dawson believed that they
represented a conceivable order of created beings, existing within nature
and subject to its laws. Angels, however, possessed powers which could
restore the harmony of the universe with God which had been disturbed by
man's depravity.

This idea of angels bridges over the otherwise impassable

gulf between humanity and deity, and illustrates a higher

plane than that of man in his present state, but attainable

in the future. (224)
For Dawson, Christianity revealed man's spiritual potential through Christ

whose mission was to restore the harmony of man with pature and God.

In the "General Conclusions” to Modern Ideas of Evolution, Dawson

-~

declared:

It will. . . be the safest as well as the most candid and
truthful course, both for the scientific worker and the
theologian, to avoid comnitting himself to any of the
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current forms of evolution. The amount of assumption and
reasoning in a vicious circle involved in these renders it
certain that none of them can long survive. (228)

Dawson's conclusions presented the religious beliefs which had determined
his rejection of evolution. He affirmed the necessity of a First Cause,
"the living God", in nature "whose will is the ultimate force and the
origin of natural law." (228) Evolution existed in that God's plan of
creation developed in stages over large periods of time and each stage of
this development was based upon the stage that preceded it. Dawson held,
however, that it was futile to attempt to explain God’'s plan by "any one
little principle” which could only be limited and partial.

The present condition of the Darwinian doctrine of natural

selection clearly proves this, and the various substitutes

for it, or additions to it, now proposed are all equally
partial. (231)

Man may gain indirect knowledge of God thfough the study of®nature but

such study could not lead to a complete revelation. The infinite designs
of the Divine mind created inscrutable mysteries in nature. Dawson ended
his book with a call for man to turn to Jesus Christ, God's direct revel-

ation of Himself.

Modern Ideas of Evolution emphasized the importance of causation

in Dawson's argument against evolution. Early in the study, he had de-
fined Darwin's hypothesis as a modal, rather than a causal concept of
evolution. Since, according to this distinction, modal evolution left
causation as an independent, external factor, Dawsoyf was able to isolate
the question of ultimate cause and introduce the ng;stian concept of
Divine Will. This isolation of ultimate cause was necessary although much

of Dawson's subsequent discussion concentrated upon the objections to

evolution suggested by scientific evidence. The geological record might

-
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not support evolution but it also did not present direct proof that the
development of specific forms was governed by the plan of a Divine Mind.
Belief in the operation of a Ofvine Mind in the universe required the
prior existence of the Divine Mind as ultimate cause. By establishing
the need for a First Cause, Dawson could extend the influence of the
causal force to the developmental process in a Christian alternative to
evolution.

Dawson's religious convictions led him to believe that limitations
have been imposed upon man's capacity to understand nature. If man under-
stood fully the mysteries of nature, he would know the infinite mind of
God. Dawson held, however, that such knowledge was beyond the compre-
hension of man. God revealed Himself directly through the prophets and
Christ to compensate for the barriers in nature. In 18ﬂ5, Dawson had sug-

gested in The Story of the Earth and Man that a reconciliation of evol-

ution and divine creation might be possible if it were recognized that
nature was a union of the physical and spiritual. His rejection of the

theistic interpretation of evolution in Modern I[deas of Evolution indi-

cated that his oppésition to any form of evolution precluded such a recon-
cilfation. Although Dawson counseled against a theistic concept of
evolution on the grounds that the evolutionary theory was not supported

by scientific evidence, it is clear that his response was motivated more

by religion than science. Dawson's position sat within a certain tradition
concerning the relation of religion and science. Implicit in his reaction
to evolution was the belief that it is presumptuous to claim that a
scientific theory can explain adequately a process governed by the plan of

God.
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DANIEL WILSON: INTRODUCTION

4

As were many of his contemporaries, Professor Daniel Wilson of
University College, Toronto, was concerned with the effett of scientific
enquiry upon religious belief in his age. His poem "Doubt" expressed
the view that such enquiry need not threaten faith:

Faith, science, doubt profound,
Searching for ampler knowledge from afar,
By turns have soared to question every star,
Have probed the earth, to tell us whence we are,
And whither bound.

* k * * K % * * * * * * %

And is belief no more?
A thing as facile as a courtier's suit;
To be put on, like bloom of summer fruit,
By the mere sunshine; fashioned by the moot
0f faction's roar?

Nay. give the soul free scope.
To doubt is to inquire, to search, to scan!
To seek to comprehend the wondrous plan;
To know, believe, and onSh1p as a man,
With God-like hope. :

A similar sentiment was expressed in prose in a letter sent by Wilson to
Bishop Isaac Hellmuth of Huron:

Truth has nothing to fear in the long run from the researches

of such men as Darwin and Huxley. I think it suffers far

more from the shackles with which orthodgx zeal would hamper
inquiry with the most honest intentions.

1Dan1e1 Wilson, "Doubt", The Canadian Monthly and National Review,
VIIT (October 1875), 315-316 .

2

University of Toronto Library, Daniel Wilson, Diary, 4 May
1877
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Yet Daniel Wilson attacked the Darwinian hypothesis of evolution in print
and in the classroom. His response'is significant for its delineation of
the boundary beyond which the apparently liberal attitude of Wilson could
not extend and for the uniquely non-scientific method which he employed
to demonstrate the inadequacies of the Darwinian position.

The son of a wine-merchant, Daniel Wilson was born in Edinburgh
on 5 January 1816. Educated at the University of Edinburgh, Wilson went
to London in 1837 and spent five years writing articles for popular mag-
azines. In 1842, he returned to Edinburgh and continued his literary
career. Reflecting upon this period, Wilson called himself a "professional
literary hack" and his published writings "pot-boﬂers."3 He produced
articles and several books, often on historical themes such as History of

Oliver Cromwell and History of the Puritans, for Thomas Nelson and Sons.

He established himself in Edinburgh as a print-maker and artists' colour-
man as well which enabled him to maintain an interest in art that had
been stimulated by the engraver Willipm Miller. This background in art
combined with his antiquarian know]gﬁée to produce in 1848 the two volume

Memorials of Edinburgh in the O]dé; Time, illustrated from his sketches

which recorded many buildings later demolished. In 1851, he published
The Archaeology and Prehistorital Annals of Scotland. As he later noted:

[ coined the word reh1st;:?3\{$; my own use; and it made
its appearance for the first time, unless I diceive myself,

in my Prehistoric Annals of Scotland in 1851.

34. H. Langton, Sir Daniel Wilsoh (Toronto 1929), 30

4University of Edinburgh, Lyell Papers, Daniel Wilson to Charles
Lyell, 13 December 1865. .The Oxford English Dictionary also attributed
the word "prehistoric”" to Daniel Wilson.

/
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As well as giving the world a new word, this work established Wilson's
reputation as an archaeologist sufficiently to secure him a teaching
position at the University of Toronto.

In 1853 Wilson accepted an appointment as Professor of History
and English Literature at University College, the newly created secular
college of the University of Toronto. Undoubtedly, his decision to emi-
grate was influenced by both ambition and a desire for security. Thirty-
seven years old, he was married and had two young daughters. His attempt,
moreover, at obtaining such positions as Keeper of the Library of the
Faculty of Advocates at Edinburgh in 1848 had been unsuccessfu],5 and
prospects must have seemed brighter to him in the new world. Wilson re-
mained at Toronto until his death in 1892, teaching history exclusively
after 1888 when the English and history chair was divided. He became
better known as an administrator. Upon the retirement of John McCaul in
1880, Wilson succeeded him as President of University College. Then,
after university federation in 1887, he became President of the University
of Toronto. Beginning with the designing of the gargoyles for University
College, through negotiations on co-education and federation to the great
fire which destroyed much of the original building in 1890, Wilson helped
to guide his College and University through nearly forty years of change
~and development.

Letters sent to friends in Scotland reveal that Wilson viewed his
Canadian career with mixed feelings. Writing to the Scottish historian

John Hill Burton in 1877, Wilson commented:
Y
i

. M. Wrong, H. H. Langton, eds., Review of”ﬁlstorigél
Publications Relating to Canada (Toronto 1907}, v, 202 ——
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I but drag a lengthened chain; and the longer it grows it is the
more irksome. I left old Edinburgh after all my friendships and
my tastes were formed; and so too late to transplant kindly to so
strange a soil. But our Colonial Untversity is a thriving in-
stitution; the freshness and hopefulness of a young country have
their charms. One feels, moreover, that he is actually accomp-
lishing something in the training of the risgng generation of a
young country with all its future before it.

A similarly ambivalent attitude towards Canada and his position at University

College was expressed in letters to Professor John Stuart Blackie of

-

Edinburgh University. In 1860, Wilson wrote Blackie:

. . I have not abandoned the hope of some day finding myself
back in my own favourite haunts, and among old friendly faces;
but meanwhile there_is abundance of work to be done here of a

very pleasant kind.

This correspondence with Blackie reveals that the intellectual and polit-
ical climate in Canada contributed to Wilson's dissatisfaction. The same
1860 letter which expressed the hope of returning to Edinburgh contained

the following comment:

You must come to a new colony indeed, to see how little
wisdom suffices for the government of mankind. It would make
you hold your own gools in better esteem. There are degrees
even in stupidity.

A decade later, Wilson wrote Blackie:

If you could see the imbeciles that an absolute popular suff-
rage thrusts into power here, you would better appreciate the
legitimate delight arising from the fruits of such Scholarship
as Derby, Gladstone, and other English statesmen have produced
amid the cares of political strife. Here I had the luxury of
being summoned before a Parliamentary Committee bent on
University reform, the chairman of which could not spell his
mother tongue!9

6Nationa] Library of Scotland, Hill Burton Papers, Daniel Wilson
to John Hill Burton, 13 July 1877

7Nat‘iona] Library of Scotland, Blackie Papers, Daniel Wilson to
John Stuart Blackie, 19 March 1860

81bid. 91bid., 29 January 1870

sty vt
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Wilson's attempts to leave Canada met with failure. In 1861 he
had tried to secure a Chair at St. Andrews University without success.
When the Chair of English Literature of Edinburgh University became
vacant in 1863, he applied for the position. Although he received sup-
porting testimonials from Mr. Justice Morrison, William Henrcy Draper,
Oliver Mowat and Sir William Logan, Wilson did not obtain the appointment.
Notwithstanding this demonstrated desire to leave Canada, Wilson was ap-
parently dedicated to the University of Toronto in Canada. When offered
the position of Principal of McGill University shortly after arriving in
Canada, he refused and the appointment went to John William Dawson. In
1877 he also declined to become head of a new university in London,
Ontario. Moreover, he steadfastly rejected all political overtures: 1n€
1875 he would not accept the position of Minister of Pub]icgﬁnstruction
offered by Oliver Mowat.

In Canada Wilson's archaeological studies understandably turned

to the New World and its first inhabitants. In 1861 he published Prehistoric

Man, a two volume examination of early Indian 1ife which drew upon field

11

trips Wilson had made north of Lake Superior. In this work, he re-

jected the chronology of creation derived by Bishop Ussher from Genesis

in favour of the general view of man's longer existence on earth held by

12

Lyell and others. Prehistoric Man, however, did not attempt to develop

*
from the early evidences of man's existence any explanation of human

]QLangton, Wilson, 51

nwrong, Langton, eds., Historical Publications, 202

]ZPublic Archives of Ontario, Daniel Wilson Papers, Andrew Hunter,
"Sir Daniel Wilson's Archaeo]ogical Work, Mainly 'Prehistoric Man'".

\
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development or change. This cautious attitude towards the implications

of his research was characteristic of Wilson's scientific work. Witnessing
perhaps where, in his opinion, excessive theorizing had led Darwin, he
refused to allow himself to make the same error. His scientific works did
not present any novel interpretations or new theories and none of his
writings on prehistory conflicted with the scriptural account of creation
as it was then interpreted. Through silence, Wilson was able to’avoid

the possibility of controversy by presenqing an account of man's early
development which lengthened the necessary time of creati&n but remained
well within the orthodoxy of his day. Except for further revisions of

Prehistoric Man, Wilson's subsequent writings tended to neglect archae-’

ology. As H. H. Langton noted, "While he never lost his interest in the

science, it became more and more a pastime for him, a relaxation from

practical affairs."]3

’ .
journals. However, except for Prehistoric Man and The Lost Atlantis, a

Scientific papers by Wilson appeared in various

collection of scientific essays published shortly after his death, his

14

—
Canadian books were primarily literary. His major examination of

evolution, Caliban: The Missing Link; significantly approached the

question from a literary rather than a scientific point of view.
In 1887 Darwin's theory of evolution became a subject of special

discussion at the University of Toronto when Alfred Russel Wallace

]3Wrong, Langton, eds., Historical Publications, 203.

]4w1]son also wrote biographical studies of Chatterton and William
Nelson and produced a two volume Reminiscences of 01d Edinburgh which was
a revised edition of his.earlier work on the city. He reissued a volume
of poetry, Spring Wild Flowers which had first been published before he
emigrated from Scotland and published an examination of left-handedness,
The Right Hand: Left-handedness.
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delivered two lectures in Convocation Hall. Bracing himself for the con-

troversy which he thought was sure to follow these Tectures, Wilson wrote

in his diary:

Arrangements completed for Dr. A. Russel Wallace, the alter

ego of Darwin, to lecture in the College this week. . . . The
very title of his first lecture: Darwinism is enough to bring
the clergy down on us in full force, for the very name of Darwin
is to most of them like a red flag to a bull; and the greater
their ignorance the more pronounced their dogmatism.15

If President Wilson had any doubts about the wisdom of Wallace's lectures,
however, The Varsity had none. It published several articles on Wallace
and the Darwinian hypothesis, 1including "Wallace and Darwinism" which
treated Darwinian evolution as a sound and established pos1't1'on.]6 The
article displayed a certain degree of sophistication in recognizing that
the hypothesis had limitations and could not be used to give a simplistic
explanation of change:
. .the theory takes such variations of species simply as

a matter of observation, and does not necessarily involve

a discussion of the causes thereof. Darwin, himself, in

the later editions of his book, gives due consideration to

other processes, such as sexual selection and geographical

isolation, which, besides natural se]ection1 have had their
part in giving origin to new species. . /

Wilson must have been relieved after the lectures by ﬁa]lace which
presented the standard orthodoxy of Darwinism in an uncontroversial, con-
servative manner., Toronto press reaction was perhaps surprisingly mild

with only The Evening Telegram making an\editorial comment and this was

the humourous suggestion that, if man and the apes resembled each other

Wwilson, Diary, 3 March 1887°
168.R.W., "Wallace and Darwinisn®, The Varsity, 5 March 1887
17Ibido J ’ -

o
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so greatly, man could use ear wagging as an additional means .of expression.

The Globe and The Mail were satisfied to print factual reports of the two

19 Nevertheless, Wilson received his share of letters commenting

lectures.
upon Wallace. One University College graduate, Edward Ponton, wrote to
protest the use of Convocation Hall for sustaining "a theory having for
its aim the overthrow of the doctrine of Creation and the establishment
of atheism."20 This type of complaint did not disturb Wilson for he had
little pﬁ%iehcegwith irrational extremists. His response was, "I have
written the good man a soothing little note, and I shall be well pleased
if I hear no more about it."Z]
A low church Anglican, Wilson believed in the ability of faith to

withstand the challenges of his age. Writing to Principal Dawson in 1876,
he declared:

. . .l am more and more convinced that science makes no

sceptics; though sceptical men of Science will naturally

turn materialistic weapons to account in their own de-

fence; and shallow smartness try to persuade themselves

and others that their doubts spring out of the proggund

depths of their amazing comprehensions of Science!
He had confidence that man, need not be corrupted by false theories. Re-
flecting upon agnostic pamphlets sent to his college, he decided that

such literature would not prove harmful:

18

]gThe Globe, 12 March 1887; The Mail, 11 March 1887

20411son, Diary, 28 March 1887
D 1pid.

22Mc6111 University Library, Dawson Papers, Daniel Wilson to
J. W. Dawson, 2 March 1876

The Evening Telegram, 14 March 1887

)

18
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On reading the pamphlet({s] I had the further satisfaction of
hoping somewhat confidently that such poor shallow negations

are not likely to exercise much influence on any thoughtful o
young man.23

Wilson, however, considered the theory of evolution posed an exceptional
danger. He was haunted by the example of Darwin who, he noted, had
"lost faith, not only in a personal God, a beneficial Father, but in any
hold on a hereafter."24 I[f evolution were accepted, what happened to
Darwin might happen to society in general. Wilson mused: "It is no

longer 'l do not believe,' it is now 'Nobody knows or can know'."25

23
24

Wilson, Diary, 21 April 1881
Ibid., 13 January 1888 21pid., 21 April 188

a—————
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DANIEL WILSON: CALIBAN: THE MISSING LINK

Two years after Charles Darwin published The Descent of Man in

1871, Daniel Wilson replied with his most detailed and direct)attack
upon the Darwjnian hypothesis, Caliban: The Missing,Link.] This attack

was not based primarily upon his scientific knowledge but rather combined
this with his study of Shakespeare. As was Browning before him, Wilson
was fascinated by the creature, "being but half a fish and half a mon-
ster",2 who was born of a witch and served as Prospero's slave on the
mythical island of The Tempest. In his opinion, Shakespeare's Caliban
pointed clearly to the scientific theories of the nineteenth century:

We have in "The Tempest" a being which is "a beast, no more",

and yet is endowed with speech and reason up to the highest

ideal of the capacity of its own nature. A comparison be-

tween this Caliban of Shakespeare's creation and the so-called

"brute progenftor of man" of our latest school of science, has

proved replete with interest and instruction to the writer's

own mind. . . .
Wilson declared that his purpose was to show that Shakespeare had already
created the ideal of the creature which existed between animal and man,
the missing 1ink, "which, if the new theory of descent from crudest
animal organisms be true, was our predecessor and precursor in the in-

heritance of this world of humanity." (xi-xii)

]Daniel Wilson, Caliban: The Missing Link (London 1873).

2w1111am Shakespeare, The Tempest, III, ii, 9 -

3Nilson, Caliban, xii. Subsequent page references have been

incorporated in the text.
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Despite its clear statement of purpose, Caliban: The Missing Link

has puzzled literary critics who have examined it. Much of this subsequent
confusion may be attributed to a lack of appreciation of Wilson's position.

A. D. Nuttall in Two Concepts of Allegory called Wilson's book a “prize

specimen" of an evolutionary Temgest.4 Nuttall held that by 1873 romantic
allegorist-critics had already produced a historical Tempest, a political
Tempest, and a sociological Tempest. Caliban: The Missing Link combined

all these earlier interpretations into an evolutionary Tempest. It was
Nuttall's belief, however, that "Wilson's precise intention in this book

is extraordinarily elusive, even for his century."5

Assuming Wilson to
be a Darwinian, Nuttall argued that he was not sufficiently clear whether
Caliban was an anticipation in allegorical form of Darwin's hypothesis or
wheEher Caliban merely illustrated what the missing 1ink must have been
Tike. Nuttall failed to realize that the book was fundamentally a comment

on Darwin, not on S;;kespeare. It was,. therefore, polemical rather than

critical. Many of the points made by Wilson were intended to be whimsical

and cannot be taken as serious Shakespearian criticism: crit}ea% and

textual consistency were often sacrificed to score a point against Darwin.
If Caliban is read as a humorous use of Shakespeare to demonstrate the
ludicrousness of Darwin's position, Wilson's precise intention, far from

being elusive, becomes demonstrably clear.

4A. D. Nuttall, Two Concepts of Allegory: A Study of Shakespeare's
‘The Tempest' and the Logic of Kliegorical Expression (London 1367), 8

S1bid., 8 -
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Wilson began his study by describing the fundamental dilemma
created by modern science. He believed that it was impossible to ignore
in science the element of man's reason, and that it was this element
which created the eternal conflict between mind and matter. This, more-
over, could not be avoided by modern science since, in his opinion, it
was impossible for science to limit itself to materialism when it dealt
with man:

As soon as we take up the question of the origin and descent of

man we are compelled to deal with the spiritual no less than

the material element of his being, whatever .theories we may be

tempted to form in accounting for the origin of either. (3)
To illustrate this last point, Wilson considered the alternative theories
used to explain the origin of the universe. Either the eternity of
matter must be assumed or the eternity of God. If the notion that nothing
acould come qut of nothing still held, Wilson argued that it was not less
but more scientific to start with "the preoccupation of the mighty void
with the Eternal Mind." He concluded, "It is easier to conceive of the
eternity of God than of His coming into being." (4)

Wilson's basic assumption was that God exists. He rejected the
notion that science could have any legitimate foundation in atheism and
argued his position firmly within the bounds of this theistic assumption.
Once the hypothesis of creation based upon the eternity of God was ac-
cepted, he thought that the issue created by science became obvious:

. i1f "first mind, then matter," be thus the order of the

universe, how are we to reconcile with it the inductions of
modern science, in such a total reversal of this order in the
process of creation of mind as is implied in the development
of the intellectual, moral, and spiritual element of man,
through the same natural selection by which his physical

evolution is traced, step by step, from the very lowest or-
ganic forms. (4)
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This statement suggested that Wilson was more concerned with a scientific
method than with any scientific discovery. It was the methodology of
modern science by which the notion of natural selection was applied to
the development of man which disturbed him. It was also the éxp]jcit
threat to man's spirituality rather than any general theory of bioldgica]
origin which he opposed. He was obviously more concerned with the im-

plications of Darwin's recent The Descent of Man than with the earlier

Origin of Species.

As had so many opponents of Darwin's theory, Wilson found the
extreme zeal with which some evolutionists defended their doctrine dis-~
tasteful:

The nonconformity which receives least toleration in our own day
lies under the ban of science far more than of theology.

Its new hypotheses are pronounced by most of its exponents to be
infinitely probable, and by many of them to be absolutely demon-
strated. With a generous denouncement of all intolerance, the

modern evolutionist presents his axioms to the questioner and
passes on. (6)

It is significant Wilson coﬁé{S:;:Z{;xgl?tion to be the new orthodoxy and
those who opposed it, the "nonc jsts". The opponents seemed to sense
that they were on the defensive in a struggle which in the minds of many
scientists had already been decided in favour of th&evolutionists. There
was a generation gap in style, moreover, as well as in ideas and values.
This was reflected in the religious imagery which'characterized the style
of much of Wilson's attack. For example, he wrote that "Infallibility

has deserted the chair of St. Peter, and finds itself at home on a new

throne." (6-7) Evolutionists had banished the type and style of

scientific discussion to which many scientists of Wilson's generation

.were accustomed. Wilson noted that, although some "men of calm judicial

sobriety" existed among the evolutionists, "the crowd of followers, who



125

-

have been dazzled by the novelty of the new theory of evolution. . . are
animated with all the zeal of young converts". (7) He admitted that
some aspects of the evolutionary theory appealed to him:

We own to being charmed with the theory of the origin of

species, to have recognized in it the key to a thousand

difficulties in natural history. . . . (7)
He feared, however, that extreme evolutionists had made acceptance of their
notion of man's descent a necessary condition for belief in this theory
of origins. In his opinfon, these evolutionists had declared:

. . all is in vain, unless the whole hypothesis of the

descent of man, the evolution of mind, and every step in

the pedigree by which he is traced back to the remotest of

his new-found ancestry, be accepted as indisputable fact. (7)
Wilson believed that they demanded blanket acceptance of all, including
the most dubious and controversial, facets of their theory. Unable to
give such total acceptance, he saw total rejection of the evolutionary
hypothesis as the only alternative left by its extreme supporters.

Wilson praised the "cautious reticence” with which Darwin himself

approached the question of man's origins or descent: \
e [Darwin] not only hesitated to startle and prejudice his
aders against the novel system as a whole, by publishing
what nevertheless seemed to him the inevitable deduction from

hi eneral views, but he had determined to withhold that
crowning result of his research. . . . (17-18)

The Q;}ﬁ%n of Species, however, clearly indicated to Wilson that man must

—————

v
“included with all other beings in the Darwinian hypothesis. It was

only a matter of time before the followers of Darwin would begin specific
discugsion of man, even if Darwin did not do so himself. Darwin's line
of thought in his earlier book so obviously pointed to man that, in

Wilson's opinion, it was
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. . no wonder that his disciples hastened to break through
prudential restraints, and proclaim in undistinguished sim-

« plicity the doctrine of affinities and genealogy, by which
we are taught to conceive of a remote marine group of herm-
aphrodites diverging into two great branches, the one in
retrograde descent producing the present class of Ascidians,
hardly recognisable as animals; the other giving birth to
the vertebrate, and so to man himself. (18)

Wilson suggested that Darwin was not immune to the pressures of the ex-
treme evolutionists. Despite his own feelings, Darwin was forced by his

less prudent followers to publish The Descent of Man which explicitly con-

sidered the progenitor of the human race.

The certainty with which Darwin applied his hypothesis to man
amazed Wilson. He noted that, "while wanderings of the world's gray
fathers in such inconceivably remote and dark ages are hard to trace,
their forms reveal themselves with no vague uncertainty to the scientific
seer.” (19) It is difficult not to believe that Wilson was offended
almost as much by Darwin's style as by his i1deas. Such self-confidence
implied an arrogance which was foreign to the stud1ed«%¥etoric that
marked Wilson's writings. Wilson, moreover, believed that this self-
confidence was unjustified. He noted that, although Darwin wrote as if
his facts were beyond doubt, what was being.described was not man, but
man's progenitor, "still irrational and dumb, or at best only entering
on the threshold of that transitional stage of anthropomorphism which is
to transform him into the rational being endowed with speech." (19)
Wilson argued that the confidence ref]ecEed in Darwin's style must not\.
confuse the reader into assuming more than was actﬁa]ly proved. There
remained a break in the lineage of man, a missing link, Beparat1ng the

t

purely animal from the rational and intellectual man.
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In order to chart the dévelopment of man, scientists had to de-
vise some standard means of measuring the evolutionary process which
changed brute into rational being. Ni]san questioned the effectiveness
of one common standard, namely, using brain development. He noted that
size appeared to be the criterion: “the more carefully the human brain
has been compared with those of the anthropomorpha, the tendency has been
to diminish the distinctive features, apart from absolute size." (21)
Quoting the “trustworthy authority" of Huxley, he stated that the highest
cerebral development of the gorilla was 35 cubic inches. Since the human
brain at its lowest was 55 cubic inchés, somewhere in the middle of this
20 cubic inch gap should lie, according to this reasoning, the "intermed-
iate, hypothetical 'man's progenitor', the Caliban of Science.”" (21)
There were, however, difficulties with this theory of brain development:

. most ancient human crania hitherto recovered, for

example, that from Engis Cave near Liege, and most degraded

types, approximating in any considerable degree to an ape-

Tike form, as the Neanderthal skull, betray no corresponding

diminution of ‘cerebral mass. (22)
Anthropological research could not support the theory of evolution by_de-
monstrating the actual existence of transitional forms with intermediate
size brains. Wilson believed that a still greater difficulty remained.

Thisdi{ficulty was:

legitimate process of induction to realize the evol-
ution which consistently links by natural gradation the
brute in absolute subjection to the laws of matter, and

the rational being ruling over animate and inanimate nature
by force of intellect. %16)

A totally successful hypothesis must explain how and when man required his

most distinctive quality: his ability to reason.
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Wilson arqued that man has always had an intuitive knowledge of
"an element peculiar to himself, distinguishing him, not in degree, but
radically from the very wisest of apes.” (27) This element could not be
classified by anthropologists in the same way that the purely physical
parts of man could be:
The Reasoning faculty - whether it be the mere large brain-
power, or something as essentially distinct as that which
"smiles at the drawn dagger and defies its point", - lies
beyond the ken of any such anthropoid classifier. Yet
reason may, on that very account, be a more distinctive
element than hand, foot, pelvis, vertebrae, brain, or any -
other structural characteristic (28) -~
Wilson believed that an overly exclusive devotion to physical science in-
duced the scientist not to recognize the metaphysical and psychical. This
was the type of deadening which he saw in Darwin's confession that he had
lost his taste for poetry. In the argument of the evolutionists, he be-
lieved that "the spirituyal element in man seems to dwindle into insignif-
fcance.” (27) Evolutionists seemed to evade unconsciously the real
difficulty in their conception of the transitional being. In Wilson's
opinion, "the difficulty is not to conceive of the transitional form, but
of the transitional mind." (27)
Wilson described the immense gulf which man's mind had created
between him and the brute:
. . the infant, even of the savage, ere it has cpmpleted
1ts third year, does daily and hourly without attfacting
notice, what surpasses every marvel of the "half-reasoning"
elephant or dog. . . . (27-28)
The savage was "still not less man than ourselves." (27)
In truth, the difference between the Australian savage and
a Shakespeare or a Newton is trifling, compared with the

unbridged gulf which separates him from the very wisest of
dogs or apes. (28)
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He concluded that "not one but many links are missing between man and
his nearest anthropoid fel]ow-creatures:" (28) There were, moreover,
serious considerations which m;de the bridging of this gulf improbable.
For example, Wilson did not understand how the acquisition of reason by
a brute could be adequately explained by natural selection. He argued
that the gorilla was in his native habitat thoroughly natural and at home:
he was in that state the perfect gorilla. For such an animal, “the first
manifestations of reason, while they blunt the pure instincts, would seem
to re§u1t in a perverted moral sense, antagonistic to all the healthful
instincts of its nature." (31) Assuming that such a moral development
could be justified, he believed that there were other reasons why the gap
between man and brute must be very great. Why, on any theory of survival
of the fittest, or natural or sexual sefection, should Eskimos be the
naked descendants of progenitors naturally clothed with fur? Wilson
argued that we should expect to find arctic man provided no less than the
polar bear with a natural covering so needed in his natural habitat. (31-32)
Early in his discussion of the mi§sing link, Wilson had emphasized
two important c;nsiderations: not only was there a great gap to be

bridged by such a link, but it was also very unlikely that the premises
of evolution which required the link were valid. Caliban: The Missing

Link, therefore, proposed to examine a creature whom the author believed

never existed. This indicated the basically whimsical quality. of the
whole book. It was undoubtedly Wilson's way of drawing attention to the
fact that an imaginary creature, necessitated by an unreasonable theory,
could be the subject of a schoIér]y investigation. By basing his book on

an untenable foundation, he suggested that he was doing no more than had
[

-
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been done by Darwin and his followers who had g1so, in his opinion, pub-
lished supposedly scholarly works which were, in fact, based upon unproved
and unprovable hypotheses. Caliban was neither literary nor scientific
criticism, but a satifica] attempt by Wilson to ridicule the "scientific"
presumptions and statements of the evolutionists.

Since the discoveries of science had failed to produce evidence
of a missing‘link, Wilson asserted that imagination must be used. He
admitted that his own prejudices made this a difficult task:

To the inquirer who still acknowledges a natural repugnance

to the acceptance of a law of progress which makes man no

more than a highly developed ape, it is difficult to give

imagination fair play in whatever share it should take in

-the solution of the problem. (36)
Fortunately this great imaginative feat had already been performed by the
"most original and creative fancy" of William Shakespeare who

before the close of his too brief career, dealt with the

very conception which now seems so difficult to realize,

and untrammelled alike by Darwinian theories or anti-

Darwinian prejudices, gave the "airy nothing a local

habitation and a name." (39)
In The Tempest Shakespeare imagined a mythical island on which lived a
creature

so distinct from anything hitherto seen or known on

earth, that only now two centuries and a half after

its production on the English stage, has it entered

into the mind of the scientific naturalist to conceive

of such a being as possible. (66)
By his creation of Caliban, Wilson suggested, Shakespeare anticipated per-
fectly the supposedly original theories of thg,nineteenth centure evol-
utionists and proved that poetic insight was superior to modern, pseudo-
scientific theory. - ’

It 1s obvious that in The Tempest Caliban was meant to be some-

thing less than human. He is called “man-moﬁéter", "monster", and "fish".
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When the jester Trinculo discovered the sleeping Caliban, he asked:

What have we here? a man or a fish? dead or alive? A
fish: he smells 1ike a fish; a very ancient and fishlike

smell. . . . Legged like a man! 1 do now let loose my
opinion, hold 1g no longer: this is no fish, but an
islander.

The notion that there was something fish-1ike about Caliban is important.
Wilson noted how clearly this creature fitted Darwin's description of
man's early ancestor: -
“In the dim obscurity of the past," says Darwin, "we can see
that the early progenitor of all the vertebrae [sic] must have
been an aquatic animal;" in its earliest stages "more like
the larvae of our ex1st1ng marine Ascidians than any other
known form," but destined in process of time, through lancelot,
genoid, and other kindred transitions, to:--
"Suffer a sea change
Into something rich and strange."
.%73-74)
Although Caliban had evidently evolved beyond the purely aquatic stage,
his evolution into man was far from complete. Wilson saw that “in Caliban,
there was undesignedly embodied, seemingly, an ideal of the latest stages
of such an evolution." (74) Caliban was "perfect as the study of a
living creature distinct from, yet next in order below the level of
humanity." (78)

As many fictional monsters, Ca]iban was a-pathetic figure. He
had evolved sufficiently to aspire to a humanity from which his 1ntermed-
iate state of existence still barred him. Trapped by his brute ’nature, he
suffered the cruelties of humans who could only see in him a subject of

/ .
ridicule. Wilson believed that Caliban merited the thoughtful study of

the modern philosopher:

SShakespeare, The Tempest, II, i1, 25-28, 34-37

%
h
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Caliban's is not a brutalized, but a natural brute mind. He
is a being in whom the moral 1nst1ncts of man have no part;
but also in whom the degradation of savage humanity is
equally wanting. (79)

In The Tempest it was the shipwrecked human crew who used coarse and
brutal language: they were incapable of poetic thought or rhythmical
“structure and spoke only in prose. Wilson noted, however, that Caliban

is in perfect harmony with the rhythm of the breezes and the

tides. His thoughts are essentially poetical, within the

range of his lowest nature; and so his speech is, for the

most part, in verse. (90)
Caliban possessed the natural poetry of the senses which was associated
with animals. Wilson implied that this animal simplicity represented a

»

%
positive type of spirituality which brutalized man had come to be incap-

able d?ﬂ;;;;§nizing in nature.

Wilson p Caliban on the verge of rationality:

He is ovel anthropoid of a high type - such as on the
hypotffesis of evofution must have existed intermediately
between the ape and man - in whom some spark of rational
iftelligence has been enkindled, under the tutorship of
one who has already mastered the secrets of nature. (79)

Caliban had, however, "a nature of his own essentially distinct from the
human beings with whom he is brought in contact."” (90) He was not a )
savage in the way that members of a primitive race were. Wilson associated
with savages qualities of brutality and degradation which he did not find
in Caliban. It was, indeed, their very savage qualities which indicated
to Wilson that the primitive races could not have been directly evolved
from animals. Through his distinctive nature, Caliban

realises, as no degraded Bushman or Australian savage can do,

a conceivable intermediate stage of the anthropomorphous ex-

istence, as far above the most highly organized ape as. it
- falls short of rational humanity. (90-91)
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Wilson found the half-human brute-man in some ways more attractive than
the savage. In his opinion, Caliban "excites a sympathy such as no de-
graded savage could." (92)

Impiicit in this sympathetic treatment of Caliban was a criticism
of evolution. 1[It would be difficult to maintain from his argument that
the descent of man from ape through brute-man, Caliban, to degraded savage
was a totally logical explanation of the origin of man's rationality.
Except that he lacked reason, Caliban, according to Wilson's description,
possessed many favourable qualities which savages lacked. Surely if
natural selection were correct, Caliban's gensitivities would have been
preserved in savage man. Wilson had constructed a Caliban who, if he wére
the missing link, would invert the evﬁ]utionary concept of development and
make nonsense out of the evolutionists' position as it applied to man's
mental and moral development. To achieve this, however, Wilson had to
present a distorted picture of Caliban. He neglected, for example, the
fact that the man-monster once attempted to rape Prospero's daughter.
Likewise, when Caliban urged Stephano to murder Prospero, he was drunk
from the wine which the shipwrecked crew had given him. He was then as
degraded as any human savage for, after contact with the crew, Caliban
became, in a sense, brutalized. A changeoccurred in him which Wilson
chose to ignore when he described Caliban as "not a brutalized, but a
natural brute mind." (79) |

Throughout h1s'book, Wilson remained preoccupied with the mind-

matter question which seemed to represent for him the major difficulty in

accepting Darwin's hypothesis in The Descent of Man. In his opinion, the

evolutionist saw no evidence that man had been "aboriginally endowed with
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the ennobling belief in the existence of an omnipotent God." (92)
Furthermore, it seemed quite doubtful whether, in the scheme of evol-
utionary development, man could have received this belief.as either an
endowment or a revelation. For the evolutionist, man's "“intellect, con-
science, and religious beliefs are but the latest ramifications of that
primitive Ascidian germ which clung to the rocks on the shores of incon-
ceivably ancient seas." (92-93) If this were accepted, Wilson held that
there would be virtually no limit to how far back’man's pedigree might be
traced:
. . if conscience, religion, apprehension of truth, belief

in God and immortality, are all no more than developed or

transformed animal sensations; and intellect is only the

latest elaboration of the perceptions of the senses, it need

not surprise us that inquiry has already been extended in

search of relations between the inorganic and organic. (93)

Provided that the evolutionists allowed the divine origin of the
soul, Wilson was prepared to accept the widest possible definition of
physical evolution:

. when i1t becomes a psychical question, it is not as a

mere matter of sentiment that the mind revolts at a theory

of evolution which professes to recognize its own emanation

as no more than the accumulation of impressions and sensa-

tions of the nervous organization, gathered in the slow

lapse of ages, until at last it had culminated in a moral

sense. . . . (93-94)
Such a conception threatened man's belief in a First Cause which Wilson
held was inextricably tied to belief in the human soul. Directly contra-
dicting what he considered was the evolutionist position, he attributed a
rudimentary sp1r1tué1 or religious awareness to the missing link: "This
is no partially developed irrational ahthropoid, but man as he is to be
with in many a stage of mental progression far above the rude savage." (113)

To 11lustrate this point, he tdrned:again to a romanticized Caliban. He
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argued that, 1ike Adam and Eve,who heard the voice of God among the trees
of Eden, Caliban heard God in the violence and terrors of nature and was
afraid. Even granting both physical evolution and the existence of a
missing 1ink, Wilson implied that the ideal example of such an intermed-
iate being, Caliban, possessed a spiritual awareness which refuted the
evolutionary concept of moral development.

In Caliban: The Missing Link, Daniel Wilson left no doubt that

Shakespeare had been more successful than Darwin in discovering and por-
traying the "missing 1ink" . The sixteenth century playwright in The
Tempest created a Caliban of fancy, but the nineteenth century evolutionist,
in Wilson's opinion, had.created an equally fanciful missing link. Darwin's
conception was "a mere Frankenstein, still inanimate, the counterfeit
presentment of undeveloped man, with its intellectual and moral possib-
ilities an unsolved problem.; (193) Shakespeare's Caliban was not a man
or, of course, really the progenitor.of man. He belonged rather to the
fanciful order of Shakespearean fairies and spirits. Nevertheless,
Wilson held that the difference between the poetic and the evolutionary
missing links was only one of style:

. . . whether, 1 say, we study the one Caliban or the other,

is it less a creature of the imagination; is it more a possib-

ility of this world of our common humanity, than the Ariel

of the poet's animated and embodied zephr? (193)
Wilson admired the poetic charm of Shakespeare and disliked the dogmatic
confidence of Darwin and the evolutionists. He believed, however, that
neither was dealing with reality. For both poet and scientists, the

missing 1ink remained a creature of the imagination.

Caliban: The Missing Link proved nothing. The point of the book

was not to show that the missing link of evolution was an imaginary
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concept: Wilson had established this in the first forty pages of his
study. The book did not provide any constructive alternatives to evol-
ution, except for general statements concerning the Divine Mind. It was
moreover, not an attack upon evolution proper since Wilson admitted
freely his admiration for much of Darwin's hypothesig= The book was
based upon an entirely negative premise: the immediate need to attack
Darwin's recently published application of his evolutionary hypothesis to
man's descent. The purpose of Caliban was to ridicule, not convert.
Using a satirical method which was at times whimsical, and at other times
bitter, Wilson pointed out the folly of the evolutionary position which,
in its explanation of man's descent must resort to an imaginary device,
the missing 1ink, that had already been more successfully described by
Shakespeare three centuries earlier. If Darwin's hypothesis in The

Descent of Man were correct, the book would threaten the most basic as-

sumptions concerning man's spiritual nature and potential held by men 1ike
Danfel Wilson. Since Wilson believed that the missing link was the

weakest 1ink in The Descent of Man, his Caliban: The Missing Link con-

centrated upon its destruction.
- \—’



IX

DANIEL WILSON: THE NEW HERALDS' COLLEGE OF SCIENCE

Students of Daniel Wilson at University College inevitably learned
their professor's opinion of Darwin's theory of evolution. As A. F.
Hunter noted, Wilson

steadfastly held out against the modern trend of scientific
thought in the direction of simian theories of human descent.
His lectures, toa, till his latest years, always had a burl-
esque or lampoon of the monkey-man theory. He would place
the skull of a gorilla in the class-room beside that of a man,
with its arched forehead, and compare them sportingly to the
detriment of the gorilla. .

In Caliban: The Missing Link, Wilson had argued against the concept of

a missing link progenitor of man as the vehicle through which human mental
and moral development may be traced from its animal, non-human, origins
by the Darwinian hypothesis o%\qgfgﬁﬁl selection. Although he drew upon
examples of savage‘yr aboriginal behavior to illustrate the unbridgeable
gulf betwéen man ané\beast, it is clear that when Wilson contrasted man
with the gorilla for the benefit of his students he had an Anglo-Saxon
man in mind. Inherent in his opposition to Darwin's theory was the be-
1ief that, if accepted, the Darwinian explanation of man's deVelopment
would have a disturbing effect upon the racial distinctions which Wilson
firmly uphel& as well as upon man's self-consciousness and spiritual
awareness.

Wilson held that acceptance of* the Darwinian explanation of man's

descent produced a common genealogy for all mankind. He noted Darwin's

]Public Archives of Ontario, Daniel wilson Papers, A. F. Hunter,
“Daniel Wilson's ‘Caliban'."

r . 137
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belief that, if the races of man came from two or more distinct species,
marked differences in the structure of certain bones. would be found in
present day man.2 Since no such differences had been discerned, Darwin
concluded that man must have evolved from the same progenitor. To
Wilson this meant that the evolutionary Caliban "must needs find ad-
mission into our pedigree as the undoubted progenitor and sole Adam of

the whole human race."3

The Court of Heraldry represented the accepted
and final authority for settling disputes of pedigree. According to
Wilson, Darwin was "our Garter King in the new Herald's (sic] College of
science." MWilson asserted that Darwin was more dogmatic than all the old
Jjudges combined.4 Once the descent of man was accepted, no man would be
joined in a brotherhood since all would have a common brute ancestor.
Presumably, too, all men would have to accept the evolutionary explan-
ation Qf their moral development and thus deny the Christian conception
of the origin of man's moral and intellectual capacity. There could be

no middlie ground.

In his Prehistoric Man, Wilson had asserted the superiority of

Britain in almost evolutionary terms.

The very elements for Britain's greatness seem to lie in her
slow maturity; in her collision with successive races only a
little in advance of herself; in her transit%on through all
the stages from infancy to vigorous manhood.

Here, in a sense, is the survival of the fittest. Britain was able to

%Daniel Wilson, Caliban: The Missing Link (London 1873), 189
3 4

Ibid., 189 Ibid., 190

5Daniel Wilson, Prehistoric Man (London 1865), 6
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triumph over and conquer savage races because she had been "isolated
during centuries of preparatory training."6 This isolation allowed
Britain to develop to the stage of impregnable superiority which resulted
in the British race's mastery of the new world:
. the 01d Englander becomes the New Englander; starts
from his matured vantage-ground on a fresh career, and dis-
places the American Red-man by the American White-man, the
* free product of the great past and the great present.7
The American Indian was doomed to defeat because he had been forced to
compete with a race‘at a much higher stage of development. Chance played
a major part in Wilson's argument. Britain possessed the good fortune
-to have been relatively iéo?ated during her growth to maturity. Had the
American, Indian escaped premature contact with the ;uperior British race,
his race might have attained the mature superiority thﬁf’ in Wilson's
opinion, characterized the British.
Wilson denied that "the elgment wh1$h so markedly distinguished
the White- from the Red-man of the New World is an attribute peculiar to
8

the former, rather than the development of innate powers common to both.”

It was these innate powers which, he believed, separated man from the

// /\\\\liwer animals. Animals can be domesticated; however, this requires sub-

jecting them to artificial conditions foreign to their natures. Wilson

noted that animals will quickly remove themselves from this foreign state
as soon as they have regained their uncontrolled action. In this way, he
held, domestication of animals was greatly different from civilization of

men:

-
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Civilisation is for man development. It is self-
originated (rather than imposed 1ike domestication

« upon animals); it matures all the faculties natural
to hip, and is progressive and seemingly ineradic-
able.

Wilson feared, however, that this view of civilization was being affected
critically by the new scientific ideas of his age.

Is, then, civilisation natural to man; or is it only

a habit or condition artificially superinduced, and as
foreign to his nature as the bit and bridle to the horse,
or the truck-cart to the wild ass of the desert? Such
questions involve the whole ethnological problem reopened
by Lamarck, Agassiz, Darwin, Huxley and others. 0

The process of civilization, moreover, was not the only problem for it
was inseparable from the fundamental question of man's origins:

Whence is man? What are his antecedents? What ~ within

the compass with which alone science deals, - are his

future destinies? Does civilisation move only through

limited cycles, repeating in new centuries the work of

the old; attaining under some varying phase, to the

same maximum of our imperfecting humanity, and then, like

the wandering comet, returnin? from the splendor of its
perihelion back to the night? 1

If civilization were "like the wandering comet", materialism might very
_well seem a reasonable creed. Once both hope in progress and faith in
divine guidance had been removed, there was little left for the spiritual
and imaginative man.

In Prehistoric Man, Wilson had seen no qualitative difference

between those whom he called the civilized Euro-merican and the uncivilized

bid., 6 01bid. , 4

g ey
~

Ibid., 4

11
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Indian other than a difference in their relative stages of development.
This embodied the thought of Wilson the anthropologist and archaeologist.
Likewise, in Caliban, Wilson stressed "the unity of mind, linking the
rude savage and the Christian philosopher in a faith in the supernatural

w12

and the conviction of a 1ife beyond the grave. He declared that the

rudest savage mind had undefined conceptions of a spiritual Yife, yearn-

13

ings after immortality. In the privacy of his diary, however, Wilson

concluded that the lower races were “seemingly souness."]4
Although Wilson held that man's mind distinguished him from the
lower animals, he believed that civilized man was fundamentally different
from the existing "lower races" of man., Commenting upon two lectures de-
\ t

livered by Alfred Russel Wallace at the Uhjversity of Toronto in March
1887, Wilson declared:

Above all, 1 was greatly disappointed with the definition of

his (Wallace's) ideas as to the inspiration of man in his

latest evolutionary stage with the higher moral and intell-

ectual elements of the rational and responsible being. His

ideas places (sic) this acquisition far within the lower races

of the present day. They are seemingly soulless. His theory

is utterly untenable.15
This judgment is especially important when it is remembered that Wallace,
in fact, shared Wilson's opposition to an evolutionary explanation of
man's mental and moral development through natural selection. Despite

the fact that Wallace had formulated independently of Darwin a

2hi1son, Caliban, 125

31pid., 125

]4Un1versity of Toronto Library, Daniel Wilson, Diary, 10 March
1887, typescript.

151bid.
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developmental hypothesis based upon natural selection, he could not ac-
cept the application of this hypothesis to man's descent and argued that
only the direct intervention of Cosmic Intelligence could explain the
emergence of man as an intellectual and spiritual creation.B For the

same reasons, therefore, that caused Wilson to write Caliban: The

Missing Link, Wallace had rejected the argument which formed the basis of

The Descent of Man.

Wilson's attitude towards uncivilized man was implicit in an

1865 letter which he sent to Charles Lyell. Describing a visit with
Louis Agassiz in Boston, Wilson wrote that Agassiz had showed him a series
of jars containing in alcohol

the heads of Chinese, Indians, etc. thus preserved with the

flesh, hair, etc. perfect as in life. He contemplates being

able ultimately to secure a series of illustrations of

leading types of man, preserving not merely the head, but

the whole body. But he complained that even the New England

mind was not yet sufficiently advanced to admit of his giving

publicity to his scheme.

[t is easy to commission a traveller to bring home a

Gorilla or other anthropoid; but a Commission to bag a few

natives and send them home in spiri%; would rather startle

our Aborgines protection Societies!
In effect, the evolutionary explanation of man's descent created a dil-
emma for Daniel Wilson. To emphasize the fundamental difference between
man and the other animals, he argued that primitive men possess the mental
and moral qualities, which civilized man possessed. On the other hand,
it is evident that he found it difficult to accept the brotherhood of all

i \

16See page 28 of the dissertation.

]7Un1versity of Edinburgh, Lyell Papers, Daniel Wilson to Charles
Lyell, 13 December 1865
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men which the evolutionary concept of a common progenitor suggested.
In his studies of primitive North American man published mainly

in The Canadian Journal and later in the Transactions of the Royal

Society of Canada, Wilson made repeated use of craniology and linguistics.

The evidence presented by Wilson in these studies suggests that the first
inhabitants of North America displayed fundamental differences which made
it difficult to affiliate them directly with Asiatics or the prehistor-
ical races of South America. He argued that essential differences existed
among the various races of man:

The essential differences which separate the Aryan from the

Semitic Races are not more marked than the_intellectual and

moral divergencies among barbarous tribes.18
Such a view of race might indicate that Wilson supported polygenism, the
belief associated with the American anthropologist, Samuel G. Morton, in
the 1850s and later with Louis Agassiz that the races of man belonged to
separate species. Poliygenism originated in the United States where it
was used to demonstrate the inferiority of the Negro and the uniqueness
of the American Indian race, and it relied heavily upon the study of
crania. While Wilson's writings point in the direction of polygenism, he
always exercised a caution in reaching conclusions that makes it imposs-
ible to identjfy him conclusively with this interpretation. It may be
that his religious convictions prevented him from explicit support of
polygeqjsm since it raised questions concerning the Genesis account of

man's creation.

lsoan1e1 Wilson, "Artistic Faculty in Aboriginal Races”, Trans-
actions of the Royal Society of Canada, III, 2 (1885), 70

L
<
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If the races of man were separate- species, they did not demon-
strate that inability to produce offspring which characterized the inter-
mating of other species. In his paper "Pre—Aryea American Man", Wilson
considered the M&tis living in the Hudson's Bay Company territory. He
believed thit the Mé&tis were "a fact of singular interest to the ethnol-

ogist.""9

In his opinion, the union of Cree women and Scottish or French
Canadian trappers was beneficial:

The contrasting Scottish and French paternity reveals itself

in the hybrid offspring; but in both cases the half-breeds

are a large and robust race, with greater powers of endurance

than the pure-blood Indian. They have been described to me

by more than one trustworthy observer as "superior in every

respect, both menta11§ and physically", and this is confirmed

by my own experience. 0
Wilson's attitude towards racial differences did not include opposition
to miscegenation. His writings suggest instead that humanity is improved
and strengthened by the spread of Western European characteristics
through mating with other races. The Aryan race, however, remained for
Wilson the standard of measurement of other races.

Wilson stressed that he did not object to many of the points made

by Darwin in the Origin of Species. He asserted in Caliban that

We are ready with the admission that all life starts from a
cell; that the primary rule of embryonic development is to
all appearance common to animal 1ife; that the human embryo
in early sta?es is not readily discernible from that of in-
ferior animals very remote from man. . . .2 N

. paniel Wilson, "Pre-Aryan American Man", Transactions of the
Royal Society of Canada, I, 2 (1882-1883), 43

201p4d., 43
.2

Wilson, Caliban, 190
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/// He agreed that there were many similarities in structure between man and

! e
the lower animals. He also admitted that, "up to a certain stage, devel-

opment proceeds with many striking analogies and some striking homologies.“22

. The "certain stage" was that point when the evolutionist went beyond the
development of physical structure:

4
. . . the modern evolutionist, leading us on ¢}early and
on the whole convincingly, through many remarkable evidences
of development, and seeming evolution of species; and recog-
nizing in so far the essential element of humanity as to
push research beyond mere physical structure in search of in-
tellect, the social virtues, and a moral sense: Just at the
final stage where the wondrous transformation is to be looked
for on which the verdict depends, we are directed solely to
physical evidence, as tggugh brain, reason, mind, and soul
were convertible terms.

Wilson's basic complaint was that the evolutionist used matter to explain
mind. Physical evidence could be employed to explain physical phange, but
mental and moral development did not depend upon material or physical
development:

Perfection of form is insignificant in comparison with the
1iving soul. We are not prepared to admit that the develop-
ment of the brain of an orang or a gorilla to a perfect
structural equality with that of man must necessarily be
followed by a corresponding manifestation of intelligence,
reason, and mental sense.?

The true standard of man was not his brain, but his mind. The true de-

velopment of man, therefore, could not be measured in purely physical

terms.

!

Wilson recognized that there were implications in the evolutionary

approach which affected all men. Noting that immense periods of time were

hty

. - 21p44., 190 231h4d., 190
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241bid., 190
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required for evolution to work, he asserted in Caliban that death is a
necessary agent of the evolutionary process since the survival of the
fittest could only occur through the elimination of the inferior. In
his opinion, evolution would affect man's self-consciousness as well:
the higher in the scale of development that man wished to place himself,
the lower he must descend to find his original ancestor. Man, moreover,
could conceive of himself as a Caliban, or a 1ink to a still higher de-
velopment of life. Wilson held that all these concepts required man to
adopt an outlook which was difficult to reconcile with a sense of self
and individual entity. Wilson believed that, if God were left within the
system, it would still be difficult for man to accept the long range
benefits which his death might bring:

Death may play its useful part, no less than life, in working

out the grandest idea of an unending chain of being over

which the Divine Mind is recognized brooding in caim su-

premacy and watching the evolution of the creative plan. But

the 1ittle link which constitutes our own life is worth to us

all the rest; and phi]osoggy cannot rob death of its terrors,
whatever religion may do.

No matter what accommodations the materialist evolutionists made with the
spiritual development of man, man'é natural fear of death remained, and
the notion of natural selection which subordinated present existence to
future benefits would not relieve this anxiety. Wilson believed that
evolution removed the supernatural comfort of personal immortality which
even savages had to lessen their fear of morta]ity..

The question whether men could take any comfort from a future

governed by evolutionary precepts was examined further by Wilson in a

B1bid., 120

i ptn
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paper, "Three Generations", published by The Canadian Monthly and National

Review in 1876. In this he considered the possible transfer of mental
and moral qualities from generation to generation. Wilson cited the ex-
ample of the Darwin family:

Dr. Erasmus Darwin, author of "The Botanic Garden", of
"Zoonomia, or the laws of Organic Life", &c., had a son,
Robert, a physician of note, and in due course, a grandson,
Charles, known to all men as the author of “The Origin of
Species", "The Descent of Man", and in short of Darwinism.
Evolutionists, therefore, claim some show of reason in
looking to the third generation for the harvesting of what-
ever seedti?gs of promise the men of mark of an elder time

may supply.
In a telling gibe~at evolution, Wilson declared that he would not examine
such notables as Smollett, Wilkes, Churchill, or "Junius" to their third

generation since "they never got so far."27

Instead, as in Caliban, he
chose a literary subject. He considered the two successive generations
which descended from the Reverend John Russell, the strict Calvinist
preacher whom Robert Burns had satirized in his poetry. Wilson noted
that John Russell had a son who became a preacher and shared his father's
oratorical power. John Russell's youngest grandson also became a clergyman
but not a Calvinist. The Very Reverend Alexander Russell was the current
Dean of Adelaide, South Aust;alia. Wilson concluded that, if John Russell
could
have looked down the vista of the future, and realized the
evolutionary process which, after the lapse of only one

generation, were to bring forth from the loins of the stern
old Calvinistic preacher, to whom Prelacy and Popery were

260an1e1 Wilson, "Three Generations", The Canadian Monthly and
National Review, IX, 5 (1876), 397-398

2 1pid., 398
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alike ahhorent (sic] a full-blown Dean of the Anglican
Church, it would scarcely have diminished his wrath to
know that his descendant was to reproduce, at the anti-
podes, not a 1ittle of the hersditary powers of an
eloquent and popular preacher. 9

Through a satirical approach in the same vein as Caliban, Wilson's "Three
Generations" demonstrated that hopes based on the idea of evolution held
out Timited solace for the consolation of mortal man.

Wilson believed that the theéry of evolution not only affected
man's understanding of himself and his‘future. He feared, too, that evol-
ution and the other preoccupations of modern science had an enervating

effect upon man's sensibilities. As noted earlier, Wilson saw this effect

29

in Darwin's confession that he had lost his taste for poetry. In his

diary he reflected upon the 1ife of Darwin, first commenting upon the
strength and comfort in Darwin's relationship with family and friends:

. @ life-long invalid, yet gentle, kindly, considerate,
and lovingly self-sacrificing in all his relations with his
wife, children, servants and friends. But then certain
elements, besides a most generous, kindly natural dispos-
ition, have to be kept in view. Darwin had children - sons
and daughters - who grew up to cheer his hearth, sympathize
in his work, and engaged the true womanly sympathies of their
mother in healthful home life. . . .30 ¢

Nevertheless, Wilson concluded that Darwin had basically. a barren, un-
happy life: e

As for Darwin he ended as "one who would peep and botanize"

and believing in nothing but what hi$ scalpel and his

mi¢roscope could demonstrate; lost faith, not only in a

personal God, a beneficent God, a divine Father, but in
"any certitude of a spiritual world at all, or any hold on

a hereafter. Man was the latest phase of an evolution as -

29See page 128 of the dissertation. ‘////
30

Wilson, Diary, 13 January 1888
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lowest animal existence, an evolution as 1ittle complete
as ever. . . . He developed the inductive observations of
the man of science, to the neglect of all else, till he
speaks of the dying out of all apprg?iation of the imagin-
ative element as a literal atrophy.

In 1870, Wilson wrote to John Stuart Blackie about his fears concerning
the present age:

[ watch with interest from this distant point of view the

new generation around you breaking from their old moorings

amid a new troubling of the waters. . . . In the midst of

curious speculations on the unity of the human race, the

Ant1qu1ty of Man, etc. I felt for a time as though my old

moorings were failing me. But that divine example and

teaching of Jesus Christ was never invented in any of the

centuries to which carping Sritics would relegate their

emasculated New Testament.3
If man lost his spiritual awareness, all members of the evolutionary
brotherhood of man would become soulless.

Had Wilson been born a generation later, he might have turned

to Sociaf\oarwinism. In the 1870s and 1880s, however, the scientific
theory of evolution seemed more a threat than a hope to a man with his

ideas. [f The Descent of Man were correct, it would be a powerful argu-

ment for a brotherhood of man which contradicted the notion of any God
favoured race. A1l men would be the prq%ucts of chance and even the most
primitive man would have the potential/fér greatness within the confines
of his materialistic bounds. It was an unfortunate coincidence that The

Descent of Man was published in the year of the Paris Commune. Although

the Darwinian hypothesis might be later enlisted to justify the chauvin-

istic militarism of the.new imperialism, in 1871 the communistic anarchy

3 1pid,

32Nationa1 Library of Scotland, B]atkie Papers, Daniel Wilson to
John Stuart Blackie, 27 January 1870
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of Paris seemed to many the direction towards which evolution was
pointing mankind. There was a double threat from evolution. It af-
fected man's self-consciousness and spiritual awareness, and it promised
to undermine social distinction and remove the restraints of religious
belief upon society. Wilson was too deeply concerned about both to let
the sometime glimmerings of acceptance of Darwin carry him over the

threshold of his fears.

.



X
JOHN WATSON: INTRODUCTION

In 1892, the Scottish philosopher Edward Caird evaluated John
Watson of Queen's University in a letter sent to Miss Mary Sarah Talbot:

We had a visit from Professor Watson (of Kingston, Canada) ~
one of my earliest pupils in Glasgow. And perhaps the man
of "driest light" that I know. I do not know anyone who
sees his way more clearly through any philosophical en-
tanglement. 1 always feel braced by his conversation. It
is a pity his health enables him to do little more than get
through his teaching work. He is now, however, engaged in
a work on theg idea of Evolution in its modern application
(Comte, Mi1¥® and Spencer) - which I think will be a great
contribution to philosophy.l

Canada's foremost philosopher of his period, John Watson achieved inter-
national recognition as an authority on Kant and as the author of books
which presented Idealistic answers to contemporary philosophical questions.
His response to the effect of Darwin's theory of evolution upon modern
philosophy was to establish a means of reconciliation of the evolutionary
hypothesis and metaphysics.

A generation younger than John William Dawson and Daniel wilson,'
John Watson was born on 25 February 1847 in Glasgow, Scotland. His
father was employed in a print works anyd Watson spent his early years in
relative poverty. After he attended the¢ Free Church Scﬁool of Kilmarnock,
Ayrshire, he could not afford to continue his education and worked as a
clerk in Dumbartonshire and Glasgow. Aided, however, by his sister and

a small bursary, he was able to enter the University of Glasgow in 1866

~

1Edward Caird to Mary Sarah Talbot, 22 August 1892, in H. Jones

?gd J. H. Muirhead, The Life and Philosophy of Edward Caird (Glasgow 1921),
3
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as a prospective student of theology. In 1872, he earned his Master of
Arts degree with first class honours in Mental and Moral Philosophy and
English Literature. By the time of his graduation, Watson's intention

of entering the Presbyterian ministry had been replaced by a desire to
make philosophy his career. This change was largely due to the influence
of Edward Caird, who had been appointed Professor of Moral Philosophy the
same year that Watson began his studies at the University of Glasgow.
Caird's teaching provided Watson with a new insight into the relationship
between Greek philosophy and the Christian religion, which led Watson to
abandon the strict Calvinism of his youth.z‘ More important still, he
learned from Caird about the British Idealism which had been developed

at Oxford in the early 1860s by Caird, Benjamin Jowett, and T. H. Green.
This form of Idealism would remain the- 1ife-long basis of Watson's own
philosophy.

In 1872, Watson applied for a teaching position at McGill
University. When John Clark Murray of Queen's University received the
McGill appointment, Watson replaced Murray as Professor of Logic, Meta-
physics and Ethics at Queen's. Both Edward Caird and his brother, John
Caird, Professor of Theology and future Principal of the University of
Glasgow, wrote letters of recommendation for Watson to McGill which were
also used by Watson when he applied to Queen's. In his recommendation,
Edward Caird wrote:

He has shown not merely an external knowledge of philosophi-
cal doctrines but also a clear insight into their inner

~

ZJohn A. Irving, "Philosophical Literature to 1910" in Carl F.
Klinck, ed., Literary History of Canada (Toronto 1965), 438
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spirit and meaning. He is no mere disciple of a school, but

has real speculative power and originality. In ten years of

teaching Philosophy, I have had no pupil equal to him either

in extent agd accuracy of knowledge or in clearness and depth

of thought.
Watson remained at Queen's University for fifty-two years. For the last
twenty-five years of his career, he served as both Professor of Moral
Philosophy and Vice-Principal of the University. Retiring in 1924, he
died on 26 January 1939 in Kingston.

Watson assumed his position at Queen's the year after the publi-

cation of The Descent of Man. The intellectual climate at the university

supported a frank examination of the implications of Darwin's theory of

~

evolution. Presbyterian Queen's had a reputation for liberalism in its

theological teaching, which was reflected in the ideas of its principal
- \

N

from 1877 to 1902, George Monro Grant. In his jnaugural address, Grant
stated:

Suppose, for example, that the Darwinian theory is not estab-
shed - that it is only a puerile hypothesis. . . . It was
at any rate useful to Darwin, and it will soon be forgotten.
Suppose it is established. What possible harm can result to
theology. As Professor Asa Gray points out in his pleasant
Darwiniana, it only means "that what you may have thought was
/ done aizect1y and at once, was done indirectly and success-
ively."

Science at Queen's in this period was taught by Nathan F. Dupuis, who had
been appointed Professor of Chemistry and the Natural Sciences in 1867.

Dupuis' attitude tewards science and religion was similar to Grant's.

j’ -
3Edward Cafrd to the Electord of McGill University, 14 March 1872,
Queen's University Archives. Reprinted in Douglas Library Notes, XVI, 1
(Summer 1968), 2-3 .

4

W. L. 6rant, F. Hamilton, Principal Grant (Toronto 1904), 213

1
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He said, for example:
Surely Christianity contains enough, in itself, that is
noble, and reasonable, and good without subjecting its ad-
herents to the necessity of believing in legends and stories £

concerning operations like creation, about the nature of
which the ancients knew absolutely nothing.5

This liberal strain was further strengthened when William George Jordan
joined the faculty of Theology as a professor of Hebrew and 01d Testament
exegesis in 1899. During his thirty years at Queen's Jordan published

several books, including Prophetic Ideas and Ideals (1902) and History

and Revelation (1926), which examined the 0ld Testament in the light of

modern Biblical criticism.
Watson, for his part, was the author of several works which es-
tablished his reputation as a philosopher and scholar. His first books

concerned German philosophy, notably the writings of Kant. Kant and his

English Critics: A Comparison of Critical and Empirical Philosophy was

published in 1881, This was followed by Schelling's Transcendental

Idealism: A Critical Exposition in 1882, and The Philosophy of Kant as

Contained in Extracts from his own Writings in 1888. By the time that

these works appeared, papers by Watson had been published in various
Journals. These papers presented ideas which were later deve]opea into
a series of books that expressed Watson's own philosophical Idealism.

Comte, Mill and Spencer: An QOutline of Philosophy and Hedonistic Theories

from Aristippus to Spencer were published in 1895. Both books demonstrated

Watson's belief that philosophy must be understood within a historical

context and both were widely used in universities.

SJohn Matheson, "Nathan Fellowes Dupuis", in R. C. Wallace, ed.,:
Some Great Men of Queen's (Toronto 1942), 62
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Throughout his writings, Watson revealed an interest in the re-
lationship of religion to philosophy. This matter was examined specif-

ically in Christianity and Idealism: The Christian ldeal of Life in its

Relation to the Greek and Jewish Ideals and to Modern Philosophy in 1896

and The Philosophical: Basic of Religion in 1907. In the years 1910 -

1912, Watson became the only Canadian to deliver the Gifford Lectures in
Natural Philosophy at the University of Glasgow. These lectures, em-~
bodying a summation of Watson's philosophy of religion, were published in

1912 in two volumes entitled The Interpretation of Religious Experience.

Although he continued to teach for twelve more years, his only book in

this period, The State in Peace and War in 1919 did not modify his pre-

viously established ideas.
It is possible to identify three stages in John Watson's response
to Darwin's theory of evolution. He analyzed the extension of Darwin's

theory to man's mental and moral development in the Canadian Monthly and

National Review in the 1870s. The philosophical implications of the
theory of evolution were considered further in th; exposition of Watson's
Spetu]ative Idealism. However, it was in his writings on the philosophy
of religion that Watson's response to Darwin's theory of evolution reached
its fullest expression. Beginning with the paper "Darwinism a;d Morality"
in 1876, this study will analyze the natyre and development of Watson's

response to its culmination in the Gifford Lectures.



X1

JOHN WATSON: DARWINISM AND MORALITY
INSTINCT VERSUS REASON

In October, 1876, the Canadian Monthly and National Review pub-

1ished "Darwinism and Morality" by John watson.I Noting that there was
a temptation by some to distort facts in order to extend a new theory
beyond its proper limits, Watson held that

The attempt now being made to explain moral and social
phenomena by the doctrine of Evolution, is an instance
of the effort tg apply a hypothesis to a totally new
class of facts. ;

To 11lustrate this attempt, he quoted Goldwin Smith's statement that the
acceptance of evolution would "render it necessary to rewrite our manuals
of Moral Ph?]osophy."3 It should be noted that Smith might well have

claimed that Watson was using his words out of context since his original

statement had been:

The writer is fully prepared to accept Evolution, nor does
he shrink from the new view of Moral Philosophy which it
seems likely to bring with it. . . . This would no doubt
render it necessary to rewrite our manuals of Moral Philos-
ophy; but it would not alter our notions of what is higher
and lower in Morality, or confuse our perceptions of right
and wrong, while it would render Ethics more practical and
~reljeve us of much superstition.

]John Watson, "Darwinism and Morality", Canadian Monthly and
National Review, X, 4 (October 1876), 319-326

21bid., 319

. 3bid., 319 - )

4Goldwin Smith, "The Immortality of the Soul", Canadian Monthly
and National Review, IX, 5 (May 1876), 415
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Watson was careful, however, to define the exact purpose of his enquiry.
Not being a scientist, he ¥e]t that he could not competently express an
opinion upon the actual hypothesis of evolution. He wrote, "The question
is not. . . whether the theory of Evolution is true or false; but whether

5 It was the ex-

assuming its truth, it has any bearing upon Morality."
tension of the hypothesis to the field of philosophy, not the theory it-
self, which was the concern of his paper.

"Darwinism and Morality" is divided into three sections. In the
first section Watson considereq whgther evoluti?n could be shown in any
way to affect the validity of man's moral conceptions. This consideration
was based upon two inferences which Watson drew from the scientific theory.

The first was that the theory explained only in general terms how the

various species of organic beings have arisen. The evolutionary "laws"

of Inheritance and Variability were empirical generalizations which could

not be compared with absolute physical laws. The hypothesis, moreover,
accounted only for phenomenal manifestations and changes: it rested upon
physical and external development. Since it did not aid “an understanding
of the nature of life, the evo]utionar& hypothesis could not help either
to explain basic questions such as the relation of 1ife and matter or to
solve problems centred upon the nature of.consciousness and reason.
. .’the doctrine of Evolution is a purely physical theory

and even as such only an empirical law destitute of the

accuracy and stability of the highest kind of natural law.6
Watson was wi]ling‘to begin with the assumption that Natural Seiection

explained how moral laws had evolved. He argued, however, that the

N

%Natson, “Darwinism and Morality", 319
- 61pid., 320
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empirical, limited nature of the hypothesis still made it impossible to
determine the relative or absolute value of competing moral conceptions
through the use of evolution:

To state the special ways in which a class of ideas has come

into existence is one thing: to appraise these ideas ac-

cording to their moral valie is another and a very different

thing; and the doctrine of Evolution being necessarily

limited by its very nature_to the former task, is impotent to

undertake the latter task.’
Watson bq]ieved that the only plausible argument to show that evolution
could have an evaluative role in questions of morality must be based upon
the notion of progress. It might be maintained that, if certain moral
ideas were held by communities'that had gone through the whole process
of development, it was probable that these moral ideas were true. This
argument depended upon the assumption that the Darwinian hypothesis nec-
essarily implied the notion of progress. Watson's second inferencé; how-
ever, was that "the conception of a development from lower to higher {ypes
of organic beings is not an integral part of the doctrine of Evolution.“8
Hg quoted Herbert Spencer's opinion that Natural Selection did not favour
the survival of the "better" or the "stronger" but of those most con-
stitutionally fit to withstand the conditions in which fhey are placed.9
In many cases, inferiority on some other scale of values would cause sur-
vival. Watson concluded that, "to determine whether there has been any

advance in morality, recourse must be had to considerations other than

those furnished by a theory which is as consistent with retrogression as

"Ibid., 326

"B1pid., 321

S m——
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gH. Spencer, Recent Discussions in Science, quoted in Watson,
"Darwinism and Morality", 321
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with advancement.“]0

The evolutionary hypothesis held equally well for a decline of
morality from a past golden age. In order, therefore, to evaluate
whether a series of movements were progressive or retrogressive, a pre-
determined goal was required. A standard of morality had to exist in
the mind of the evolutionist before he could begin to prove moral progress
by evolutionary means. Watson had argued, however, that the only way to
prove by evolution that existing standards of morality were valid was
throqgh reasoning based upon the concept of progress. In his opinion,
this meant that eyojutionists must assume that moral progress had occurred
before they could pr?ye that morality was in fact progressive. He com-
ﬁented that, "it is a manifest see-saw to argue that ‘existing morality'
js presumaﬁly t;ue Secause it has been developed, when the only proof of

its development, is that it is presumably true.“]]

The "natural history"
o% morals, he concluded at the end of his first section, could not estab-
lish that morality is progressive.

The next question which Watson considered-was whether evolution
helped solve ethical problems by supplying a w1der range of facts upon
which tp base a system of values. He apprqeched this somewhat ambiguous
queeﬁioﬁ by %xamiﬁ;ng’once agaip the concepf of moral progress. In his
opinion,athe theory of evblui{on had "done good service in binding to-
gethe? all 11v1n9 things by the bond of a common descent w12 Despite

many contrary 1nstances, 1t had suggested the possibi]ity of a continuous,

. %
-3

-

10Nat$on, "Darwinism and Morality", 321
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progressive development. This notion of progressive development, however,
was only a biological innovation. Long before Darwin had presented his ‘
biological hypothesis, men had conceived the idea of moral progress. The
question was not,’therefore, whether the process of moral progress might
be explained, but whether the evolutionists had explained it adequately:

The only question. . . which remains to be decided is,

whether the results arrived at in the sphere of biology,

allowing them to be correct, are applicable to moral problems,

and are of sgch a nature as to supersede th?3notion of moral

progress as it has been hitherto conceived.

Watson noted the belief of Darwin and his followers that morality
derived from man's relation to.society. The evolutionists held that the
true scientific explanation of morality was found in the transmission to
early man of the social instincts, including family ties, found in the
Tower animals. Moral progress, according to this view, consisted in the
strengthening and widening of such inherited instincts. Watson found
this explanation unsatisfactory: "This theory attempts to account for
- moral progress by the convenient method of leaving out all that makes it

14 If the instincts remained basically unchanged, how could these

moral."
instincts, however strengthened and erilarged, be considered moral in the
case of man but not in the case of animals? The answer must be that the
instincts were changed jn man and a new element had been added which sep-
arated him from the animals and made him moral. Watson believed that
this new element had been recognized by Darwin, himself. He noted that

Darwin had written, "A moral being is one who is capable of comparing his

past and future actions or motives, and of approving or disapproving of

Bibid., 323 ~ Yqbig., 323

[
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them."]5 Watson held that Darwin's definition of a moral being implied
the necessary addition of the new, non-physical element of reason or
self-consciousness.

The difficulty was that, while the evolutionists were aware of
the need for reason, they were blind to the effect which the addition of
this new element had upon their explanation of morality:

The charge from which Mr. Darwin and his followers cannot

free themselves is, that while they admit the presence of

reason to-be necessary to morality, they still go on to

speak of social "instincts" as if no radical change were

1nv01ve? in the presence to instinct of a totally new

factor.16
Watson had proved already that evolution could not determine the value of
moral ideas or account for moral progress. Having now demonstrated the

necessity of reason for morality, he concluded that "the truth is that

Natural Selection, understood in the sense in which it is employed to
account for biological phenomena, has no application whatever to moral

phenomena."17

Moral progress must be considered in terms of the develop-
ment of practical reason and not as an extension of natural character-
jstics. Darwin and his followers concentrated exclusively upon the ex-
ternal conditions which accompanied the advance of morality and overlooked
the fundamental element, the development of reason, which made the advance
moral. Watson conceded that there was some‘va1id1ty in the evolutionist
position: "The Darwinians rightly place morality in the relation of the

18

individual to society." Despite this, however, he believed that the

VB1pid., 323

—m—————
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~Watson, "Darwinism and Morality", 324
ibid., 324 | 1bid., 325
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evolutionist argument suffered from a serious weakness which made it an
imperfect and unsatisfactory explanation of moral development:

The imperfect conception of moral progress which the ad-

vocates of Evolution have adopted must be merged in the

larger and truer conception of a progress that is conscious

and rational, and therefore moral.l9

Ending his article with an examination of the evolutionist con-

ception of the ultimate end and standard of morality, Watson cited the

following statement in Darwin's The Descent of Man:

The moral sense is fundamentally identical with the social
instincts; and in the case of the lower animals these
instincts have been developed for the general good of the
community. . . . As the social instincts both of man and
the lower animals have no doubt been developed by the same
steps, it would be advisable, if found practical, to use

the same definition in both cases, and to take as the test
of morality, the general good or welfare of the community.20

He objected once more to the lack of distinction between man and’animal.
If the general good of the community were the sole measure of conduct,

a cat who caught a mouse performed as much of a moral act as a patriot
who sacrificed himself‘for.his fellow-men. Darwin apparently saw "no
essential difference between the actions of animals, which are admittedly
dependent Opon instinct a]one; and the actions of man, in which reason

21

plays a prominent part."” The flaw in Darwin's conception of the moral

sense was that it neglected the change which the presence of reason
nte

effected in the essential character of an act.

The beginning of all morality, whether in an individual or
the race, lies in the condemnation of mere impulse or
passion - in looking down upon it as beneath the dignity

{

91bid., 325 X , AN
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~</—/wat§on, “Darwinism and Morality", 325

wétson's reference: Descent of Man, vol. 1. p. 94."
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of a rational being.z2

Man's ability to rise above impulse and passion represented the found-
ation of all subsequent moral advancement. From this ability originated
the sense of responsibility in man's relation to society. Once this
distinction between man and animal was made, the notion of the "welfare
of the community" could be accepted as the ultimate end of right conduct
since this end must necessarily include everything that aided the develop-
ment of the higher nature. But Watson insisted:
. . if a conscious conformity to the "general good" as

the supreme standard of right conduct is an act the same

in kind with that performed by a pointer dog when it points

at a hare; [a direct reference to The Descent of Man, 375)

the notioE of Duty is thoroughly depieted of all that makes
it moral.43

Once again, the evolutionists were partially correct while remaining fun-
damentally wrong: their fnabi]ity to apprec1atg the role of reason in
morality prevented them from grasping the full import of their argument.

Watson believed that his examination of evolution could be summed
up in three statements:

1. The doctrine of evolution, being concerned with the
explanation of material changes, throws no light whatever
upon the nature or history of morality.

2. While serving as at least a provisional conception to
bind together biological phenomena, the doctriné of evol-
ution supplies no data for the settlement of ethical prob-
lems, nor can a proper conception of moral progress be
extracted from it. s ‘

3. The standard of morality set up by Mr. Darwin and his ¢
followers is not a standard of morality at all, since it

omits the very Element that _distinguished moral, from
natural causes. ¢

-
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These findings suggested to Watson that:
'The attempt of Evolutionists to solve ethical ques%ions by
. a method fundamentally unsound can only be regarded as one
more example of the futile effort which some physicists are
at present making to %Eanscend the proper sphere of scien-
tific investigations.
¥
If this so, Darwinian arguments could not be used to improve the
present text-books on ethics and no system of morality could be developed
from them. Whatever scientific validity there was in the biological
application of evolution, it had no possible relevance to the philosoph-
ical problem of morality.
Despite the fact that Watson's first summary of the evolutionary

hypothesis made specific reference to the Qrigin of Species, all subse-

quent references to Darwin's ideas in "Darwinism and Morality" were from

The Descent of Man. The subject matter of the paper, of course, required

this concentnatgon upon man. It should be noted, however, that Watson

7

based much of his argument upon inferences made from the scientific

reasoning of the Onigin of Species. Although he declared thaé he was not

qualified to expréss any authoritative opinion upon the scientific

validity of the hypothesis, the paper left little doubt that the author

had an unfavourable opinion of the biological, as well as the ethical,

application of evolution. For example, comparing the "so-called laws of

it

stated that

Inheritance and Variability" 7:;the law of gravi

the evolutionary laws were "simply empirical generalizations, not compar-

26

abte in any strict sense with an absolute physical law." The use of
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/
the phras{l"so-ca11ed" typified the way in which Watson stressed the

1imi ted, h&pothet1ca] nature of the evolutionary concept.

Peéhaps the most important point which "Darwinism and Morality"
demonstrated was Watson's faith in reason. This faith, as will later be
seen, was a basic characteristic of his philosophical position. For him
the primary reason why Darwin and his followers were wrong was that they
neglected the role of reason in man's development. Watson believed that
moral progress required the development of practical reason. Reason
separated man from the animal by transforming instincts into rational
motives. It was only when man could rise above impulse and passion that
morality could begin. However correct the evolutionists were in des-
cribing physical development, they could not explain moral development,
in Watson's opinion, because they did not accept the fact that tHe éavent
of reason made a radical change in the development of man.

Watson'’s paper provoked a critical reply, "The Evolution of
Morality", by Joseph Antisell Allen, an Anglican clergyman and author,
who defended Darwin:

So many start aghast from the very name of Evolution, as if
they believed that they had been. dropped suddenly from the
heavens with full-grown minds and bodies, and had not been
evolved out of a protoplasmic germ, and, by gradual increment
and modification, became slowly unfolded into rational and
moral men. . . . For what is the difference, in the question

of dignity, whether the development took for its completion a
few years or as many aeons. s not the end achieved everything?27

To answer Allen, Watson wrote "The Ethical Aspect of Darwinism: A Rejoinder"

27Joseph Antisell Allen, "The Evolution of Morality. A Reply",
Canadian Monthly and National Review, XI, 5 (May 1877, 501
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28

which The Canadian Monthly published in June, 1877. The importance of

the paper, however, lay not in Watson's answers to Allen's criticisms
but in his use of the opportunity to define further his views on reason
and morality. He dealt with the criticisms quickly and easily. In reply
to Allen's description of how ethical concepts had been evolved, he re-
peated his belief that, since the doctrine of evolution accounted only
for change, it could not explain progress, either physical or moral. He
also pointed out Allen's iﬁconsistency in holding that therg was no line
of demarcation between instinct and reason while quoting Darwin's view that
man was "governed by something more than Instinct." In Watson's opinion,
"something more than Instinct" represented a 1ine of demarcation. Allen
had also defined the Darwinian position on the end of morality as not
merely the preservation of the species but "their advancement in all that
is intellectually and morally higher and noble."29 Watson arqued that this
definition was near to tautology since it suggested that the end of morality
was the advancement of morality. These were the\gajor points made by Allan
which Watson believed needed to be answered. Having sgent half of his
paper refuting Allen, he devoted the rest of his space to a discussion of
reason, instinct and morality, making only token references to his apponent.
Watson began by distinguishing beiween reason and instinct. He
defined reéson as synonymous with self-consciousness: the ability to
identify with, yet distinguish, oneself from other self-conscious beings.

He believed that morality was only possible in a being who was self-

~

28John Watson, "The Ethical Aspect of Darwinism: A Rejoinder",
Canadian Monthly and National Review, XI, 6 (June 1877), 638-644

S1pid., 639
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conscious, or rational. To prove this statement, he examined the moral
30

“Jjudgment that stealing is wrong. He asserted that right and wrong,

virtue and vice, were correlatives that could not be thought of apart.

The statement that stealing is wrong, therefore, required a correlative
statement of the opposite right. Since he believed that the only con-
ceivable 1imit to th€ acquisitior of a natural right was the right of
another tp it, the opposite right to stealing, in his opinion, was re-
spect for property. Respect for property, in turn, required a distinction
between what is "mine" and what is -"his". Watson held that this dis-
tinction between "mine" and "his" applied not only to property but formed
the basis of all moral judgments. To make this distinction, a being had
to be self-conscious. Watson believed that, when used in this way, "self-
conscious" meant the same as "rational".

Turning to instinct, he noted that the term could be used in two
different ways. It meant either the feeling or emotion of a conscious
being that was not obtained by direct reflection, or it implied a feeling
or impulse, but never an emotion, that was experfienced by a being that
was not self-conscious and, therefore, not rational. The second meaning
alone was in absolute opposition to reason. The first use of instinct,
indeed, was not true instinct at all since Watson held that every feeling
experienced by a self-conscious being implied distinction or mediation
and never was really immediate or spontaneous.

Darwin and his followers held that morality resulted from the ex-

tension and strengthening of certain instincts which man inherited from

301bid., 641
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some lower form of being. In Watson's opinion, the gquestion was whether
Darwin meant instinct to represent a feeling distinct from self-conscious-
ness or a feeling that existed only in a self-conscious being. I[f he
meant the first, then morality could not be explained because it could

not exist apart from self-consciousness. The alternative, however, was
instinct in the first sense of Watson's original distinction which was

not instinct at all since it concerned the "realm of self-conscious in-

telligence, where no blind feeling can exist.“3] Watson beiieved that

Darwin, unable té®resolve this problem, had tried to compromise by merging

both meanings of instinct through the use of "popular and ambiguous

1anguage."32

The result was complete failure:

. . his physical theory seems closely to enfold morality,
while, in reality, it is a phantom that lies within its
embrace; Md thus, too, a man like Mr. Darwin, of high en-
deavour and achievement, set in motion by moral force of no
comman intensity, unwittingly removes the only support §hat
keeps the edifice of morality from sinking into ruins.

Watson argued that the acceptance of the Darwinian conception of
instinct as the basis for morality would destroy the ability of man to
exercise rational control over his actions.

Reason may reveal the objects toward which the instinct
goes out, but it no more originates the end of action than
1ight creates the object on which it falls. The formal
intellect may contemplate the sufferings of millions of
human beings, but, according to Darwinian ethics, it must

be the instincts of syggathy that impels the philanthropist
to go to their rescue.

Reason would become a helpless "slave of the passions”, completely sub-
»

ordinate to the power of the 1nstinct§. Watson believed that this

31bid., 642 321014, , 642
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conception of instinct represented the popular view on ethical questions
which divided man's self-consciousness into compartments labelled "in-
stinct”, "reason", "will", "conscience", etc. He believed that this was

a false and logically disastrous position. If actions were governed by
instinct rather than by the conscious direction of reason, man must not
only act exactly as his instincts demanded, but he could not conceive of
any alternative way to act. In contrast to this, Watson suggested that

in fact the "so-called Instinct" was "simply Self-Consciousness in action -

35 This

not something given to man but something he gives himself."
meant that man could have control over his impulses. He could "move
with freedom in one direction or another according as he obeys or dis-
obeys his Reason, the 'immortal part' which is himself."3®
Watson then Briefly considered whether his conception of morality

could apply to the "barbarous Fuegian" or to the "impulsive Jamaica
negro".37 In his opinion, if the savage races were self-conscious, they
possessed morality. Since the savage attempted to care for those de-
pendent upon him and would sacrifice himself for his tribe, Watson con-
cluded: \ -

The savage is self-conscious, and in virtue of that divine

prerogative, he differs toto coelo. . , from those

cCreatures that are not self-conscious.3
He held that:

in characterizing morality it is natural to look towards
its ideal goal rather than at its still {1)l-defined
starting point; but I do not think I have said anything

Ibid., 643 31414., 643
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that is not true of even the lowest type of man.39

Although the distance between the savage and the "civilized Indo-
European” was immense, it was not infinite as the distance between self-
conscious and instinctive action.
The paper ended with a strong assertion of Watson's belief in

the primacy of reason:

Reason is not, as Mr. Darwin and his followers are bound

to say, an unconcerned spectator that stands aloof and

calmly awaits the issue of conflicting impulses, but an

eager48artic1pant in the hard struggle towards a higher

life.
Instead of being with instinct, conscience and will simply an element of
self-consciousness, reason was self-consciousness. Conscience was merely
an embodiment of reason for it was the product of reason's past efforts.
What the evolutionists called instinct was an example of reason's swift-
ness and suddenness "which counterfeits, but is not instinct“.42 Watson
did not specifically state the relationship of will to reason but the
paper suggested that will represented for him the freedom of man to go
against his reason if he wished. Watson's final statement stressed that
it was the defence of reason which had prompted him to write:

. 1 would fain hope that the reader, if not before,

then now, will endorse the conclusion I have reached by

no over-hasty leap, that no theory, Darwinian or other,

which seeks to strip Reason of all that makes it

rational, with a naive unconsciousness of what it is

really attempting, is worthy to go behind the veil which

secludes tzg holy place of Morality from the outer court
of Nature.

Ibid., 644
Ibid., 644
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.
*

Certain_ questions arise from Watson's defence of reason. Since
the barrier between reason and instinct is absolute according to his
argument, how did the entirely new element of reason come to exist
within man? Reason was the f;undation of morality but what was the found-
ation of reason? Watson did not, moreover, present a completely satis-
factory explanation of will. When'a man chose to act against reason,
what was he then governed by? Were moral acts determined by reason?
There are psychological and retligious implications involved in these
questions which are directly related to the premises of Watson's philos-
.ophy. -watson's two articles dealing directly with evolution and morality
presented the basis of his response to Darwinian evolution but, for a
more complete and mature statement of this response, his later philos-

ophical and religious writings must be examined.

-
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JOHN WATSON: SPECULATIVE IDEALISM AND DARWIN'S
THEORY OF MENTAL AND MORAL DEVELOPMENT

When discussing John Watson's philosophy, it is useful to main-
tain the distinction made by J. A. Irving between Watson's writings on
hedonism, positivism, and empiricism and his writings on the philosophy
of re]igion.] This chapter will concentrate upon what is perhaps Watson's

best known work, Comte, Mi1l and Spencer: An Qutline of PHilosophy.

Published in 1895, the book ran through several editions and many Canadian
and American universities adopted it as an introductory philosophy text-
book.2 The preface to the first edition contained a statement of Watson's
philosophical position:
The philosophical creed which commends itself to my mind
is what in the text [ have called Intellectual Idealism,
by which I mean the doctrine that we are capable of knowing
Reality as it actually ;s, and that Reality when so known
is absolutely rational.
Throughout his philosophical career, this commitment to Reason remained

the basic element in Watson's inquiry into the nature and meaning of Reality.

J A. Irving, “Philosophica] Literature to 1910%, in C. F. Klinck,
ed., Literary History of Canada (Toronto 1965), 440 '

Although the book dealt specifically with the three themes of
positivism, empiricism, and evolutionism, it provided a general intro-
duction into philosophy as well. After the first edition, the book was
re-tit1éd An Qutline of Philosophy, with Notes Historical and Critical.
and included additional material which amplified the more general aspects
of the topic. Since the relevant parts qg the first edition to this
present study remained unchanged, except when noted, the first edition
Comte, Mi1l and Spencer is .used for page references in the notes.

3J Watson, Comte, Mi]l and Spencer, an Qutline of: Philosophy
(Glasgow 189%5), v 4
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Watson‘called his creed Intellectual Idealism in the first ed-

ition of Comte, Mill and Spencer. In all subsequent editions, however,

he used "Speculative Idealism" where he had originally used "Intellectual

nd

Idealism" or, at times, "Philosophical Idealism. Since it was soon

obvious that Comte, Mill and Spencer was a success, it was natural for

Watson to give a distinctive name to the form of Idea]wsm which he ad-
vocated. That later editions carried the more generé1 title of An Qutline

of Philosophy suggests that the author expected it to be widely used. As

a text-book, it would be an excellent means of making his own ideas known.
Despite the fact that Watson always acknowledged himself to be a follower
of the British Idealists T. H. Green and Edward Caird, his philosophy
was never a mere duplication of their ideas. As Watson's most brilliant
pupil, J. M. McEachran, has noted: .

While. . . watson always remained faithful to the genera1

principles which they (Green and Caird] expounded, he de-

veloped his own original methods of exposition and made

significant contributions of his own_particularly in the

field of the Philosophy of Religion.

In the next chapter, an exam1nat10n of Hatson s Gifford Lectgres at the

e

University of Glasgow will reveal the most mature expression of his
philosophy of religion. Even in his primarily non-religious writings,
however, Watson saw himself not only as an interpreter of Green and Caird,
but also as a philosopher who used British Idealism as a basis for his

own distinctive philosophical system.

Watson's reason for writing his book was partially defensive.

4
5

J. watson An Outline of Philosophy, 3rd. ed. (Glasgow 1901)

J. M. McEachran, “John Watson", in R. C. Nallace, ed. Some Great

‘Men of Queen's (Toronto 1941), 25-26

l
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To prove that existence was purposive and rational, he proposed to demon-

P4

strate that
’y

the ideas which lie at the basis of Mathematics, Physics,

Biology, Psychology and Ethics, Religion and Art, are re-

lated to each other as developing forms af one idea - the

idea of self-conscious Reason.
He believed that there was a need for a book of reasonable size which
treated the subject of philosophy as a whole. While admitting that there
was a danger invelved in using generalities, he feared even more that,
because of modern tendencies, "Philosophy, in the large sense in which it
was understood by Plato and Aristotle, should be lost in artificial
divisions and in a mass of empirical detai]."7 To counteract this threat
of excessive specialization, Watson hoped that his book\wou]d outline "a

complete system of phﬂosophy."8

The basis for this outline was an ex-

amination of certain ideas of Comte, Mill and Spencer which he consid-

ered inadequate. In conjunction with this principal theme, Watson also

discussed the philosophical implications of Darwin's theory of evolution.
Philosophy in the Aristotelian and Platonic sense, Watson be-

. 1ieved, concerned the search for first principles. Philosophy attempted

to discover what was as distinct from what seemed to be. This provided

. the clue to the distinction between philosophy and science. Watson wrote

that "science treats of modes of existence, philosophy of existence in

“9

its completeness. Both physics and chemistry, for example, took for

6watson. Comte, Mill and Spencer, v-vi
7

Ibid., vi 81bid., vi
91bid., 19-20 | A
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granted the principle that every change must have a cause and both
searched out the specific causes which explained and produced change in
nature.® Philosophy, however, considered in what sense man could speak
of .®ausal connection at all. Watson suggested three ways in which phil-
osophy differed from science. Science dealt with objects; philosophy
with the knowledge of objects. Science accepted }hat real knowledge was
possible; philosophy 1nquired.into the truth of that position. Science
examined the relationship of objects to one another; philosophy consid-

10 In Watson's

Néred the relationship of objects to existence as a whole.
opinion, these three ways indicated that philosophy was on a higher level
than science: without the justification provided by philosophy, science
could not operate or even exist.

Watson examined Darwin's views in two chapters, "Philosophy of
Nature - Biolegical Science", and "Relations of Biology and Philosophy".

The first chapter began with a consideration of the difference between
organic and inorganic matter. Life was defined as "the princiﬁ]e by
which a being maintains its individuality by a continuous adaptation to

ot This individuality depended upon the organiz-

external conditions.
ation of an individual's parts: a stone might be fragmented into smaller
stones, but a 1iving being could not be broken into parts without losing
its character as a living being. A second characteristic of living
befngs was that they produced other individuals of the same general type
as themselves. According to Watson, this suggesteq that some conception

of final cause was required:

Ibid., 19

—t———— Ommm—
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For, if the living being has the power of perpetuating itself

by a continual adaptation to external conditions, these con-

ditions must be of such a nature as to admit of such self-

adaptation. The world must therefore be conceived as an

organic whole, in which each part is related to all the other

parts, i.e. the world must be conceived Tsom a teleological,

and not from a mechanical point of view.
Watson believed that a being which was continuously adapting itself to
external change and throughout all its adaptations was realizing the goal
of self preservation could be understood only in terms of a final cause,
or fixed conditions of nature, that fostered such adaptation. ‘The
question was whether Darwin's theory of evolution was incompatible with
such a teleological explanation of the world.

Watson held that Darwin's theory of the mutability of species and
natural selection must be appfied to man. If it were concluded that all
mammalia originally descended from one primitive type, man must trace his
origins back to that type since, in all essential features, man's body
resembled the bodies of other mammalia. The crucial question was whether

*man's mental and moral faculties have also been derived by gradual modif-
ication and development from the lower animals. As in his article nine-

teen years earlier, Watson quickly turned his attention from the Origin

'of Species to The Descent of Man. He stated that he would assume, “"with

the majority of scigntific men,f“&hat species are mutable and natural

selection represented "the true phenomena of organized existence."]3 He

wiéhed his reader to éonsider, howeveé, whetber, the theory of evolution

was an ultimate explanation or only the solution to a subordinate problem:
' \

Let us ask. . . What is the precise nature and value of
the proof that man has descended from the lower animals,

| i3£§3g;; ne2
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granting that proof to be zs irresistible as scientific men
usually suppose it to be?!

The biological concept of natural selection, Watson noted, was
. inconsistent with the belief in special creation such as Paley had held.
He wrote that Darwin

refuses. . . to say how the primitive forms from which

1iving beings have descended came to be in existence -

whether by “"special creation" or by evolution from non-

1iving things - but, in regard to the adaptation of alli

subsequent beings to external conditions, he maintains that

the operation of the law of natural selection explains the 15

fact quite irrespective of any hypothesis of special design.
The result of this was that the supporters of the Darwinian hypothesis
refused to accept a teleological explanation. While the teleologist
would say that cats existed in order to catch mice, the Darwiﬁist view
was that cats existed because they caught mice well.16 Watson was willing
to agree that the conception of external design no longer served a fruitful
purpose in philosophy. The problem was not external design but

granting that the Darwinian theory has made it impossible

for us any longer to hold to the idea of the external and

artificial adaptation of an organized being to a particular

end, must we not seek for a new and higher conceptiqp of

the relation of the various parts of the universe to one

another, and more particu]ar}¥ of the various organized
beings to their environment?

This search for a new and higher conception reflected the special nature
of philosophy as distinct from science which Watson had defined earlier
in his bopk. Science began by assuming the independent existence of in-
dividual objects and considered these objects as if they were only extern-

ally related. Philosophy, Watson believed, must go on to enguire whether

-

14 1500 ..
Ibid., 111 4., 1
A Ibid., 113 >
161p4d.., 114 171pid., 114-115.
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there is a'principle 6f unity which demonstrated that individual differ-
ences belong to one intelligible system.

. Belief in the principle of unity was fundamental to Watson's
Idealism. In an earlier chapter, he had denied the view held by Comte

18

that knowledge was limited to particulars. He had argued that all

sensible objects were related by the fact that they existed within the __,
one world of space. The question was whether this existence then re-
quired the view that all Tiving beings also belonged to a single system.
If this were so, it must be decided whether a teleological conception of
the world was necessary in order to brj@g the theory of development into
harmony with the rest of human knowledge. In an attempt £o reconcile
some of these difficulties, Watson proposed to examine the presuppositions
of the Darwinian hypothes}s~t6 determine if they led beyond the hypothesis
to support belief in teleology.

Watson noted three presuppositions found in the Darwinian hy-

19 The first was that the laws of inorganic nature were in-

pothesis.
violable. These were the ordinary laws of dynamics, physics and chemistry,
such as the indestructibility of matter, action and ré-action, and af-
finity of elements. The second presupposition was that every living

being possessed a purposive tendency or impulse to maintain himself and

to continue his species. This was implied in the struggle for existence.

Finally, Darwin assumed that the variations in the several parts of the

1iving being were consistent with the impulse to self- and race-

]SChapter II. Philosophy of Auguste Comte.

19104d., 116-117
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!
maintenance. This last impulse was implied in the concept of inheritance I
which ensured that a being would possess the organs required to maintain \ %

itself under the external conditions in which it was placed. Watson be-

¥

s}

lieved that, when the implications of these three presuppositions were <\

IR ¥

considered, it became apparent that the world was a system and that ex-
istence could not be explained apart from some form of teleology.
In Watson's opinion, Darwin incorrectly suggested that a denial
of teleology in Paley's sense was identical to a denial of teleology in
any sense. Watson based his defence of teleology uéon the connection be-
tween the organism and the environment.20 Once §pecia1 creation was re-
jected, it became obvious that the connection between the organic and
inorganic world was so:«close that one could not éxist without the othgr.
This connection, moreover, was not accidental. To prove this, watsoJire- \\\
turned to the three presuppositions which he had noted in the Darwinia%
hypothesis. \\
If the laws of nature were inviolable, living beings must conform
to them or die. The fact that living beings existed proved that an essen-
tial harmony must exist between them and their environment. The relation
between inorganic and organic, Watson therefore arqued, was not accidental:
it was a relationship that was implied by'the very existence of the or-
ganic world. Second, since the hypothesis assumed that each living being
possessed an impulse to maintain itself, the tendenci to self-maintenance
and race-maintenance was an essential factor in the relation of organic

D
beings to the environment. The world was fitted for the existence and |

201544, , 117-121
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perpetuation of 1ife on the whole and, therefore, a harmony must exist
between organic beings and their environment. Living beings also have a
tendency to organization or self-adjustment to their environment through
the hereditary tendency to variation. Since adaptation has produced
higher forms of existence, it was the incompatibility of the lower forms
with their environment which explained the development of the higher
forms. The environment was opposed to the continued existence of lower
forms and promoted the development of higher forms of being.

Watson's conclusion was that, far from being banished by Darwin,
the idea of purpose might be found in another and higher form in evol-
ution. Teleology was implied in the very nature of existence which demon-
strated that "the'organic forms with the inorganic worlid a systematic

21

) N
ity in which evb{y part is related to every other.” The evolution

of human beings revealed the same unifying principle that was at work in
the tnorganic world:

Apart from the tendency to organization and unity, there is
not 1ife; and this tendency, in its widest sweep, is ex-
hibited in the gradual descent of life from its simplest

to its most complex forms. The higher a being is, the
greater is %ts power of adaptation, and the more perfect
its unity.?2

From a philosophical point of view, evolution suggested the conclusion

that "organized existence exhibits the continual evolution of living

ne3

beings towards a more and more perfect form of unity. The world was

||24

not a product of chance, but displayed "an immanent teleology. The

21

—

bid., 122
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world constituted, Watson believed, a systematic unity in which every
element strove towards a definite end.

The next question was whether the unity of the world implied in-

telligence. In Watson's opinion, Darwin's The Descent of Man posited
that man's mental qualities differed from the animal's only in degree,
not in kind; and that the mental qualities of both man and anima)] might

be accounted for by the Taw of natural se]ection.25

Watson held that, by
implying or asserting that the mental qualities of man were gengrica]]y
identical with those of the animal, evolutionists brought man and the
animal closer together in two ways: they both uplifted the animal and

Towered man.26

Darwin contended that the higher animals displayed the
same Kind of intelligence as man. They were, for example, capable of
curiosity, wonder, memory, imag1nation,\and some possessed rudimentary
mathematics, language, aesthetics, morality and religion. The evolution-
ists considered man, in his lower stage of development, to be little
superior in mental qualities to the most developed animal. The differ-
ence between the highest animal and the savage was no greater than that
between the savage and Clyviliced me Siuce the difference betweéen civil-
ized man ar ' the :a ge we only ore of degree, it tollowed that the
difference tetween the higher animals and the savage must also t« 'ne of
deyiee. Watson stressed that this argument ded v the conclusion that

there was no break in the continuity of development ¢l Just as an

animal dittered physically from man only in Jegiree of development, so

21pid., 124 261bid., 124-125
b
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animals possessed the same kind of intelligence as man.

‘Watson expressed willingness to accept Darwin's facts. "There
can be no doubt,” he wrote, "that the higher animals exhibit qualities
that must be regarded as implying an elementary 1ntelligence."28 He
declared, however, that Darwin had not sufficiently recognized the impli-
cations of his position:

If, in the animals nearest to man, we find traces of a

rudimentary intelligence, must we not expect to find in

less developed animals traces of an intelligence still

more rudimentary; nay, must we not hold that even plants

exhibit intelligence in a still more rudimentary form?29
[t was, moreover, impossible to stop at plants. The evolutionary position
suggested that "inchoate intelligence even in inorganic things" must be

30

examined. The fact that some evolutionists were examining inorganic

objects suggested to Watson a revival of the Leibnitzian doctrine that

the distinction between forms of existence was only one of degree.31 In
effect the evolutionary position that the animal differed from man only

in the degree of mental qualities must be extended to include a belief
that the plant and the mineral differed in the same way. Watson held that
this Leibnitzian doctrine could be seen in Tyndall's statement that, in

the tendency to crystallization in the mineral world, there was an antici-

pation of the organized form of living beings.32 Watson concluded that

\
281pid., 126 291b1d., 126
Oipig., 126 ™
3IWatson described Leibnitz' views: . . . the distinction be-

tween man and the animal, between the animal and the plant, and between
the plant and the mineral, is one of degree not of kind. Wherever there
is existence, there is perception. Every monad .i$ an individual, and
there is no individual that has not an ideal centre of perception, in
which it represents all other existence." Comte, Mill and Spencer, 129

21bid., 130
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The whole tendency therefore of the Darwinian conception

is to deny that there is any fundamental distinction between
different orders of existence. The mineral exhibits in an
fmplicit form the same characteristics as are presented in
man in the explicit form.33

It could be said that there was an element of satire in Watson's

attempt to prove his point by a reductio ad absurdum presentation.

There was, however, a basically serious purpose in his argument. In
his opinion, the Darwinian hypothesis, and extreme applications of it
such as Tyndall's indicated that evolutionists possessed two radically
different world views which they had not clearly distinguished from each
other.34 The first view was that there was nothing in the nature of in-
telligence as found in man that was not contained in Tower forms of ex-
1stence. This implied, Watson believed, that intelligence must be reduced
to the same level as other modes of existence. The second view was that
all forms of existence from mineral to human implied intelligence.
Watson held that these two views were radically different in that the
first levelled down and the second raised up.35

Watson stated that "there can be no doubt that the tendency of
Darwin's theory of the nature of man is to abolish the distinction be-
tween intelligence and non inte]]igence.”36 This was the.first propos-

ition which he identified as being implicit in the view of man presented

in The Descent of Man. He now turned to the second proposition that

¢ .
natural selection explained man's mental and moral qualities and espec-
ia]ly‘to an examination of the explanation of man's nature which must be

given when the theory of natural selection is rigidly applied. Through

331pid., 130 311044,

B1hid., 13 361h1d.
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this examination, he seemed to suggest, the correct world view might be
discovered.

In Watson's opinion, Darwin's hypothesis left no room fgr spon-
taneous activity on the part of the individual since survival depended
solely upon the natural adaptation of inherited peculiarities to the cir-
cumstances in which the individual was placed. No individual could
change his inherited qualities or control his environment. Watson wrote:

-

[f, therefore, we apply the doctrine of natural selection to
man, 1t seems to make any claim for his freedom, either of
intelligence or of action, quite unintelligible. . . . If.
we follow the evolution of man from his primitive to his-
civilized condition, we shall still find nothing but the re-
action of the individual on his environment, - a reaction
determined_simply by the peculiarities of his inherited dis-
position.37
According to Watson's interpretation of natural selection as applied to
man, it was man's inherited disposition which determined what he could
know. Likewise, man's actions were determined by his inherited love of
approbation and fear of punishment. Right and wrong were merely names
for these opposite social and selfish tendencies. Once the full impli-
cations of a rigid adherence to the use of natural selection as an explan-
ation of man's mental and moral qualities were examined, Watson was
certain that its limitations would become obvious:
. we cannbt help asking whether Darwin has not made a
grave mistake by attempting to explain intelligence and
morality by a principle which necessari]§ excludes all
freedom either in knowing or in willing. 8
Although natural selection might be valid within its own sphere, Watson

asked whether it was only a "limited or partial explanation.

371bid., 132 3Brhid., 134
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L

inadequate and untrue when extended to the explanation 6f conscious
beings-?“39
Watson had so far only shown that natural se}ection denied mental
and moral freedom to man. He attempted next to demonstrate that natural
seﬁection was generally inadequate and untrue when app]ied‘to man. Be-
giéning with what he believed was the slight difference in degree between
the characteristics of higher animals and savages, Darwin had assumed, ac-
cording to Watson, that natural se]eéx}on explained the animal qualities
And had inferred from this assumption that the mental and moral character-
istics of man tould be explained in the~;ame way. Watson proposed to begin,
not with animals, but with man and examine whether natural selection was
aﬁ adequate explanation of man's intelligence and morality. He declared
that, "If we see reason to deny its adequacy as regards man, we shall
have reason to doubt whether it is adequate even when applied to the

40 Previously Watson had been willing to concede that natural

animals."
selection might be true within its own sphere. “ He now suggested that his
attack would be not only upon the application of natural selection to
man's mental and moral development but upon the basic validity of natural
selection itself, a corner—stoﬁe of Darwin's hypothesis.

He began by considering what knowlédge, as it existed for prim-
jtive man, implied. Since Darwin had written that man had’jnherited from
his animal ancestors mental characteristics such as curiosity, wqq@er, and

memory, Watson examined what curiosity is. He suggested that it involved

interest in an object, concentration of attention upon it for the purpose

—— et
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of discovering its properties, and a belief in the 1nte111gibif1ty of the

object.?!

A1l these aspects of curiosity required the ability to dis-
tinguish one object‘from another through an apprebension of each object's
properties. Watson traced the origin of this faculty to primitive men's
struggle for survival which required him to learn about the‘pabits of
animals and the properties of the natural elements. In order to grasp
the different properties of things, primifive man had to free himself from
his first impressions and separate his impressions of things from their
actual nature. This faculty of distinguishing the real from the apparent
was, in Watson's opinion, the pre-requisite of all knowledge for it indi-
cated that man has mastered "the fleeting impression of the moment."42
Man's curiosity demonstrated an interest in all the properties of things,
an interest that is both basic to his knowledge and gssential to his ex-
istence. Watson argued that knowledge, therefore, even for primitive man
implied two things:

(1) the consciousness of a distinction between the apparent

and the real, and (2) the capacity of apprehending the real

in virtue of intelligence.43
Not only did knowledge assume the ability to recognize that a difference
existed between the apparent and the real, but it also suggested that,
through the use of intelligence, it was possible to determine the real.

This conception of knowledge reflected Watson's Idealist position:
Conscioushess always invelves the oppoéition o? what seems and
what is;.or, what is the same thing, it implies that im-

pressions as thix occur are only the sign or. index of what
does not-occur.
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He suggested that there must be something beyond impressions. If know-
ledge were reduced to the flow of impressions in a passively receptive
subject, even the simplest knowledge would become unintelligible. For
knowledge to exist, man must be aware that he has impressions and then
he must possess the capacity of evaluating these impressions by comparing
them to the permanent nature of the object. If, however, an object
possessed a permanent nature, it must be presupposed that the objective
wor]d is more than a series of impressions or occurrences. This world
must be a "fixed system of things", and man, the subject, must be capable
of discovering what this system, the object, is. "Knowledge," Watson
stated

always consisted in grasping things from a universal po%nt

of view, i.e. in 1iberation from accidental impressions and

associations. . . . (Oinly in freeing oneself from-the

accidental img#éssions of the moment, and putting oneself

at the point of view of existence as it actually is, can

knowledge be obtained.45

From this interpretation of knowledge, it necessarily followed

that existence could not be divided into two antithetical halves. The
Cartesian theory of knowledge, for example, which was based upon the
sébaration of mind and matter, implied the impossibility of any knowledge
in Watson's opinion: /

If the objective world is in its nature entirely foreign

to the knowing subject, knowledge is impossible. If man

can know only his own subjective states, he is necessazgly

shut out from all apprehension of objective existence.
Instead, Watson insisted that the objective world is not essentially

Yforeign to man, but is something that man can know and understand. This

-
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principle required belijef in the rationality of the world. Because it
was rational and formed a connected§system of objects, the world might
be comprehended by man's reason. In discovering that the world was
rational, man, therefore, QJscovered that he was rational as well. This
fact demonstrated for Watson the real connection between subject and
object, mind and matter.

It is in virtue of his own intelligence that he is capable of

finding the world intelligible. And he cannot learn his own

rationality apart from the process by which he gains a

knowledge of the objective world. . . . 1In man there is a

principle, the principle of rationality, which gives him a

mastery over the world jui; because in the world that ration-
ality is already implied.

There were two equally valid ways of viewing the process of knowing: it
could be regarded as the aevel t of man's consciousness of the world,
or of man's consciousness of himself; —The deQe]opment of man's conscious-
ness of his own essential nature necessarily implied a development of
man's knowledge of objective reality.

This Idealistic coﬁheption of knowledge suggested to Natsqn that
it was knowledge which freed man from unintelligible forces actiné ex-
ternally upon him. As soon as-man learned the prope?tjes of the objective
world, his environment became something that he could ebmprehend and
master.

The only external force that acted upon him was the force

that he had not yet learned to master. And the develop-

ment of man has been a continuous process of mastering the N
world more and more perfectly.48 A

Watson believed that the effect of his argument was to destroy the noi}qy

\
\

that natural selection explained the knowledge which man possessed.

v
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Evolutionists had argued that knowledge was produced in man by the

action of the environment upon certain inherited tendencies. These
inherited tendencies, however, were held by Watson to be man's capacity
of grasping the nature of the environment. Such a capacity could not be
explained as the mere effect of the environment but implied a compre-
hension of the environment's nature, and the pdwer to adapt it to man's
own use. Man's knowledge, therefore, consisted "in an ever more complete
realization of himself by means of an ever greater mastery of the law of

da.v49

the worl Far from being the slave to inherited dispositions,

knowledge was a gauge of man's freedom.
In so far as he knows man is free. We might say, in fact,
that the history of man's knowledge is just the history of
his substitution of the hgaher Taw of reason*for the lower
law of natural selection.

Having thus dealt with the inadequacy of natural selection as an
explanation of man's mental qualities, Watson considered whether natural
selection could explain man's morality. Darwin's view of man's morality
suggested that there was no possible freedom of action and that no dis-
tinction between morality and nature existed:

(1) There is no freedom, because the actions of man are
determined by the natural impulse to pleasure, and that
impulse again is due to the action of the environment upon
the individual's inherited disposition. (2) Nor is there
any moral as distinguished from natural activity; for mor-
ality is simply a ngTe for the actions that give more
pleasure than pain.
Watson proposed to show that, as man's knowledge impiied freedom, so his

actions demonstrated that he was free because he was not controlled by

~

91bid., 144 O1pid., 145
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immediate impulses. To’prove_yhis proposition, Darwin's conception of
primitive man was once again examined.

Priﬁitive man, according to Darwin, inherited from his animal pro-
genitors a selfish and a social tendency. In primitive man, the selfish
tendency motivated his struggle for self sur;ival and for the gratifi-
cation of natural wants such as food and shelter. His success depended
upon his ability to use his knowledge of the environment to turp it to
~ his own benefit. This ability, however, presupposed that primitive man
had an idea of the end, or benefit, which he desired to obtain, Watson
wrote that primitive man "not only possessed the impulse to maintain his

w52 At the basis

life, but he grasped so far the meaning of the impulse.
of primitive man's selfish struggle for survival at the expense of others
was a consciousness of self, a conception of himself as capable of being
satisfied. What Darwin described as a primitive selfish impulse, there-
fore, could not be a mere impulse. Rather it was "the consciousness of
self as capable of being satisfied and the effort.to obtain‘that satis-
faction at whatever cost to others 1p the way of d?ssatisfaction."53
Only through learning the meaning of his immediate wants could man learn
to satisfy them. In order to satisfy his wants and consequently himself,
primitive man had first to understand the objects of his appetites an
learn the means by which they could be satisfied.

To speak of such purposive activity as the action of external

circumstances upon an inherited disposition is meaningless:

the fact is that man, grasping the lay of his environment, and

grasping the law of his own nature, tuggs the environment into
the means of realizing his ideal self.

521h1d., 146 S31bid., 147
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Watson held that man was not, as the evolutionists believed, subject to
his impulses but that he subjected h{s impulses to himse]f.55
This same fact could be observed in what Darwin had called the

social impulses. If man possessed a tendency to be concerned about the
good of others, he must be capable of both abstracting from his own im-
mediate impulses and putting himself at the boint of view of others. The
fact that a savage might risk his life for the good of the tribe demon-
strated that he was capable of giving up self-satisfaction. This sug-
gested to Watson that man had risen above the idea of his own self to
grasp the idea of a common good.5§ Although Darwin could explain this
subordination of self by stating that the individual felt pain when he
acted against the common opinion of the tribe, Watson considered that
this explanation was deficient. First, it neglected the existence pf a
common opinion, wéich indicated’that the consciousness of the tribe pos-
sessed the ideal of a self that could only be genuinely satisfied by
seeking the good of all: |

It is _therefore implied that selfishness is not the way to

obtain the satisfaction of the individual. . . but that man

is by his very nature social and ‘forms part of an organism 57

in which the good of each is bound up with the good of all.
Watson held also that the dissatisfaction experienced by an individual
when he acted contrary to the common opinion rested upon this conscious-
ness of a 56c1a1 self higher than the individual self. nge believed that,

when Darwin wrote of the environment acting upon the individual, he

omitted all that made man's social context intelligible:

551b1d., 148 - 561hid., 148
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For the environment here can only mean the constraining power
of the higher consciousness of his true self which is revealed
to man in virtue of his reason. Learning that his true nature
can be realized only by self-identification with the common
weal, the individual is not externa]ly'acted upon by a foreign
influence. 58

Watson concluded by affirming once more his belief that true freedom came
from the law of reason: "In submitting himself to the law of reasoé, he
is submitting himself to his true self, and such submission is true
fr‘eedom.“59

Speculétive Idealism argued that a Reality existed which trans-
cended mere matter and which could be properly understood by philosophy,
not science. The fundamental reason for Watson's opposition to Darwin
was his belief that Darwin's hypothesis encroached upon the domain of
philosophy and threatened to undermine the true understanding of God's
essential union with the world. In 1879, Watson had written:

AN
The doctrine of evolution is a scientific theory, so long as

it only proposed to explain the gradual way in which all

1iving beings have been formed by the slow accumulation of

slight increments of difference; but it ceases to be scien-

tific, and becomes philosophical, when it supposed to rendgs

- superfluous the existence and operation of the living God.

If evolution correctly explained man's mental and moral development, a
world view would be créfted which was incompatible with reason and in~
dividual freedom. More important still, by isolating the individual com-
pletely from_God and by destroying the rational basis for the spirifﬁal
unity of the universe, this world viﬁy left room only for agnosticism and

materialism.

8bid., 149 P1pid. , 14
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JOHN WATSON: PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGIGN

John Watson presented his ph1losophy.of religion in several ar-

ticles and three major works, Christianity and Idealism (1896), The

Philosophical Basis of Religion (1907), and The Interpretation of Relig-

jous Experience (1912). The last was a two-volume edition of the Gifford

Lectures which he delivered at the‘University of Glasgow, 1910 - 1912.
.It is significant that the first volume was entitled "Historical" and
the second, "Constructive". Watson believed that a sense of history was
a prerequisite of philosophy: "To ignore the process by which ideas have
come to be what they are, must result in an abstract and one-sided theory.“]
To understand Watson's philosophy of religion, it is necessary, therefore,
to understand first his conception of the historical development of
theology and of the religious experience.
Watson held that the history of theology demonstrated that there

had long existed

a continual oscillation between the idea of a transcendent

God, too august to be revealed or comprehended by man, and

the contrary idea of a God who is here and now, comprehens-

ible by our intellect, giving perfect peace to our heart,

and d}recting the mainspring of our will to the highest

ends.
He believed that this oscillation began with the Greeks and the Hebrews.

Although both groups had reached independently the same conclusion that

) ]J. Watson, The Interpretation of Religious Experience (Glasgow
1912), I, v

2

Watson, Interpretation of Religious Experience, II, 319
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one God existed, they tended to view this God as absolutely perfect and
entirely apart from the universe. This concept of God led ultimately to
a dualistic view of the universe which separated matter from spirit, the
world from God, and produced a pluralism of unrelated individuals, }so—
lated from any idea of unity. At the same time, the alternative of an
immanent God led to a monistic concept of the universe which uphe]d the
presence of God in the world and in the human soul. These two conflicting
views were embodied, Watson argued, in the attempts made by early Christian
theology to reconcile the seemingly mutually exclusive ideas of a trans-
cendent and yet immanent God. The theology of the Fathers and the
Scholastic theologians represented, in Watson's opinion, unsuccessful at-
tempts to find a formula which could express within the dualistic categ-
ories which these theologians had inherited the idea that God is the\\sﬁ//
principle of all things and is present in all things.3
The tension between dualism and $onism was reflected in Watson's
concern with the problem of the relationship between subject and object,
mind and matter. Watson believed that it was Kant who had initiated the
method of reconciling the one and the many. Kant defined the world of
experience as a system in which every object was connected with, and de-
pendent for 1ts character upon, other objects. Since, however, this
system did not form a complete whole, Kant argued that there must be be-
yond man's limited range of knowledge real beings which, unlike the ob-
Jects experienced. were self-complete and-1ndiv1dua1 wholes. Kant held

that his position allowed both for the existence of God, and for the

31bid., 319-320
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proof that man is a free moral and immortal being.4 Watson noted that
this view was subsequently modified by Hegel who-.changed the Kantian
distinction between appearance and reality which limited experience to
the relative. According to Hegel there were a number of equally real
phases within the sphere of experience, though none was a complete and
adequate manifestation of the Absolute.5 It was the concrete and absolute
reality of God which united all phases of experience into a single spirit-
ual unity. Watson believed that Hegel's fundamental idea was "that only
by self-conscious identification with God can man truly realize himse]f.“6
Hegel's philosophical position was established before the great
scientific discoveries of the nineteenth century. In response partially
to these discoveries, a school of English Idealism developed which at-

tempted to re-evaluate Hegel in such works as Hutchison Stirling's

Secret of Hegel (1865). Watson wrote that it was

impossible that Englishmen, living at the end of the nine-
teenth century after the great scientific advance in the
specifal sciences, and especially in biology under the
influence of Darwin and his followers; 1iving moreover at
a time when the conception of development has been applied
to all branches of history and especially to the history
of religion. . . could accept the Hegelian phi}OSOphy in
the form in which it was stated by the author.

Writing from within this modified Hegelian tradition, Watson argued for
the spiritual unity of the universe in the omnipresent "Divine Reason".

This conception of "Divine Reason" represented a direct extension of the

bid., 322 SIbid., 323

61b1d., 323

7J. Watson, "The Outlook in Philosophy", Queen's Quarterliy, VIII,
(April 1901), 250
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!
Idealistic world view present in An Qutline of Philosophy, which described

the necessary union of subject and object. In his philosophy of religion,
Watson used his Idealism to correct what he considered were dangerous at-
titudes towards the relationship of God to man fostered by the contépp-
orary mechanistic view of the world. This view which Watson labelled
"Naturalism" was defined by him as "phe theory which finds in nature it-
self a sufficient explanation of all the facts that fall withim our
experience. . . .“8 -
Watson argued that Naturalism should not be considered a legit-

imate reflection of scientific theory:

The peculiarity of Naturalism is that it converts the attitude

of the scientific man, adopted as a convenient and practical

method of solving his special problem, into the positive or

dogmatic assertion that this attitude i1s ultimate. . .

'naturalism maintains that the doctrine of the conservgtion of

energy is the fundamental law of all existence. . . .
In his opinion, the conservation of energy could not by itself justify a
mechanistic world view. Not only was there no reason why quantitative
consistency should exclude qualitative differences but the conservation
of energy also revealed nothing about the specific development of the
world. Naturalism's assumption that the whole process of evolution could
be explained solely in mechanistic terms was, therefore, "an illegitimate
extension of a principle - conservation of energy - which {s undoubtedly

«10 It represenfed an identification of one

valid within its own sphere.
aspect of the complete praocess of life with the whole. Naturalism con-

fused the proposition that there were no living processes without

8wAtson, Interpretation of Religious Experience, II, 144
lbid., 145, 150 W0rhid., 151-152
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¢
mechanism with the very differegq one, that the 1iving processes were

nothing but mechanism. Watson held that purely mechaniééic principles
could not explain 1ife. A reliance upon mechanistic principles was

evident in hypotheses of biological evolution which were "apparently in-
consistent with any generic distinction between the 11v1n§ and non-Hving‘."n
Watson, therefore, proposed to examine the two dom1nant’deve1opmenta1
theories: the Darwinian which, in his opinion, favoured a purely
mechanistic explanation, and the Lamarckian which upheld a certain pur-

posive tendency.]2

Naturalism, he noted, inevitably gravitated towards
the Darwinian hypothesis.

Darwin had argued that an accumulation of "insensible variables"
determined the genesis of speties. In Watson's opinion, the very sim-
plicity and clearness of this proposition suggested that it was ";pen to
insuperable difficulties" which, he believed, had been most convincingly

13

described by Henri Bergson in Creative Evolution. In support of this

opinion, Watson chose a favourite example of the anti-Darwinists: the
development of the eye. Although the evolutionary exp]anhtion held that
vertebrates and molluscs may be traced back to a common ancestor, they
must have separated and developed along distinctive lines long before the
eye appeared. Yet, there is a closg similarity between the eye of the
vertebrate and that of the mollusc. While Darwin's principle of corre-
lation, that many structures are so intimately related that when one.part
varies so does another, might explain the similarity in the structures

of the eye, Watson believed that this principle virtually ruled out the

|}
13
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purely accidental appearance of variations. He concluded that the Dar-
winian mechanistic hypothesis of development failed to explain the
qethod of evolution satisfactorily and merely described the phenomenon
of chang¥.

All that the [Darwinianl theory really shows is the evolution
of organized beings takels] place, as a rule, by the gradual
accumulation of slight differences, much less the appearance
of correlated differences; and therefore, to obtain such an
explanation [of change), we must have recourse to an entirely
different method. For the mechanical form of th? doctrine,
in other words, must be substituted the organic. 4

Watson considered next whether the Lamarckian theory gave a truer
account of the evolution of 1iving things than the Darwinian hypothesis.
He wrote that, according to Lamarck:

. . Viving beings are regarded as displaying a certain
selective activity, so that the variation which results
in the formation of a new species is not due merely to
accident, but results from the effort of the being to
adapt to the environment; while the modified structure
acquired by the gse or disuse of its organ is transmitted
to descendants.!

In effect the Lamarckian theory was based upon effort and inheritance
rather than the mechanical accumulation of insensible variations.

| . Watson was quick to indicate the special difficulties involved in
the Lamarckian explanation of evolution. He thought that there was a
certain ambiguity in the meaning attached by this theory to the term
"effort". Although an organ might be enlarged and gtrengthened gbpougﬁ"‘-——
use, he argued that something more than use was required to expJain the

16

evolution of a complicated structure 1ikE the eye. The Lamatrckian

P
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theory depended also upon acceptance of the belief that acquired char-
acteristics could be transmitted. The possibility of transmission, how-
gver, had been denied bx/gany biologists. weismanp,'for example, had
held that an acquired character resulted from thé/repe;féd exercise of

a natural aptitude and that only this aptitude could be t‘.ransm‘itted.‘l7
T

This suggested to Watson that At was "at leasf doubtful whether the

Lamarckian fheory of the transmission of acquired characters can be ac-

<:epted.“]8

Since, moreover, this type of ansmission would be except-
ional rather than the norm, it was improbable that it could account for
the enormous numbers of variations all in the same direction, required by
the Lamarckj§n argument. Watson concluded that, for these reasons, the
followers oé‘%he Lamarckian theory were, like the Darw%nians, able at
best to proviﬂe an incomplete and inadequate exp]an?tion of the evolut-
fonary procéss.

Although they both contained elements of truth, the two contem-
porary neo-Darwinian and neo-Lamarckian explanations of biological evol-
ution failed, in Watson's opinion, because they neglected the basic

.. teleological reality which united and gave purpose to development. The

fundamental defect of the Darwinians was that they assumed that the

17“weismann maintains that development is entirely determined by
~the constitution of the germinal cells, which he regards as practically
independent of the somatic cells, so that the only characters transmitted
are those which are already found in the germinal cells. Acquired
characters are generally habits or the effects of habits, and it is
argued that, as all habits rest upon a natural aptitude, it is this
natural aptitude which is transmitted, not the acquired character re~
sulting from its repeated exercise “ Interpretation of Religious Ex-

perience, II, 167
81id., 167
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differences wh{ch produced variations were entirely fortuitous. On the,
other hand, the Lamarckians mistakenly attributed evolution to the more
or less conscious effort of the individual. Watson held that the effort
required to produce such a development as the eye could only be attri-

buted to "something in the fundamental nature of the um'verse.""9

This,
he declared, was the organizing principle which constituted the essential
nature of all living things.
The process of evolution we must therefore conceive as the
realization in millions of individuals of the same identical
and self-differentiating principle of 1ife, a principle
which realizes itself by subduing the physical and chemical
forces of the universe to itself and using them as its : T
instruments. The development of organic structures cannot
be the result of an infinite number of accidental variations
accidentally working in a certain direction, and accidentally
resuiting4in the formation of an infinite variety of species;

it must be the self-differentiation of a single eternal and
inexhaustible principle.20

This principle possessed a reality which made it much more than a simple
generalization concerning the existence of common characperistics. For
Watson, it pointed to the existence of the Divine Reason: the funda-
mental, universal rationality which marked the spiritual union of all
things with the one God.

For Watson, Speculative Idealism demonstrated that there must be”
a necessary rational unity pinding all things together in the universe,
and making all things comprehensible through reason. 'Man's knowledge of
himself depended upon his understanding of this essential connection
between his rationality and the rationality of tﬁz universe. This -

rational unity, ﬁoreover, provided the basic premise for Watson's

+ 191p4d., 168 201pi4., 168
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philosophy of religion. In The Philosophical Basis of Religion, he wrote:

Man is capable of overcoming the world, because in it he
discerns the operation of the principle of reason which
constitutes his own true self, and because in realizing
that self he is in harmony with the unversal reasaon; he
js capable of union with God because there is no aspect
of the universe which is not the Tore or less explicit
expression of the Divine Reason.

He believed that the principle of reason was the only basis for systematic
thought in religion. In the pa§t, the principle of external authority had
aided the development of religious consciousness. Watson held that the
Reformation and the Renaissance had overthrown this principle. Despite
attempts to revive the notion ,of authority by men such as Card{nal Newman
and A. J. Balfour, Watson believed that, in the modern world, religion
could find no real support in external authority: r

The appeal to external authority in any form does not in our

own day carry conviction even to those who make it. Nothing

short of a complete revision of current theological ideas,

as I am convinced, can Bring'permanent satisfaction to our

highly reflective age.
In his opinion, the only alternative to a total abandonment of systematic
thought in religion was the rebuilding of theological beliefs upon the
basis of reason.23

Watson's repeated references to the modern age in his writings

aée significant. He believed that, before Kant, there had been no answer
to the conf%ict between dualism and monism wh1ch produced “the separatist

d w28

spirit of the Medieva] world. In Christianity and Idealism, he described

21

21pid., v - 231bid., vii
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24J. Watson, "Thomas Aquinas", Queen's Quarterly, X, (July
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the thred main characteristics of medieval Christianity: a universal
belief that the kiggdom of heaven could not be realized in this life, a
belief in the ab!o]ute authority of the church, and the opposition of

faith and reason.25

In his opinion, this last factor led directly to
the downfall of medieval theology. When the fourteenth century English
philosopher Occam argued that there were doctrines which were not merely
super rational but ifrational, contrary to reason as well as beyond
reason, the result was that

reason, frustrated in its attempt to find unity with itself

in an authoritative creed, could only fall back in despair

upon a universal ggepticism or set about a reconstruction of

the creed itself.

aissance and Reformation liberated the human spirit. In his ar-

ticle "Thomas Aquinas”, Watson described the effect of this liberation:

. . . the spirit of the modern world demands the cdmp]ete

union of freedom and reason, whether it deals with the

construction of society, the search for truth, or the
practical problems of everyday life.27

The "spirit of the modern world", in other words, demanded the kind of
philosophy of religion that was proposed in Watson's Speculative Idealism.

In "A Phase of Modern Thought" published by The Canadian Monthly

in 1879, Watson argued that his age was one of search, not scepticism.

He asserted that there was no cause for antagonism between science and

religion:

Science and religion are inseparable strands of thought that
have been intertwined from the dawn of intellectual activity.
- Their analytical separation should not make us forget the

ZSJ. Watson, Christianity and Idealism (Glasgow 1897), 111-118
%1bid., 118

27

Watson, "Thomas Aquinés“, 70-71
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necessity of their real union to the highest comprehension
of the universe. . . . The advance of religion and the ad-
vance of science are really phases of one great movement of
thought. The one has gained gothing that has not been
equally a gain of the other.?

In a later article, "Some Remarks on Biblical Criticism", Watson declared
that religion was not threatened by modern Biblical scholarship:

. . we must not despise even minute and apparently trivial
enquiries into dates and authorship, so long as these are
guided by an earnest desire to realize with vividness and
clearness from what manner of man and what manner of age a
given literary product proceeded. . . . The men, as I haVe
observed, who in the region of Theology are most humble and *
most sane, are those who have spared no pains to make them-
selves familiar with the results of the best modern thought. . .
That recent criticism disturbs the simple faith of the pas
may be true, but it cannot disturb the eternal verities o
which the universe is founded.Z9

Watson's writings implied that, despite whatever tensions wefe created by
scientific theories and Biblical criticism, the present ag¢ held the

promise of a maturity and freedom for religion which h
been possible. —

not previously

At the conclusion of his Gifford Lectures, Watson gave a final

definition of religion:
Religion is the spirit which must more and more subdue all
things to itself, informing science and art, and realizing
jtself in the higher organization of the family, the civic
community, the state, and ultimately the world, gradually
filling the mind and heart of every 1ndivid381 with the
love of God and the enthusiasm of humanity.

AW

280. Watson, "A Phase ij/?odern Thougggﬂ, Rose-Belford's Canadian

Monthly, I1I (November 1879), 472

ng. Watson, "Some Remarks on Biblical Criticism", Queen's
University Journal, XXII (7 November 1894) 26-27
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It was typical of Watson's Idealism that in this statement he referred
to religion as a "spirit" and not as a specific creed. The end of
authority meant the end of dogma. Watson held that religion must return
to tﬁe Christian ideal embodied in the teaching of Jesus. He believed
that the ideas of Jesus were "so penetrative and profound that I am un-

Il3‘l

able to conceive of anything higher in principle. These ideas, more-

over, expressed an ideal of life which was in itself "intrinsically

rational.“32

The Christian ideal, .in Watson's opinion, was based upon
the harmony of all things, united by the central teaching of Jesus: "God
is Spirit." Through bis reason, man recognized tﬁe necessary existence
of a spiritual reality,.God. Through his knowledge and experience, he
recognized the will of God, the Christian ideal, in the higher endeavours
of mankind. Watson believed thquevery aspect of the "complex spirit of

the modern world" brought man closer to an identification with God's love

and goodness.

A

Every advance in science is the preparation for a fuller and }
clearer conception of God; every improvement in the organiz-

ation of society is a further development of that community

of free beings by which the ideal of an organic unity of

humanity is in process of realisation; every advance in the
artistic interpretation of the world helps to individualise

the idea gg the organic unity by which all things are bound
together.

Watson's conception of religion entailed a strong belief in social pro-
gress and the active participation of the individual in the life of his

community. It resembled, in this sense, the type of‘liberalism which

31

Watson, ‘Christianity and Idealism, xv-xvi
3 5

21pid., xiv
331pid., 287
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would characterize the Social Gospel movement. As J. W. McEachran noted,

-

Watson's religion was inspired "by the faith in the triumph of goodness -
a faith which has a rational basis."34
Watson's mature philosophy of religion was far removed from his
early Calvinist training. This was largely due to the influence of
Edward Caird at Glasgow University. Watson's study of Hegel, moreover,

undoubtedly influenced his interpretation of the progressive realization

of the universe's spiritual unity. The conclusion to Christianity and

Idealism reveajed the breadth of his religious conception:

The Christianity of our day must free itself from the narrow
" conception of life by which Protestantism has tended to
1imit its principles. It must recognize that the ideal of
Christidn manhood includes within it the Greek ideal of
clear thought and the love of beauty, as well as the Jewish
ideal of righteousness, and the Roman ideal of law and
order, harmonising all by the divine principle of love to
God and man, on the basis of that free spirit which has come
/ to us mainly through our Teutonic ancestors,35

Although he thought that the philosophy of religion required an under-
standing of the past history of theology, Watson regarded religion, J. A.
I%ving hés noted, "as an ideal of conduct rather than a historical |
theology."36 In Watson's opinion, the history of theology revealed man's
liberation from a historical theology. The medieval dependence upon ex-

ternal authority must be replaced by a modern return to a belief in

reason.

’

340. M. McEachran, "John Watson", in R.C. Wallace, ed., Some
Great Men of Queen's (Toronto 1941), 45

%yatson, Christianity and Idealism, 292

3. . Irving, "Philosophical Literature to 1910", in C. F.
Klinck, ed., Literary History of Canada (Toronto 1966), 441

«
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Sugh a philosophy of religion possessed the flexibility which

Watson believed was necessary in the modern age. 1

While Idealism maintains that the development of religion has

been towards a spiritual conception of the universe, it is

not committed to any a priori scheme of the precise steps by

which the race has reacEeH this result.3/
This allowed Speculative Idealism to accept both™ the findings of histor-
jcal criticism and the discoveries of science, provided that these innq-
vations did not go against the basic principle, "God is Spirit." Theories
such as Darwin proposed were accepted by Watson as valid within the pro-

perly limited sphere of science. The first question considered by Watson

in Comte, Mill, and §bencer had been the difference between science and

philosophy. Since only philosophy properly dealt with existence in its
completeness, its conception of the universe must provide the point of
view from which torgxa1uate the results of science which dealt with the
existence of specific objects. In "The Outlook in Philosophy”, Watson
wrote:
. while the results of these sciences must be thankfully

accepted, they must be reinterpreted from the point of view

of a spiritual unity, 3& we would construct an adequate theory

of Reality as a whele.
In "A Phase of Modern Thought", he asserted that evolutionists must be
opposed when they attempted to go beyond science's proper boundaries and
to explain man's mental and moral development in a way which threatened
the idea of a spiritual unity:
- The moment we desert the point of view of things in space

p and time, to make some affirmation about their relation to
Q\‘ 3 intelligence, we pass over into the realm of philosgphy and

37Natson. "OQutlook in Philosophy", 255

381hid., 250
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theology, and leave the realm of science behind.39

Speculative Idealism demonstrated, however, that within its limited“féklg,
\
evolution helped to reveal the essential harmony of the universe.

In Comte, Mill, and Spencer, Watson had argued that, far from

destroying teleology, evolution suggested that an "immanent teleology"
was displayed in the wor]d.40 Evolution revealed that the world con-
stituted a systematic unity in which every element strove towards a
definite end. Watson's philosophy of religion expanded the Speculative
Ihealistic conception of teleology by identifying the spiritual nature
of the goal towards which humanity was developing.

The course of human history. . . is the process in which

the individuals forming the spiritual organism of humanity

rise to se]f-consciousness4?f the Principle which gives

reality to them all. . . .
Fundamental to Watson's position was a belief in the inter-dependent aware-
ness of self and God, based upon the existence of reason 1ni;an and in
the universe. Through an ever increasing awareness of self, man has ob-
tained rationally a similarly increasing awareness of the reality, "God
is Spirit", which gives unity and purpose to the universe.

The realization of this reality embodied the shared experience

of all aspects of human activity. The principle "God is Spirit" bestowed
a unity on mind and matter, finite and infinite, the world and God.

Therefore, it provided the necessary focus from which to bring all the

infinite varieties of human experience into harmony.

39

40See Chapter "John Watson: Speculative Idealism and Darwin's
Theory of Mental and Moral Development.”

41

Watson, "A Phase of Modern Thought", 462

Watson, "Qutlook in Philosophy", 251
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/

Man, in all his feeling, thought and action, experiences the
divine, and the whole of his history is a record of his ever
clearer comprehension of it. His experience of the spirit-
uality of the universe constitutes religion, gf which theology
is the systematic and reflective expression.4

Watson had argued that, when applied to man's mental and moral develop-
i
ment, evolution created a world view incompatible with reason and individ-

43

ual freedom. He concluded, however, that, properly understood, Darwin's

hypothesis of evolution could reflect and reinforce the growing compre-
hension by man of the spiritual and rational nature of himself and his

universe. The Darwinian hypothesis necessarily led man to look beyond

’

mechanism and chance for the underlying motive and power of human develop-

ment,

42
43

Watson, Interpretation of Religious Experience, II, 326
~

See pages 188-189 of the dissertation.
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NATHANAEL BURWASH: INTRODUCTION

At the end of 1912 when Nathanael Burwash's nearly half-century
o

association with Victoria University was drawing to a close, Newton
Rowell, future Chief Justice of Ontario, sent him the f0)1owing message:

Will you. . . permit me to say how great a blessing I be-

lieve your life and work have been to the Church and our

Country. Your great contribution to the cause of higher

education, the success of university Federation, the part

you have taken in the statement of the fundamentals of our

faith in the 1ight of modern knowledge, and the combination

in 1ife and teaching to a generation of theological students

of the broadest knowledge and the deepest piety, together

make Tp an enduring monument such as is given to few men to

rear.
Each of the concerns mentioned in Rowell's tribute - education, university
administration, and theology - underwent profound changes which produced

\
both growth and controversy during Burwash's career. Although Darwin's
theory of evolution was only one of many new ideas which faced Burwash,
his response to the scientific and theological questions raised by the
Darwinian hypothesis is especially significant. Not only did this re-
sponse affect the theological training received by a generation of
Methodist ministers at Victoria University, but it also resulted in the
formulation of a method to secure religion against external threats.
Of United Empire Loyalist descent, Nathanael Burwash was born

near St. Andrew's, Lower Canada, on 25 July 1839. He received his first

education locally and them attended Victoria College in Cobourg, Caﬁada

]V1ctor1a University Library, Burwash Papers, Newton Rowell to
Nathanael Burwash, 30 December 1912, /

209
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West, where he graduated as valedictorian with his Bachelor of Arts in
1859. The next year he entered the Methodist ministry and was ordained
in 1864. During this period, Burwash held pastorates in four locations,
all in Canada\Wést: Newburgh, Belleville, Toronto, and Hamilton. While
in Hamilton, he served as a volunteer chaplain for the troops sent to the
Niagara peninsula at the time of the Fenian raids.2 These years also
exposed him to "the questions which were already taking hold of the lay

mind” and which he believed himself incapable of answering in a manner

"3

which would "meet the wants of the age. Reflecting upon his early

career in Belleville, Burwash later noted:

As yet 1 saw it only as a pastor wishing to help some of his
people. But the next three years of pastoral labour in
Toronto and Hamilton were to reveal the fact that little or
nothing could be done in this or any other direction unti)
the standard/o— ducation of our entire ministry was raised
and ths work of that education placed upon a more efficient
basis.

In 1866 an apppintment to the faculty of Victoria College provided him
the opportunity for lifelong participation in higher education.
Burwash began his Victoria College career as a professor of
Natural Science, a position opened by the resignation of Dr. Elijah P.
Harris and the retirement two years earlier of the Reverend G. C. Whitlock.

Burwash recognized that he was an unlikely replacement for these two

. LD
2 o ‘ : |
C. B. Sissons, A History of Victoria University (Toronto 1952),
129.\ This experience led Burwash to write a Tetter pubTished by the
Christian Guardian on 23 June 1866, criticizing the handling of the_
Ridgeway engagement which had resulted in 10 mjlitiamen killed a?f'30
wounded.

3V ctoria University Library, Burwash Papers, Nathanael Bd?wash,
"Sixty Years\ of Canadian Methodism", (1910), manuscript.

1bid. -
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professors of science:

The vacancies in Science were filled, not by two strong men,

but by one young preacher from Hamilton with some scientific

proclivities, but with his field still to master, and with

better attainments in Theology than in Science.b
He judged that his selection had been determined by the economic state of
the College: "The poverty of the institution made it fmpossible for the
College to secure men of experience and established réputation."6 Before
assuming his teaching duties, Burwash took a course at Yale University to
augment the scientific knowledge that he had acquired at Victoria. He
taught science until 1873 when he resigned to become Dean, and professor
of Biblical and Systematic Theology in Victoria College's newly estab-
lished Faculty of Theology. Upon the death of Victoria's Chancellor and
President, Samuel Sobieski Nelles, in 1887, the Board of Regents unani-
mously chdse Burwash as Nelles' successor. He held these offices until
his retirement in 1913.

As did Queen's University, Victoria had a reputation for the

Tiberalism of its teaching in the last half of the nineteenth century.

By 1894, an editorial comment in the college journal, Acta Victoriana,

jokingly referred to the College as a "hot-bed of evo]ution".7 The
attitude towards science at Victoria was indicated in the inaugural
lecture of Arthur Philemon Coleman who was appointed to the Chair of

Natural Hxstory and Geology in 1883. Coleman's comments upon the unity

5Nathanaé1 Burwash, The History of Victoria College (Toronto
1927), 220

61hid., 220

-

"Acta Victoriana (February 1894), 175 R
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of truth reflected the metaphysical conceptions of philosophical Idealisny///

The proper aim of science is to learn the truth, and one

truth can never contradict anether. . . . The facts of {
nature are the visible and tangible expressions of the
Almighty's thought.8 ,

It was obvious, however, from President Nelles' address at Dr. Coleman's
installation that Charles Darwin would not have been considered suitable
as a teacher at Victoria:

A1l due respect to the great name of Charles Darwin. Let us

not complain that he was invested with the highest honors of

a renowned English university, nor that he was laid at death
with "triumphant obsequities" [sic] in Westminster Abbey, by

the side of the illustrious and sainted dead. Let these

things stand as a pleasing proof of the 1iberality of the age,
and as a deserved tribute to Darwin's eminent gifts, his ardent
devotion to science, his conspicuous candor, his spotless life,
and his marked success in throwing new light on many of the
apparent anomalies of nature. But for instructors and guides of
youth, let us rather seek for men who, while possessed of a true
love of learning, and competent ability to teach, still adhere
to the faith of Christ, the religion of Newton, Kepler, and
Faraday, and on this continent the religion of Agassiz, Dana,
and Dawson. Such men, too, are less likely to teach for science
what is yet only in the region of conjecture, and after the
manner of Milton's half-formed lion, is still "pawing to get
free its hinder parts" from the rude ground work of hypothesis.d

This address was a significant reminder that, whatever advances in the
sciences were made at Victoria, the institution considered itself Christian
" and approached knowledge from within this religious context.

The centralievent in the history of Victoria College in Burwash's
time was federation in 1887. Five years later, Victoria move& from

Cobourg to Toronto to become a federated part of the University of

Toronto. W. Stewart Wallace noted that it was Burwash "who deserved, if

8“Insta]1ation of Dr. Coleman to the Chair of Natural History and
Geology", Acta Victoriana (January 1883}, 9

91bid.
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any individual did, theutit1e of 'Father of University Federation'.“]O

Victoria's financial situation made the hope of greater support after
federation a strong argument for the plan. Burwash believed too that
the facilities that federation could provide were necessary to meet the

demands of modern scientific 1nstruct1‘on.n

There was, however, consid-
erable opposition from those who held that the identity and traditions

of Victoria would be threatened by federation. At its best, federation
involved risks and its acceptance owed much to the farsighted attitude of

Burwash. In The University of Toronto and Its Colleges, Burwash described

the “supreme motive" of federation:

The scheme afforded an opportunity for realizing a truly

national university, which, in extent, equipment, and ¢

resources, might be worthy of the Province;fand the ad-

vantage of combining for students of every creed the full

vigour of the religious 1ife, even in its distingtive

peculiarities, with the enjoyment of the broaderfing in-

fluence of contact with the whole student body of the

Province.12 ‘
This response was characteristic of Burwash's progressive realism which
accepted the requirements of the present age and used these requirements
as a basis for the development of his programmes and ideas.

Given the demands of his position at Victoria, Burwash's activit-

ies and accomplishments were remarkable. He was a prolific writer of

religious articles and pamphlets and published four major theological

ION‘ Stewart Wallace, A History of the University of Toronto,
~1827-1927 (Toronto 1927), 184-185

nSissqns, Victoria University, 174

]2Nath4nae1 Burwash, "The Development of the University, 1853-
,1@87; in The University of Toronto and Its Colleges, 1827-1906 (Toronto
1906), 52 - .




214

works, including a two-volume Manual of Christian Theology on the In-
13

ductive Method in 1900. In 1906 he contributed chapters on the devel-

opment of the University of Toronto to The University of Toronto and Its

Colleges, and wrote The History of Victoria College, posthumously pub-

lished 1n.1927. His other major literary work was a biography of Egerton
Ryerson published as part of the "Makers of Canada" series in 1902. 1In
the Methodist Church, Burwash was a member of the General Conferences,
attended international meetings, and participated in joint committees to
discuss church union. He lectured widely and achieved considerable suc-
cess as a fund-raiser, attracting the donations which Victoria constantly
required. In an editorial after Burwash's death on 30 March 1918, the
Toronto Globe judged that "he was one of the most successful and dis-
tinguished moulders of public opinion in the whole Dor'nim‘on.“‘4

Burwash was usually associated with 1iberal positions within the
Methodist Church and this brought him into repeated conflict with the
General Superintendent, the Reverend Albert Carman. In a letter to his
wife from the 1910 General Conference in Victoria7/Br1tish Columbia,
Burwash commented: "Poor Carman is very excited. He to]dlme the other

day that I was making the Savior speak like 'a drivelling idiot'.“15

—p

]3Manua1 of Christian Theology on the Inductive Method (London
1900), 2 vols. Burwash also wrote the following theological studies:
Wesley's Doctrinal Standards (1881), Handbook on the Epistle to the

Romans (1887), and Inductive Studies in Theology (1896).

181he globe, 2 April 1918, 6

]5Victoria University Library, Burwash Papers, Nathanael Burwash
to Margaret Burwash, 18 August 1910
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Carman's excitement was undoubtedly a product of the Jackson cbntroversy.
While a minister of Sherbourne Street Church in Toronto, George JackSOn
had lectured widely on the 01d Testament, supporting an interpretation
based upon the higher criticism. His appointment as professor of English
Bible at Victoria in 1909 provoked Carman into initiating a campaign
against him. This campaign extended to the 1910 General Conference where
Carman wés prominent in a bitter debate on the question of Jackson's
suitability. A supporter of Jackson, Burwash wrote to his wife:

[f the chief officer of the church [Carman] can make assertions

in a public address involving a man's character and standing

in the ministry giving him no opportunity for defence then no

one is safe. . . . And if he can'appeal to the lowest prejudices

of a class and impugn the motives of the most generous and
Eg?§gcrated of our members, I do not know what is to become of
Jackson's appointment was upheld but twenty years earlier a similar contro-
versy over the Reverend George Workman had resulted in Workman's resig-
nation from Victoria. Although the different outcomes of these twe con-
troversies suggested the growing acceptance of the 1iberal theology
supported by Burwash, the fact that the Jackson issue could still _create
a potentia]}xédisastrous split in the Church indicated the sensitive at-
mosphere wfthin which Burwash dealt with such questions as Darwin's
theory of evolution.

The response of Nathanael Burwash to Darwinian ideas is docu-

mented in his lectures and writings. This represented only one aspect of

his general concern to define the relatibn of religious faith to science,

but the implications of the Darwinian hypothesis remained a constant

>

16V1ctor1a University Library, Burwash Papers, Nathanael Burwash
to Margaret Burwash, 16 August 1910 :
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fﬁéme whenever he considered the larger question. These matters were
often employed by Burwash to illustrate the challenges posed to faith by
modern science. Moreover, by formulating a response which enabled him

to reconcile the acceptance of evolution with his religious faith, he was
able to demonstrate to his students that science and religion could
exist in harmony. This study will examine first Burwash's early atti-
tude towards scientific knowledge in order to establish the intellectual
context of his reaction to the Darwin's theory of evolution. .Second, it

will examine the nature and meaning of his position.



XV

NATHANAEL BURWASH: SCIENCE AT VICTORIA COLLEGE

On 27 August 1841, a provincial statute transformed the Methodist

Upper Canada Academy, established by Royal Charter at Cobourg in 1836,
into Victoria College. The attitude of the new college towards scientific
knowledge was revealed in an address delivered by Egerton Ryerson at his
first public appearance as Principal of Victoria College on 21 October
1841. Noting that the physical sciences had been neglected by the pro-
vince's institutions of higher learning, which concentrated instead upon
the teaching of the Classics, he stressed the practical benefits found in
the study of the sciences:

If one branch of education must be omitted, surely the

knowledge of the laws of the universe, and of the works

of God, is of more practical advantage, so?ially and mor-

ally, than a knowledge of Greek and Latin.
Ryerson recognized the importance of the Classics,which "have been long
and justly considered as forming an essential part of a liberal education."2
He was clearly, however, determined that Victoria College would promote
the physical sciences.

On these too-much-neglected parts of a practical as well as

liberal education, a vigilant attention should be bestowed,

as physical science generally is nothing byt the kngwledge

of nature applied to practical and useful purposes.

Until federation removed science from its jurisdiction, Victoria College

~
|
s

, ]Egerton Ryerson, “Inaugural Address", in Nathanael Burwash, The
History of Victoria College (Toronto 1927), 502 ‘

i
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was to demonstrate this vigilant attention to the sciences. As Burwash
commented in his history of the college, "From the beginning the culti-
vation of the sciences had been a prominent feature in the work of
Victor‘la."4
During Burwash's undergraduate years at Victoria, §c1;nce was
taught by the Reverend George C. Whitlock and Dr. Elijah Harris. The
Burwash papers preserve his notes on "Lectures on Botany by Professor
Whitlock, 1857". Whitlock, whom Burwash described as "an ardent enthus-
iast in every branch of science",5 was a recent addition to the Victoria
faculty, but, over fifty years old, he was an experienced teacher whose

former pupils included President Neﬂes.6

Beginning with the cell,
Whitlock guided his students through nutrition to organic electricity.
Burwash's notes recorded such imparted wisdom as "the electricity in man
is generally positive, that in woman neqative" and "Frogs are 50,000

7 The

times more sensitive to electricity than a gold leaf electrometer."
notes, however, also included lectures on taxonomy and instinct which are
especially significant since they represent the formal instruction for
Burwash and his contemporaries on subjects which Darwin two years later
would turn into controversial questions.

Whitlock taught a classification system based upon structure of

4

Sibid., 239

6

Victoria Universfty Library, Burwash Papers, Nathanael Burwash,
"Lecfh(es on Botany by Professor Whitlock, 1857", (Victoria College
Cobourg;. 1857), manuscript.

Burwash, Victoria College, 238

C. B. Sissons, A History of Victoria University (Toronto 1952), 99
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parts which followed thé Natural System developed by Linnaeus in the
eighteenth century. As presented, Whitlock's system did not conflict
necessarily with Darwin's subsequent hypothesis. Linnaean classification
is not incompatible with Darwinian evolution since both posit branching

systems. In the Origin of Species, Darwin acknowledged the indisputable

"ingenuity and utility" of Linnaeus' Natural System. He added, however,
that "many naturalists think that something more is meant by the Natural
System; they believe that it reveals the plan of the Creator.“8 Unfortun-
ately, if Whitlock commented upon the theological extension of Linnaeus'
Natural System, these comments have not been preserved in Burwash's
lecture notes. The lecture notes, however, indicate theological concern
when Whitlock considered the topic of instinct. Whitlock carefully iso-
lated man from the rest of the animal kingdom:

Results performed by animals similar to those performed

by man thgough intelligence are not to be attributed to

the same tause.

Man has a principle of logical abstraction of which the
brute is destitute.?

Moreover, he posited a hierarchy of beings: "There are but t?réé kinds

of beings: material, spiritual, and divine. We cannot conceive of any

other.“1o

According to Whitlock, man is, therefore, distinct from material
animals and undoubtedly a spiritual being. This distinction was demon-

strated by man's intelligence and, Whitlock implied,.by man's will. He

8Char]es Darwin, Origin of Species (Modern Library Edition, New
York n.d.), 319

9

107p44.

Burwash, “Lectures on Botany by Professor Nﬁitlock."
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suggested that, since animals lacked will, God designed animal instinct

to ensure the harmony of nature through the conformity of action.
Whitlock's lectures contained ideas which related directly to

a consideration of Darwin's theory of evolution. His statement "Organic

bodies or living beings are subject to physical ]aws"n

is a basic, but
important, idea which expressed a view of the world compatible with the
Darwinian concept of development. As noted previously, there was no nec-
essary conflict between Whitlock's taxonomy as described in Burwash's
Jecture notes and Darwin's subsequent theory of the origin of species.

So far as Burwash's notes record, the science taught by Whitlock enabled

his students to meet the Origin of Species withaut requiring a fundamental

change in their acquired knowledge. The Descent of Man, however, pro-

duced problems which Whitlock's 1ec;ures could not accommodats, When his
di;cussion of instinct led to a hierarchical concept of being in which
man's intelligence separated him from the animal, Whitlock was arguing
from an Idealistic assumption about man's place in the universe. A
similar Idealistic view of man would later be defended by critics of
Darwin's hypothesis againit the threat to metaphysics which they found in
the Darwinian explanation of man's mental and moral development.

Burwash's own attitude towards science while a student is recorded
in an essay, "The Coincidence of the Geological with the Mosaic Account of

12

Creation", which he wrote in January, 1858. Based largely upon Hugh

Miller's Testimony of the Rocks, the essay examined in great detail the

.

Nibid. )

]2V1ctoria University Library, Burwash Papers, Nathanael Burwash,
“The Coincidence of the Geological Record with the Mosaic Account of
Creation", (January 1858), manuscript.
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geological record as it was then understood and compared this record to
the Biblical account of creation. Burwash reached the same conclusion

as Miller: since the Bible often used the word "day" to denote an in-
definite period, it was possible to consider the six days of creation as
long periods of geological time. Although the fact that the essay relied
heavily upon Miller should not detract from its obvious mastery of com-
plex detail and involved reasoning, the real importance of it is not its
argument, but what it reveals of Burwash's intellectual development.

As did so many of his early writings, this youthful attempt to
reconcile science and religion mirrored the position which the mature
Burwash would argue in later works. The essay began with a declaration
of faith in truth. Religion had nothing to fear from true science:

It is our intention. . . to examine the formation of the
earth and compare the discoveries of science on this subject
with the revelation of God, conscious that neither science
nor revelation will suffer by the comparison since truth and
the discovery of that, and not the propagation of any parti-
‘cular theory or doctrine {s the object of all true science,
itruth itself we say is evek immutable and always consistent
Mwith itself. . . . [Wle shal tisfied if we succeed
in awakening in one mind such™acuriosity and shall lead to

an examination of some of §he many large interesting works
written upon the subject.!

Burwash also declared his belief in the sanct®ty of study, including
scientific inquiry:

Think not then that you are prying into the secrests of the
Creation when you are discovering the greatness and beauty
of His works. You are but doing His will. This was His
design in forming them thus. In studying the works of nature
either physical or intellectual you are expanding that work
which should you commence it aYlght He has destined should
continue through-out eternity. -

Bipid. - Y1bid.
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He cautioned, however, that science must be studied "with a mind being

u15 If God were

restored by redemption to its original power and purity.
left out of nature, science would be dead. Eighteen year old Nathanael
Burwash wished to study science, but he was as well a devout Methodist.
Science necessarily existed for~him within a Christian context, and the
priority of religion was the fundamental assumption upon which his ideas
were based.

In 1860, a year after graduating from Victoria College, Burwash
delivered two addresses that revealed his lifelong attitude towards the
relation of science to religion. To a Belleville Seminary tea-meeting,
he stated that a complete education required the harmonious study of both
science and religion:

Let science and the great and universally believed prin-

ciples of the Word of God go hand in hand_and then

education is complete and fit for heaven.16
An address fo the Bible Society denied that'any conf11c£ﬁexisted between
science and religion: N
True science must be on the side of religion. . . . Only
perfection in knowledge conflicts. The Christian hay
sqmething within, a holier, more divine evidence. Th?;f

strongest of all proofs. One that all the philosophy
the éprth will fail to shaken. . . .17
ound in his

This second address suggested that Burwash had already f

Mgthodism that reliance upon intuition which would enabY@ him to accept
N

\ 151p4d. ’

16Victom‘a University Library, Burwash Papers, Nathanael Burwash,
"Anniversary Addresses", (Newburgh, 1860), 26, manuscript.

Vibid., 31
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the modern discoveries of science without compromising his religious

faith. Less than a year after the publication of the Origin of Species,

he had started to formulate a means of reconciling science and religion
which would characterize his subsequent career as theologian and teacher.
As a student and young minister, Burwash was diligent, intro-
spective and naive. His diary for the early sixties, "Sunset Thoughts™",
reveals a preoccupation with converting sinners, fighting temptation, and

18 Lis lack of

mooning over unrequited love for a mysterious Jeannie.
sophistication became apparent in an incident which occurred during the
second year of his Belleville ministry when he was twenty-four years old.
The incident which, in Burwash's opinfon, "largely influenced my after
11fe" is described in an 1910 essay, "Sixty Years of Canadian Methodism",

and mentioned in the preface to his major work, Manual of Christian
19

Theology.

In Belleville at that time, there was a)group of young men who

-

regularly attended services and contributed generously to the church but
who, Burwash thought, "seemed to stand quite outside of all spiritual re-
lation to the church.“20 He could not fathom their inner thoughts and

feelings, a barrier which greatly disturbed him. He wrote, "My heart was

21

specially drawn out towards these men." Undoubtedly after much soul

]8V1ctoria University Library, Burwash Papers, Nathanael Burwash,’
"Sunset Thoughts", (11 November 1861 - 25 July 1866), manuscript.
N

]9Victoria University Library, Burwash Papers, Nathanael Bupwash,
"Sixty Years of Canadian Methodism" (1910), manuscript, and Manual jof
Christian Theology (London 1900), I, v

20

{
!
N
Burwash, "Sixty Years of Canadian Methodism." o
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searching, he decided to .approach the group to see whether he could dis-
cover what was separating them from him. Selecting a man "of the most
candid and generous gpirit", he put the question to him directly. The
meeting occurred in the young man's library. From the start it was ob-
vious that a great gulf indeed existed between the two men. The young
man was clearly a person of means and sophistication: Burwash remembered

22

that the room was elegantly furnished and filled with good books. He

listened to Burwash "with a kindly but not supercilious smile", and said

23

at the end, “"you do not understand us." Lending Burwash Colenso's

first volume on the Pentateuch and Theodore Parker's Ten Sermons on the

Absolute Religion, he asked him to read the two books and then return to

discuss the matter again.
At first Burwash believed himself prepared to meet the challenge.

Had he not studied Paley, Butler, and the other standard works on the
evidences? He soon discovered, however, that this preparation was inad-
equate. He confessed, "I read the books and sometimes seemed to find all
certain grou;d‘sinking from under my feet.“24 He found that they ques-
tioned both the historical statements of scripture and the fundamental
basis of philosophy. Sometimes doubt would so grip him while reading
that

[ would put down the books and on my knees seek anew that

1ight and certainty which God has aforetimes given me when

I saw that He in His holiness, His goodness, His truth and

His love was the most certain thing in all the universe and

so | returned to the battle, confident that in some way tQE
difficulties must be unravelled and the truth made clear.

221yid 23
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He was always able to vanquish doubt and his faith remained unshaken.
He realized, nevertheless, that somehow the questions presented in such
books must be answered. While no record exists of a second confrontation
between Burwash and the young man, the search for suitable answers drew
him to new areas of study.. Already deeply engaged in New Testament
studies, he now turned his attention to the 0ld Testament and to meta-
physics, a subject which he had previously ignored.

Burwash believed that there existed a disturbing tendency in
modern science to draw men from re]igiop to a belief in a materialistic
necessitarianism. He wrote, "I was d{;covering that many of our most
gifted and intelligent young men were drifting away from an evangelical
faith under the influence of the Modern Scientific Sp1rit.“26 Burwash

LY
held that the Methodist Church must be flexible enough to meet these

’

young men, not with anathemas, but as "candid seeker(s} for truth and

with full faith in the harmony of all truths."27 In order to do this,

Methodism required a better educated Ministry. Better education was the
first step in meeting the new scientific challenge. "At twenty-four years
of age", Burwash reflected, "I was squarely face to face with the problems
of a lifetime and the labour which these problems 1nvo]ved."28

Nathanael Burwash was responsible for the teaching of science at
Victoria College from 1866 to 1873. Surveying these years, C. B. Sissons
wrote: !

L)

. while no estimate of Burwash's work during his seven
years as Professor of Natural Science hag been preserved,

~

Ibid. 27 1pid.
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it is safe to say that native intelligence, strength of will,
capacity for hard work, and a remarkable memory would combine
to overcome any disadvantages of inadequate preparation.29

Burwash's appraisal of his accomplishments was more modest. Referring
to himself, he commented, "the successor of Dr. Harris had 1ittle or no
opportunity for the advancement of his department", a condition he attrib-

30

uted to the financial situation of the College. The scarcity of funds

had influenced Dr. Harris' decision to leave and had caused, for reasons
of economy, the College to hire the inexperienced Burwash as a replace-
ment.3] With less than $25 a year available for the laboratory and appar-
atus, work i;>the sciences at Victoria was inevitably circumscribed. The
austerity of these years was described vividly by Burwash:

In Chemistry and Physics nothing could be done beyond main-

taining the lectures with the most essential illustrations by

experiment. Students' work in the laboratory was impossible.

In Biology, Mineralogy and Geology the case was a little

better. Simple tables'with Bunsen burners or lamps were im-

provised; the students furnished their own apparatus, hammers,

blow-pipes, magnifiers; in Botany, Miperalogy, and Biology

some elementary work was done, and in Geology excursions were

made, recent formations were examined, and fossils co]]ected.32.,
Such conditions did not affect instruction through the lecture method and
perhaps someone better trained than Burwash would have accomplished more.
Since, however, the College had neither the funds nor the facilities to
attract such a person, Burwash's diligence and the qualities noted by

Sissons undoubtedly assured that, if the science department did not

29Sissons, Victoria University, 130

308urwash, Victoria College, 238-239

3

Burwash's annual salary was $800; Sissons, Victoria University,
129 ‘

32

Byrwash, Victoria College, 239
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advance during his tenure, Victoria's emphasis upon these subjects was
at least maintained until better times provided the means for their ad-
vancement.

Improvement came in the 1870s when registration at Victoria,
rather than decreasing as in the previous decade, steadily 1ncreased.33
When Burwash left the science department for the theology faculty in 1873,

the College was able to fill this vacancy with Dr. Eugene Haanel, a

34

specialist in Chemistry and Physics. Almost immediately, Haanel began

a campaign to improve the facilities for scientific instruction at
Victoria. As Burwash noted:

With characteristic German thoroughness he (Haanel) seized
the situation before the end of the first year, and with
masterful insistence secured from the Board of Trustees a
grant of several thousand dollars and commission to proceed
to Europe and secure apparatus for the comple%g refitting
of the laboratories in Physics and Chemistry.

Funds were raised for the erection of Faraday Hall, the first sc¢ience
building in Ontario, which was completed in 1877. "In these improved

facilities for scientific study", Burwash commented, "Victoria again led

036

the way in the Province. Haanel remained at Victoria until 1889 when,

influenced by the uncertain future under federatién, he accepted an ap-

37

pointment at the University of Syracuse. Under his direction, the

33Na1ter T. Brown, "Victorfa and a Century of Education" in On_the
01d Ontario Strand (Toronto 1936), 109

34Haane]'s annual salary was $1500. Sissons, Victoria University,
147 .

3Sgurwash, Victoria College, 240 | .

31hid., 240 )

37

Haanel eventually returned to Canada and ended his career as a
superintendent of minhes in Ottawa. ’
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sciences again advanced at Victoria and the department expanded with the
appointment of Dr. Arthur Philemon Coleman to the Chair of Natural
History and Geology in 1883.

Science at Victoria College was discussed in the journal Acta

Victoriana. Founded in 1878 to inform both students and alumni, the pub-

lication helped to document College attitudes towards Darwin's theory of
evolution during the period when Burwash taught his theology classes.
The general view reflected in Acta on the question of evolution was per-
haps best summarized in its report of an 1884 meeting of the British
Science Association at Montreal:

There is found amongst scientists a strong desire to arrive

at the truth, whatever may be the consequences to pet

theories or whatever the alarms of weak-minded sticklers

for orthodoxy, and great discredit is being thrown upon

these time~honored jokes about Darwin and the monkey, gich

tickled our childish ears at.every missionary meeting.
Articles with such titles as "The Benefits of Scepticism", "Science vs.
Religion", "Charles Darwin", and "Does Evolution Hurt Us?" revealed a
similar recognition of the fact that thé Darwinian hypothesis had become
an established scientific concept.39 Darwin himself was usually highly
respected. One article called him "pains-taking (sic?], methodical, clear

40

headed", "™ and another declared that

i

38"The British Science Association at Montreal", Acta Victoriana
(October 1884), 6 .

'39"The Benefits of Scepticism”, Acta Victoriana (October 1887),
8-9; "Science vs. Religion”, Acta Victoriana (May 1891), 7-8; R.A.D. '91
[Regina1d A. Dalyl, “Charles Darwin", Acta Victoriana {April 1890), 10-11;
"Does Evolution Hurt Us?", Acta Victoriana (October 1893? 20-23

4O"Science vs. Religion”, Acta, 8
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Darwin formulated a complete and highly finished argument.

Darwin's method was thoroughly scientific. . . by the can-

dour and openness of his method, (he] made the "Origin oz

Species" the finest inductive argument ever wrought out. 1
Critics of the Darwinian hypothesis, of course, would have disputed this
opinion on Darwin's inductive argument.

The author of "Does Evolution Hurt Us?" went so far as to suggest
that Christians could accept an evolutionary explanation of man's mental
and moral development. He asked whether it was a compromise

to admit even all that the extreme advocates of the thénry

urge, namely, that physically, mentally, morally, he [man]

is the result of that process?. . . . It would seem that,

admitting all that these extreme evolutionists would claim,

we are still the sons of God, made by Him after His own

image and 1ikeness, the crowning glory of His vas& creative

power_that has been working through all eternity. 2
Whilel this was a view more extreme than usually expressed in Acta, it was
clear that reconciliation between evolution and religion was considered
necessary and possible. In an article, "Forward", published in 1886, the
two theologies concept of the unity of truth, an idea which Burwash sup-
ported, was defended:

Stowly but surely the truth is being realized that Nature

and Revelation are but two books, in each of which the

Supreme Being reveals himself, and that these two Books, j

having 3 common author, can not be discordant with each

other.4 :
Three years later, the harmony between science and religion was again up-

held with specific reference to evolution:

Huchartes Darwin", Acta, 11
, *2upoes Evolution Hurt Us?", Acta, 20-21
43 )

"Forward", Acta Victoriana (April 1886), 9



230

A few years ago, when the doctrine of evolution was sprung
upon the world, it was again said that the Bible would be
superseded. But the Bible is admitted today, by our strongest
thinkers, to be in harmony with a11~true evolution.4

The next chapter will analyze the way in which Nathanael Burwash defined

the harmony between science and religion and the meaning of true evolution.

44G.N.K. ‘88, "The Reserve Powers of the Bible", Acta Victoriana
(February 1889), 8-9
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NATHANAEL BURWASH: THE HARMONY OF SCIENCE AND RELIGION

Nathanael Burwash discussed the effect of Darwinian evolution

upon the relationship of science to religion in lectures on theology de-
lTivered at Victoria University in the 1890s and the first decade of the
twentieth century.1 His basic assumption was that evolution should be
considered as a scientific, rather than religious or philosophical, con-
cept.2 This meant that, like any scientif{E theory, evolution could be
combined with materialism, pantheism, or theism. If it were combined \
with either of the first two, evolution, in Burwash's opinibn, would be-‘
come "the universal method of the universal cause acting upon necessitated

ll3

impulse from eternity. If, however, evolution were combined with theism,

it would become "not the essential law of all being, but a minor method

wd The task which he undertook in his lectures

of certain stages of being.
was to demonstrate the inadequacies of the association of evolution with
materialism or pantheism. Burwash bg]ieved that evolution was a threat

to traditional religion only if it upheld either materialism or pantheism.
He argued that, connected to theism, the scientific hypothesis of evol-

ution would be acceptable and in harmony with religious belief.

]The ideas in these lectures are found often in Burwash's Manual
of Christian Theology.

2V1ctor1a University Library, Burwash Papers, Nathanael Burwash,
"Inductive Theology", Part.Il, tecture Synopsis, 1890-1899, manuscript.

3V1ctoria University Library, Burwash Papers, Nathanael Burwash,
"Inductive Theology", #2 (1893), manuscript. :
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Burwash noted that evolution implied a beginning in absolute
simplicity. Complicated institutions of modern society were said to have
evolved from the patriarchical family and tribe, planetary worlds and
systems from nebulae, life from the monad, intelligence from mere sensi-
tivity. Evolution implied a beginning, furthermore, because Burwash
believed that evolution in infinite time was impossible:
The infinite is the immutable so far as fullness or perfection
of being is concerned. Either on the principles of evol-
ution the universe has had a beginning as all facts indicate
or the universe has already in its eternity of being arrived
at its end of being, infinite perfection. The external cannot
be further evolved unless you can increase the infinite. 5
Evolution then is of the finite and must have a beginning.

If evolution must have a beginning, the nature of this beginning must next

|

be considered. The questions to béfﬁecided were:
. . . can an infinite and eternal matter in ultimate sim-
plicity of form by virtue-of internal necessity make such

a beginning? Can it even finite and graduate the evolution
of itself? {

Could evolution start of itself, or did it require an external cause to
begin the process? Burwash held that an external cause was a necessary
prerequisite of the evolutionary process:

A beginning demands a beginner, {.e. a cause for beginning

and the only conceivable cause is a personal will. Measure

or degree of action and evolution or gradually expanding

progress again demands a power to finite, order and expand

and the only conceivable form of such power is again w111.7
Since evolution necessarily required a beginning, proof that the only
conceivable cause of such a beginning must be a personal will would

demonstrate the dependency of evolution upon theism.

Sbid. 61bid.
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Although an atteﬁpt;$%ght be made to conceal this need for a
personal cause to begin evolution by dividing the evolutionary process
into infinitesimal increments, Burwash asserted that each such increment
demanded a cause as much as the vast act of creating a world did. Whether
the cause were viewed as initiating one vast development or initiating
successive stages of development, there cou]d’ge no escape from the need
for an 1;i£iat1ng force, a cause for every effect, in the evolutionary
chain. Burwash cited four special instances in the history of the world
in which the need for a cause of evolution especially appeared:

1. to account for motion in eternal, static and simple
matter.

2. to account for the beginning of 1life.
intellectual and moral
of history.

3. to account for man in hi
nature, i.e. the beginni

4. to account for the Christ.
In his opinion, each of these instancey, demonstrated that the cause or
initiator of evolution must be something than the "material and
necessitated conception" of force or motion acting upon mechanical law.
This cause could not have an internal, mechanistic origin since such pro-
duced motion and force are a process rather than an initiator and—can.
neither increase nor diminish: "It simply carries forward that which
is, . . 3
Examining the first special instance, Burwash noted that motion
from rest or change of direction could not be originated by the force in-

volved alone,'but required an external agent.

81bid. b
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This is the physical problem of evolution. Whether we con-
sider matter as eternally static or eternally dynamic, i.e.
as an eternal balance or centre of force or an external
movement in uniform_lines these forces themselves can not
originate a change.

Likewise, he believed that each of the three other instances demonstrated
that change presupposed an external cause. Concerning the Christ, for
examplie, he wrote, "the divine, the consciousness of God cannot originate

wll

out of mere sense. The alternative cause which Burwash defended was

"the conscious spirit, moving towards its end. This implied personality

12

and will." If, however, personal will was a necessary requirement of

evolutionary change, he argued that such change must be incompatible with
the notion of chance or accidental variation:

The principle of accidental variation and survival of the

fittest fails for in the order of necessary law there can be

no accidental variation. This is a term used to cover
ignorance. 13

Burwash was willing to accept evolution, but he interpreted the develop-
mental process in a way which excluded from {t the distinctive Darwinian
features of accidental variation and survival of the fittest.

The fact that a personal will was necessary to explain and jus-
tify the beginning of the evolutionary process indicated to Burwash that
evolution must be connected with theism.

Evolution. . . as the method of the universe must lead us
to theism. Will alone can ¢ause the eternal incoherent
homogeneaus motion to begin to be heterogeneous and hence

self destructive, resulting in coherence. Will alone can
create the life which resists this new process. Will flyne -
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can mqke that life the veh1c1?4or instrument of thought by
conscious eternal principles.
Materialism was inadequate because something other than matter must pro-
vide the causal force to effect change. Burwash believed that this re-
quired materialists to resort to a form of pantheism which either
attributed to matter concealed or latent powers that made it equal to
God, or took the agnostic position that the first cause was unknown and
unknowable. This materialistic pantheism was not viable because it contra-
dicted the basic law of causality which asserted that cause was known j
from effect. In Burwash's opinion, if the cause of an effect were con-
cealed or unknown, the result would then be sensation, not knowledge.
This led to what Burwash considered was the inescapable paradox inherent
in agnosticism:
Agnosticism is. . . intellectual suicide and destroys the
very reasoning by which it is propounded. It ?ges not
satisfy but only deny our intellectual nature.
The ultimate end, therefore, of the connection of evolution with both
materialism and pantheism was agnosticism, and Burwash held that agnos-
ticism resulted logically in an abnegation of know1edge.]6
Burwash believed that he had successfully proved that any con-
ceivable form of evolution demanded a “self acting and originating power

w7

behind the universe. Evolution demanded a creator. It was this

14

]sBurwash would discuss this point further in his "Notes for a
System of Inductive Theology", #1 (1893) as noted later in the chapter.

17

Ibid. - o Bpig.

Burwash, "Inductive Theology", #2
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requirement which made it inconsistent with either materialism or pan-
theism. Héving established the need for a creator, Burwash then restated

A 1
his argument in terms of potency. This restatement is significant be-

cause it revealed the similarity between thg 1&&25 of Burwash and John
Watson. Burwash stated that the potency of the "possibility of all that
is" could exist in only two forms.]gq The first form was represented by
the concept of material force unconsciously obeying fixed law. This
form of potency negated the idea of evolution since it had been already
shown that evolution required an external cause. Burwash concluded,
therefore, that the only form of potenc}\ﬁossib1e was found in the al-
ternative concept of the will as conscious of self action, of power to
begin in itself. ~
So\far. éurwash had only repeated the steps of his already fam-

iliar érgument of the need for an external cause. He then, however,{ pro-
posed ﬁﬁ‘additional assocTation between the will of man and the will of
God. He arnga that the spiritual power or will of which men were con-
scious within themselves represented the true image of the eternal potency
or causative power in the universe rather than the mechanical force which
was observed in matter.

The Theistic philosophy posits an eternal First Cause of

which our own conscious spiritual being is the counterpart.

We may thefsfore know God from that which we find within
ourselves.

’

Burwash s views were virtually identical to the Speculative Idealism
of Jghn Watson. Both men argued that knowledge of God and kngwledge of
;/;Bﬂé/zere necesiiijiy inter~-related: man could learn of God's nature by

[
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understanding his own.

Burwash next considered the nature of the conscious power or will
which caused evolution. He described four positive and possible eternal
elements of power found within men from which the nature of the eternal
power of the universe could be discovered. The first was the basic ele-
ment of cause, efficiency or power: the ability to effect change. Con-
sciousness of this causative power formed the second element, intelligence,
and the ability to direct this power was the third element which Burwash
called the "moral-motive." The fourth element was the will-power to act
or not act in accordance with the elements of intelligence and moral-
motive. This fourth element completed Burwash's interpretation of person-

n20 pes.-

ality which he defined as "consciously intelligent will acting.
pite this, however, personality did not imply any essential limitation of
being. Personality demonstrated rather that, within the same essence,
the objective and subjective might exist. Burwash held that the concept
of personality implied a distinction between the person and his act, the
me and the non-me, ourselves and our own thoughts. The direct counter-
part of personality in man was found in the doctrine of the Trinfty:

Such a (Trinitarian] God in the image of his Eternmal truth

or Word or Son can by the power of his own eternal Spirit

15 and has brought forth the Intinfe 21 (o oY e
Burwash believed that God, his Word and his Spirit co-existed from etern1tyl
in one essence which provided the potency necessary for progress in de-

velopment or evolution through his causal power in creation.

207444, 2 1pid.
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In his lecture outlines, Burwash set down the following defin-
ition of evolution:
That law or order under which each successive phase or step
of the movement of the universe as a whole and in each of
its parts takes up into itself all that has gone before and

adding there to some new increment of Bgrfection passes it
onward to the step which next follows.

He believed that God alone was not subject to this law of incremental
development, although God worked through it in the world. In these lec-
tures, he repeated his view that evolution might be either religious or
irreligious, but was not necessarily irreligious. He wrote, however,

23 For

that "Religion alone gives to evolution its most perfect power."
Burwash, evolution needed religion: the scientific process embodied the
way in which a necessary, personal God made his will known to the world.

24 e

Evolution was "a potent instrument for the discovery of truth.'
possibility of truth, he held, rested in the existence of God.

Burwash's attitude towards evolution was reflected in his state-
ment: "Make the best science of our day the handmaid of religion."zs_
Religion must not be suspicious of new developments in science because,
by 1ts very nature, science could not stand still. Knowledge must be
allowed to grow:

Faith must accept the science of its day, both to discern
and to convey religious truth. The old prophets used the

22V1ctor1a University Library, Burwash Papers, Nathanael Burwash,
"Religious Faith and Science", Systematic Theology, Part III, Division II:
"The World as Related to God", 2% February 1906, manuscript.
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icience apd 1ggguage of old time but did not impose it

or all time.
Burwash supported the Idealistic beljef that all truth is one and har-
monious. There was for him no conflict between science and religion
because each had its own field of truth and its own means of reaching
that truth. Religion used intuition, and science, observation, but both
needed facts: "Observatiﬁn works on facts and intuition works through

27

facts." He noted, however, that religion preceded science. While the

facts of science were not essential to faith, "devout science lives in a

temple of worship."28

Modern science, moreover, did not negate the simple
science of the Bible so much as restate it in terms more fitting the pre-
sent sophistication of knowledge. Biblical science expressed the "thought
and speech of the worid's youth" and this made it suitable for the youth

of every age. "The first of Genesis", he declared, "fits a child better

than Darwin's Qrigin of Spec1es."29

‘ Modern science was the subject of a lecture, “From the Myth to
the Microbe: A Comparative Study of Ancient and Modern Science", de]iv—.
ered by Burwash in 1898. While acknowledging the accomplishments of
contemporary scientists, he counseled humility:

. there comes no note of encouragement for a vain glor-
1ous boasting of the superior wisdom of our age. The very
first men who looked out upon nature in all her pristine
freshness were gifted with the same instinctive conviction
of hidden power which underlies all our great modern
Scientific theories. They thought of that power with more

»
261pi4. 27 1pid.,

281b1d. ;P



240
%
profound reverence than our too confident age affords.Bo
Despite the advances made through the experimental method and the devel-
opment of instruments to assist in observation, the modern scientist must
return ultimately to the position of the ancients who used myths tofn-
terpret nature:
We gaze into the unseen and unknown as they did and fall back
upon the imagination, the divining power of the poetic facult§1
to give us a picture of that which we have failed to observe.
Burwash referred to the hypotheses of the creation of the universe and
evolution as modern examples of this timeless attempt to explain the un-
observable:
We, 1ike the men of olden time, have fashioned to ourselves
a conception of the ynseen, and almost of the unknown, in
forms of what we see and know. And it may be that to the men

of the year 2000 our hypothesis of today wi&} seem as crude as
to us appear the myths of Hesiod and Homer.

In this lecture Burwash restated his belief in the relativity of scientific
explanation. Development in science reflected an increasing knowledge of
the world and expressed such knowledge in terms suitable for the age in
which the development occurred. Science, however, depended upon the

prior truth of religion, since there was a fundamental religious motive

to scientific investigation: "In seeking to know God, we learn slowly to
know the wor]d."33 Moreover, the ultimate purpose of all science, ancient

and modern, was to "reach into the same spiritual world of half hidden
\ .

i 30Victor1a Unjversity Library, Burwash Papers, Nathanael Burwash,
"From the Myth to the Microbe: A Comparative Study of Ancient and Modern
Science", 1898, manuscript. .
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truth, a world in which we should stand uncovered as abashed ag in the
presence of God."34
In 1898 as well, Burwash, lecturing to his theological class on
the first two chapters of Genesis, revealed once more his attitude towards
modern science. He called the two chapters creapion "documents", noting
that ' ‘
Inspired men freely accepted the scientific and historic
knowledge of their time, true as it was from their point
of view, presenting3§acts according to the existent form
of human knowledge.
Whatever the advance in modern science, the "simplicity and truth" of the
Genesis account endured. To illustrate this point, Burwash cited Herbert
Spencer's evolutionary theory of creation which, although expressed in
terms of “"integration of matter and concomitant dissipation of motion"
producing a "definite, coherent heterogeneity" from an "indefinite, in-
coherent homeogeneity", still remained basically compatible with Genesis.
Theories such as Spencer's merely stated old truths in modern language:
. . the fifth or the fifteenth century B.C. could not
ant1c1pate the forms of the nineteengg century. But all
unite and find harmony in the facts.
The inspiration and science that produced the Genesis account embodied
important principfes which subsequent discoveries had not 1nv$11dated:
(1) They looked at the facts of nature.

(2) They recognized order and progress in creatiop.

341b1d,

35V1ctor1a University Library, Burwash Papers, Nathanael Burwash,
"The Creation Documents", Inductive Theo1ogy, Part II, Lecture Synopsis,
1898-1899, manuscript. .

361514.
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(3) They recognized second causes, especially the great
natural elements.

-

(4) Their religious faith did not hesitate ;o accept
Science as revealing the works of God.3

Burwash believed that such principles demonstrated the close enduring
union between science and religion.

When Burwash dealt with the Genesis ii account of man's creation,
he emphasized the need for interpretation. He stated that the Genesis
explanation of man's origin was "not a bald’litera1 chronological record”,
but "a symbolic representation of great and important fact§ in a form for

n38 The account contained facts which were not

perpetual remembrance.
presented in a factual manner. Interpretation was required, therefore,
to understand its symbolism. Unfortunately, the lecture did not give an
answer to the question of how this account should be interpreted. To
discover Burwash's solution, an expanded-version of his lecture which

formed part of the chapter, "Creation", in his Manual of Christian

Theology must be consulted. Here, he suggested that the key to the in-
terpretation was found in the prophetic style which characterized the
account,

It was the constant habit of the prophets in all the ages

to use both direct and tropical forms in the presentation

of religious truth. . . . It was also characteristic of

the prophetic teaching that they employed as the basis of
their moral teaching facts of passing history, and tradi- 39
tions of ancient times with which the people were familiar.

' This interpretation led him to‘zpefquclusion that the primary p?rpose of

Mpid. . | 381pid.
39
1, 422

Nathanael Burwash, Manual of Christian Theology (London 1900),
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the account was to explain a religious truth, "a fundamental view of man
in his moral relations and of the origin of sin and evil", rather than

a doctrine of man's creation.40

Once this moral, or re1igiougji?htgrpretatiOn of Genesis 1{ was
accepted, any conflict between a scientific eéxplanation of the mechanics
through which man; creation was accomplished and the Genesis account
would seem to be eliminated. This interpretation also involved no contra-
diction of the Mosaic scientific ideas contained in Genesis {. Burwash,
therefore, recognized a basic difference between the two Genesis creation
documents: while Genesis i revealed certain universal scientific prin-
ciples, Genesis 1i represented a fundamentally non-scientific statement
of religious truth, expressed symbolically and requiring interpretation.
The methodology which led Burwash to this distinction is significant.
Evidently when apparent conflicts between natural science and scripture
existed, biblical griticism might be employed to achieve a reconciliation.
Furthermore, when such conflicts did exist, this resolution would reveal
that science properly understood would affirm religious belief also
properly understood. In one respect, religion was thus preserved, time-
less and secure against contradiction, but in another sense understood
anew iﬁ 2 new age.

Buriwvash believed that "Religion had nothing-to fear from either
intellectual or moral light. She has everything to fear from either in-

w1

tellectual or moral darkness. Religion, fﬁrthermore, had nothing to

401p44.

4]VWIctoria University Library, Burwash Papers, Nathanael Burwash,
"The Correlation of Intelligence, Morality and Religion", n.d., manuscript.

k3
1



244
fear from honest doubt. “Honest doubt", Burwash wrote, "and suspense

, of faith or judgment is the just tribute which we pay to the reason

nd2

with which God endowed us. But he held that honest doubt is not iden-

tical with a refusal to accept anything which cannot be proved through

the senses. He called this attitude "narrow, canting, dogmatic scept-

1cism.“43

Honest dogbt is mqQt prejudgment which is prejudice but it
is that gquspense of judgment which seeks reasonable grounds
or\ its dcceptance of truth. It never presumes to limit
the\truth to the narrowness either of its acquired knowledge
or pgssible capacities. Honest doubt is full of candour, but
scorns prejudice.44 -

Honest doubt could not be equated with agnesticism since he argued that
the latter led logically to the denial of all knowledge and to the denial

45 The doubt which Burwash considered honeét did

.of the power to deny.

not question the existence of God. It was rather the doubt of 0ld Testa-

ment figures such as Job, "souls deeply pious, God fearing, truth seeking,

but often amazed and crushed by that mystery of mysteries, evil and sin."46
To prevent or overcome doubt in students, Burwash believed that

it was necessary for religion to be taught in a manner which recognized the

intellectual climate of the age:

To present religion to them [students) in forms repulsive

to their taste and their reason and intelligence is to
create, it may be, invincible and fatal prejudices -

42V1ctoria University Library, Burwash Papers, Nathanael Burwash,
“The Poetical Books of the 01d Testament - Introductory Lecture", 1880,
manuscript. . ’

B1big. M.

——— gt

‘ 45Victor1a'Un1versity Library, Burwash Papéfs, Nathanael Burwash,
“Notes'for a System of Inductive Theology", #1 (Toronto 1893), manuscript.

46Burwash, "Poeticaf Books of the 01d Testament."
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against 1t.47

Religion must be prepared to abandon unnecessary elements wﬁgch might
create barriers to faith in the modern age:

We must. . . turn away from all these artificial and complex
forms of religious faith, from creeds and traditions and
theologians, not because we decry them or condemn them.

They may have their use, bxg they are not the faith which
brings the inward witness.

Burwash held that the church must be prepared to accept what was fact,
rather than what her imaginationtconsidered ought to be fact:
It would be a misfortune if the Church undertook to teach
universal science with that science bound hand and foot in
the chains of dogmatic preconceptions. An absolutely in-
fallible church can logically make such a claim. Protestant
Christianity cannot. She must permit each great truth to
speak for itself, and to unfold itself freely to the in-

quiring mind of man. zhe must permit the inductive method
everywhere to prevail.

With this affirmation of the inquiring mind, Burwash maintained
that man's intelligence demanded that unity of thought in a final cause
which was found in the true finality of God in his world.

We believe theism to be the truth and, if truth,_it is one
of the central elements of the higher education.

This unity in theism enabled the church to perform a valuable and nec-

essary function in education. Science must be allowed freedom of enquiry
/ .

47V1ctoria Uni&ersity Library, Burwash Papers, Nathanael Burwash,
"Qur Duties to Young Men in Qur Schools and Colleges", n.d. {circa 1886),
manuscript.

48Victor1a University Library, Burwash Papers, Nathanael Burwash,
"Intuitive Certainty in Religion - An Address to the Students of Michigan
University", January 1900, manuscript.

49V1ctoria University Library, Burwash Papers, Nathanael Burwash,
"The Broadest Facilities for Higher Education, the duty of the Church",
n.d. (circa 1905-19061, typescript.
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but, since all truth resided in the perfect final unity and harmony of
the theistic conception of God as first cause, there could be no conflict
between scientific and religious truths. If there were conflicts, one of
the truths must have been misapprehended. There were, however, tests
-

which Burwash believed could be used to judge the validity of supposed
truths:

. Is it not possible that our uitimate philosophy or

science of all matter may. . . be helped by testing her con-

clusions by the.light of the philosophy which deals with the

spiritual, or that the science of our secular and political

life maX gain some higher 1ight from the religious and the

moral?®
Physical processes tested chemical results and chemical processes tested
physical theories. Might not religion, Burwash asked, provide an ultimate
form of test?

Within a Christian context, Burwash argued for the freedom of
scientific enquiry. The church would not need to limit this form of en-
quiry because by definition true science could not conflict with the
church's basic belfefs. Burwash assumed always that true science would
accept the philosophical implications of a theistic religion and work
within the boundaries established by this religion. In a lecture deliv-
ered in Belleville on 25 June 1862 entitled "Schools and Schoolboys, a
Lecture on the £ducation requisite for the Present Age", he had consid-
ered the moral influence of teachers:

To enforce creeds and to teach doctrines is no part of his
business. But does he walk daily in the fear and love of
God. . . Or is he one of those men who in their heart say

there is no God. Beware of such an one. Whatever may be
his creed let your teacher be a God fearing, a God loving

Sibid,
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man. Look not upon this, my friends, as a matter of little
importance. It may ?gke the difference of heaven or hell
to immortal spirits.

Twenty-one years later, he wrote:
In physical science, while directly beyond the field of the
Church's work, yet by far the majority of the grandest and
most successful works belong to institutions in close re-
lations to the Christian Church and in harmony with the
Christian faith.53
One of his favourite scriptural passages was Jesus' statement: "If ye
abide in my word then ye truly are my disciples; and ye shall know the

truth and the truth shall make ye free."s4

Both science and religion
were legitimately seeking after truth, but Burwash stressed that, at its
most profound level, this truth resided in the Christian religion. For
Burwash, it was this fundamental Christian basis to truth which gave the
church the right to become involved in all aspects of education.

We believe that both the university and the church may

greatly profit by the part which the church may take in

university 1ife. We take this position becausg we believe

in the perfect unity and harmony of all truth.95

Burwash was able to accept evolution by demonstrating that its

only logical context was a Christian, theistic conception of the universe.

This conception, however, necessarily modified the Darwinian explanation

of evolution. Natural selection and survival of the fittest could fit

) 52V1ctor1a University Library, Burwash Papers, Natﬁanéel Burwash,
"Schoo'l and Schoglboys, a Lecture on the Education requisite for the
Present Age", (Belleville, 25 June 1862), manuscript.

53V1ctoria University Library,'Burwash Papers, Nathanael Burwash,
"The Relation of the Christian Church to the World's Education", 1883,
manuscript.

54
5

Burwash, "Broadest Facilities for Higher Education."
SIbid.
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into Burwash's scheme only if both were viewed as the means through

which God worked His will in the universe. There was no room left in this
process for the element of chance. God alone has absolute truth but
Burwash held that God could reveal truth through science as well as
through revelation. Since, however, religion by its nature took preced-
ence over science, the best and most fruitful work in stience would be

done in Christian institutions and by Christian scientists.

T



XVII
CONCLUSION

The responses of John William Dawson, Daniel Wilson, John Watson,
and Nathanael Burwash to Darwin's theory of evolution span a period of

over half a century. Dawson's first review of the Origin of Species ap-

peared seven years before Confederation and John Watson's last major
writings on the subject were published two years before the outbreak of
the First World War. During this period, the Canadian nation was formed,
and grew from four provinces to nine. The material and intellectual de-
velopment of the nation was equally remarkable. As Carl Berger has noted,
by the end of the century, Canadian nationalists were expressing their
delight jn the improvement of the ;ountry and were looking forward with

optimism to the inevitable emergence of a great country in Canada.]

If
material improvement provided tangible evidence of progress, Canadian in-
tellectual traditidns sustained hope for the future by contributing to a
sense of identity amidst the rapidly changing and challenging ideas of the
late Victorian world. The four responses to the Darwinian hypothesis
which have been outlined in the preceding chapters represent the consol-
idation of ideas fundamental to an understanding of the intellectual
history of Canada in this period.

The responses demonstrated the continuing importance of the two
theologies' tradition in Canada. The Paleyite view that both nature and
scripture revealed God's will was central to the writings of John william/

ks
z

lcar1 Berger, The Sense of Power (Toronto, 1970, 109-115.
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Dawson. Dawson believed that

there is nothing unphilosophical or improbable in the sup-

position that the same truths may be struck out on the one

hand by the action of the human mind on nature, and on_the

other by the action of the Divine mind on that of man.2
The Darwinian hypothesis posed two major problems for Dawson's adherence
to the two theologies. The concept of design seemed threatened by the
mechanistic alternative of natural selection which denied that immutable
species were created by God and through the stress on random destruction
contradicted the concept of a beneficent God.3 Charles 0'Brien has
noted, moreover, that "it was unthinkable to Dawson that the same God who
had created man tp His own image and likeness could have allowed him to
live as a brute for millions of years."4 Believing in the immutability
of species, Dawson could not accept any theory of evolution. The Darwinian
hypothesis was especially a threat since it posited a means of development,
natural selection, which could only be associated with a God far removed
from the one of Dawson's religious faith. As "a student of nature and the
Bible" Dawson found no evidence for the role of a divine creator in
Darwin's theory of evolution.

The responses of Watson and Burwash, while clearly reminiscent of

the two theologies, went beyond this position and came to terms with the

theory of evolution to an extent which Dawson could not achieve or accept.

By the time that they were writing on Darwinism, men such as Edward and

324 _ZJohn William Dawson, The Origin of the World (Montreal, 1877),
Scharles F. 0'Brien, Sir William Dawson (Philadelphia, 1971), 185
41bid., 185
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John Caird had used Idealism, based largely upon the philosophy of Hegel,
4
to argque against the concept of Paley's Natural Theology. In his Gifford

Lectures of 1890-1891, and 1896 later published as The Fundamentaf Ideas

of Christianity, John Caird stated:

Christianity knows no such being as a "First Cause" or "an
Almighty Creator and Governor of the world” - a being framed
at best after the image of man, an anthropomorphic potentate
seated on a celestial throne, publishing laws and dispensing
rewards and punishments after the manner of an earthly
soverign or magistrate. By its cardinal doctrine of the
unity of God and Man, Christianity has dissolved the dualism
which such notions involved, bridged the gulf between the
finite and infinite which, apart from Christianity was never
spanned, and by its conception of the self-realization of
God in humanity, solved the problem which baffled the
greatest minds of ancient times.

According to Caird, "there is. . . no such thing as a natural religion or

religion of reason distinct from revealed religion. . . . Christianity

6

is natural religion elevated and transmuted into revealed."” The revel-

ation was progressive and rational: Caird upheld "the idea of God as
Infinite, Self-revealing Spirit or Mind.“7 Through his faculty of reason
and the knowledge which he obtained, inclyding that from natural science,

man gained revelations about this Infinite Mind which transformed the two

\

theologies into one:

The externality which nature seems to possess, dissolves
away before the thought that grasps it. As part of an
intelligible world, every object which intelligence con-
templates is its own object; and as it enters into knowledge
and yields up its essence to the mind that lays hold of it,
it becomes for that mind a revelation of its own latent
wealth, or rather of its capacity for participating in the

SJohn Caird, The Fundamental Ideas of Christianity (Glasgow, 1904),

1, 22.
®1bid., 23-24 Ibid., 143
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wealth of the Mind for and in which all things have their
being.8

It was this concept of unity within the divine, rational mind which al-
lowed John Watson to reconcile evolution with his philosophical and
religious beliefs and which was evident in the response of Nathanael
Burwash to the Darwinian hypothesis.

Watson's Speculative Idealism proposed that man is capable of
knowing reality and that this reality is rational. From his earliest writ-
ings on evolution, he defended the primacy of man's reason rather than
the Darwinian concept of instinct as an exptanation of morality and ar-
gued for the unity of truth; “evéry advance in science is the preparation
for a fuller and clearer conception of God."9 The essential unity of the
universe as an expression of the Divine Reason is reality:

Man, in all his feeling, %hought and action, experiences

the divine, and the whole of his hist?ay is a record of
his ever clearer comprehension of it.

Watson cautioned, however, that scientific advances must be interpreted
from the standpoint of spiritual unity in order to construct an adequate
theory of reality. Nathanael Burwash used the argument from design in

his examination of evolution but his response extended beyond Natural
Theology to encompass the spiritual unity posited by the Cairds and Watson.
Burwash wrote that “we may. . . know God from that which we find within

ourselves" and "in seeking to know God, we learn slowly to know the

8Ibid., 187
9

lodohn Watson, The Interpretation of Religious Experience (Glasgow,

1912), II, 326.

-

John Watson, Christianity and Idealism (Glasgow, 1897), 287.
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11

world." Where Burwash differed from Watson was in his emphasis upon

intuition rather than reason: "in religion the intuitive elements of
faith, especially the religious intuition, is first, and reason is but

a guide to é;scriminate the true from the false in the conceptions which
they 1’urm‘sh.“]2 He held, however, that

While in all cases it (religious truth} must ultimately be
received as an inward conviction, and in that respect re-
sembles intuitive and necessary truth, yet these convictions
in all religions arise from facts of nature, history, or
individual life which are regarded as revealing God, or from
the teaching of m?g regarded as specially qualified to inter-
pret these facts.

Burwash believed that "faith must accept the science of its day, both to

discern and convey religious truth."]4

A11 four responses embodied the concept of teleology as opposed
to unplanned, mechanistic development. Dawson stated that there would be
no theological objection to evolution considered as "“the development of

15

the plans of the Creator in nature.” He held, however, that Darwin and

other evolutionists had replaced the divine plan with chance and the oper-

ation of mechanistic causes. Daniel Wilson argued that it was impossible

]]Nathanael Burwash, "Inductive Theology", #2 (1893), manuscript,
Victoria University Library. "“From the Myth to the Microbe: A Compar-
ative Study of Ancient and Modern Science”, (1898). manuscript, Victoria
University Library.

12

Nathanael Burwash, Manual of Christian Theology (London, 1900),
I: 3] ¥
Bipid., 7

14Nathanae'l Burwash, "Religious Faith and Science", Systematic
Theology, Part III, Division II: "The World as Related to God",
(26 February 1906), manuscript, Victoria University .Library.

VSpawson, Origin of the World, 363.
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to prove, or conceive of, an actual transitional creature 1inking man's
morality and inte1iigence to the lower animals. Iﬁb]icit 1n‘wilson's
argument was the view that such development through a missing link could
not reflect the design of a creative will for the world. Watson upheld
a teleological view of 1ife but he believed, unlike Dawson or Wilson,
that evolution could reveal an "immanent teleology" in which every ele-
ment in the world strove towards a definite end.]6 He suggested that
acceptance of teleology was a prerequisite for any properly understood
theory of evolution. This pbsitiop was'supported by Burwash who held
that development must be purposeful and divinely directed. Burwash be-
lieved that the only cause for development or change was “the conscious
spirit, moving towards its end."17 He held that a "self acting and orig-
inating power behind the universe" was required to effect evolution.

The concept of a spiritual unity and teleological devélopment of
the“universe is complemented by the philosophicéi Idealism evident in all
four responses. Although probably only Watson of the four would have
formally considered himse{f a phi1osoph1ca1 Idealist, a concern for the
effect of the Darwinian hypoth sis upon metaphysics and %he use of ldeal-
istic arguments are found in arl the responses. Dawson believed that
evolution threatened to producé "a system of debased metaphysics" and

that the mutability of specieslwou1d make philosophical classification

f 18

impossible by reducing all things to a mere series. He used an

16J.'Natson, Comte, Mill and Spencer; an Outline of Philosophy
(Glasgow, 1895), 123 .

17

Burwash, "Inductive Theology", #2 (1893). -\\\
\\\_1adohn William Dawson, The Story of the Earth and Man (London,
1872)5-318-319.
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Idealistic interpretation of man's place in a hierarchy of existence in
the universe, similar to the chain of being concept. Man existed on a
distinct plane with different grades above and below him: Ni1son upheld
the primacy of mind in considering "first mind, then matter" to be the
order of the universe and he believed that man's reasoning faculty placed

19 Burwash would undoubtedly have

him on a distinct plane of existence.
rejected the label idealism as inappropriate when applied to theology.
He believed that: ’

Theology, philosophy, and science, are. . . intimately re-

lated. They all point in the same direction, but each

along its own pathway. They should never be confused.

They should be mutually helpful.20
Yet, in his belief in the unity of'truth, “the natural and supernatural
blending, the human and the Dfvine working together. . . a true develop-
ment, leading up to the fﬁ11ness of truth", he clearly shared the same

general position found in the writings of .John Watson. Writing to his

wife in 1908, Burwash noted: "I am Just.finishing Professor Watson of

Queen's on the philosophy of religion.. It will be of use for this winter's
1ectures."2] | ' "

Watson's philosophical posipion was explained fully in his wrif—
ings and its sources may be discerned readily. His Speculative Idéalism

had its antecedents in the Hegelian critique of Kant and the subseguent

L]

1%aniet Wilson, Caliban:’ The Missing Link (London, 1873), 4, 190-191
%O8urwash, Manual of Christian Theology, 4 '

2]§§%hanae1 Burwash to Margaret éurwash, 15 September 1908.
Burwash Papers, Victoria University Library., )
-

. .
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neo-Hegelian philosophy associated with Edward Caird, Benjamin Jowett,

and T. H. Green. For Dawson, Wilson, and Burwash no such precision is
possible in defining the nature of the Idealism in their writings. Re-
gardless‘of philosophical specifics or schools, howevér, if Idealism is
defined as the view thay’fhe\gature of r ty is henta]- or spiritual-

or mind-dependent, then clearly the responses of Dawson, Wilson, and
Burwash display an acceptance and use of Idealism. Concern for the ultim-
ate nature of reality was a product of their religious beliefs which was
'R}eflected in their responses to Darwin's theory of evolution. From this
metaph&sica] enquiry came the Idealistic concepts that ultimate reality
could not be perceived apart from the existence of a Divine Mind and that '
there was a necessary .unity of natural and spiritua1 in one truth.

Desp1t? the bonds of teleology and Idealism, each of the four re-
sponseg was iﬁ gq{important sense formu]atgd in isolation. In his study
of+Dawson, Charles F. 0'Brien referred to Dawson's intellectual fsolation.??
D&wsén'g 1ntrapsdgent opposition to evolution and his invo]vgment in

, other controversies, notably his interminable defence of Eozolin, occurred

A—

. \ ’ /
with little ai/}sfance fr

1ead1ng North/American opponen of Darwinism was undoubtedly Louis Agassiz
o »
roke wi h Agassiz in 18 0 over conflicting definitions of

Agassiz was/a poLyggQIEE’y

the samé species, including man, in different locations while Dawson 1n

those who shared a similar position. The

- but Ddwso

sﬁﬁcies, o upheld the multiple creation of

Archaia defended the monogenist Positﬁon that each species was created

onLy once. DaySon and Agassi; haq differedlear]ier on Agassiz' glacial
ool - ': ' L 3
- : Vi L
. 220'Br1e'n, Dawson, 182 . .. "o
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hypothesis which E?sited a recent ice age. Dawson's response to evol-
ution could receive 1ittle support from Sir Charles Lyell, althoudh they
enjoyed a longstanding friendship. In_1860 Dawson Qrote Lyell: "Allow
me to give a word of caution against a]fg;kng any one to identify
Darwin's hypothesis with your doctrine of modern causes. As a disciple

of yours, I should be very sorry for this."23

Lyell's religious convic-
tions made it difficult for him to accept entirely the Darwinian hypothesis

but the publication in 1863 of his The Geological Evidences of the

Antiquity of Man suggested a degree of sympathy .for Darwin's position

which Dawson could not accept. *Moreover, Dawson was isolated by his
scientific training. As 0'Brien noted, Dawson was one of the last of the
older generation of "naturalists”, educated in the earlier part of the
century, whose ideas wére being challenged by younger specialists in the
sciences graduating from new schools. Finally, there was the physical
isolation of Canada which provided little opportunity for inte]Iectua]
contact with other scientists working in similar areas and the heavy a%j/’
ministrative and teaching demands of H1s position at McGill.

Intellectual isolation is evident, too, in the Canadian career
of Daniel Wilson. To a significant degree, however, this isolation was
self-imposed. As has been noted earlier, Wilson's major archaeo]ogicaT‘
work was accomplished before he immigrated to Canada and he tended to_
pursue more eclectié interests ?t the University of Toronto. The gfch-
aeological evidence which he obtained on Canadian field trips was used t

; expand and support 1nterpretétions established in his Scottish writin

23
University of Edinburgh

y

Daniel Wilson to Charles Lyell, 11 June 1860. Lyell Papers, -
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The scientific position, therefore, which Wilson maintained throughout

his career had been formulated before the publication of the Darwinian
hypothesis. Like Dawson, Wilson felt the physical isolation of‘Canada

and he too had pressing demands upon his time as an administrator at the
University of Toronto. It is clear, however, that despite his compldaints
to friends in Scotland, he relished the involvement in public and atademic
issues which his university responsibjlities brought. Finally, even more
than Dawson, Wilson belonged to the old school of naturalists. His formal
education in the sciences was not especially extensive and there is little
evidence that he maintained much contact with other archaeologists or
anthropologists. Indeed, the term "man of letters" may best express
Wilson's interests. It is understandable that, when he wished to present

objections to The Descent of Man, he turned to literature and Shakespeare's

Caliban rather than rely upon his archaeological knowledge of man's an-
cestry in prehistory.

Tﬂe fact that John Watson left Scotland for Canada in 1872 tended
to isolate him from much of the subsequent philosophical work done in
England. During a time when the ideas of T. H. Green, who died in 1882,
were being examined critically by many of his original followers such as
F. H. Bradley and Bernard'Bosanquet, and by proponents of alternative
systems, noéab1y G. E. Moore, Watson remained unchanged in his adherence
to the basic principles of .the neo-Hegelian philosophy which flourished
at Oxford and Glasgow in the 1860s and 1870s. As a young professor at
Queen's with heavy lecture gommitment§ and often in ill-health, he un-
doubtedly lacked the time required to assimilate fuily the cﬁanges in
Idealism effected in England after Green's death. It is significant that.
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Edward Caird's own philosophical ideas reveal an arresfed growth since
Caird was the major influence upon Watson's philosophy. Although Caird
had been at Oxford in the critical years of the 1860s, he left before
the end of the decade to teach at the University of Glasgow. While at
Glasgow, Caird's approach to philosophy was historical rather than
speculative. fhus, when he returned to be Master of Balliol in the late
1890s, he experienced a sense of isolation from the direction_of contem-
porary philosophy.

It may be that Watson's philosophy remained relatively static be-
cgggg}ljzﬁ}n4t1a1 form best suited the Canadian 1nte11ectua1atrad1tion
which was heavily influenced by religious thought. As Melvin Richter

noted in The Politics of Conscience, Idealism in mid-Victorian England

tried to meet the need felt by Evangelicals to resolve the crisis of
faith brought about by‘science and scho1arsh1pl In Richter's opinion,

T. H. Green hoped "to turn the attention of those disciplined in Evangel-
jcal families away from the means of personal salvation in the next world

w28 The intention was to focus

to improving the condition of this one.
religioys concern‘upon schaf betterment. As long as Idealisﬁ p]aged
this emphasis upon religion, it remained especially relevant to the
Canadian experience and might help to explain, for example, the temper-
ance movements in Canada, or point in the direction of the later social
gospel movement. The problem was how to resolve the tension between the
individual and the state in rea1iz§n§ socfal improvemént. The emphasis

placed upon the state by some 1ater‘1dea1isQiiireated a situation which

X

“YMelvin Richter, The Politics of Conscience (London, 1964), 19
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was probably incompatible with the social and constitutional position of
Canada in the late nineteenth century.

Isolation becomes somewhat meaningless when Nathanael Burwash's
response to evolution is considered. In one sense, his writings rexea1
a sympathetic awareness of contemporary theological thought. Burwash's

Manual of Christian Theology and his lectures 1nd1cafe\that his theology

was able to accommodate higher criticism and recognized the value of such
interpretations as the Cairds' concept of progressive revelation. His
theology, however, was baseq\gggg)intuition rather than dogma or authority:

. . . authority alone cannot command ljving faith. When

this [Tiving faith] has taken place, authority or external

influence of any kind is no longer needed. We are no

longer under tutors and governors, but have found the

Christ, through whom we know the truth which makes us free.

We submit to authority, acquiesce in or consent to its

dictates, or truth to its direction. But all ghis implies

our spiritual weakness, ignorance, blindness.Z
Burwash's Methodist faith provided him with a certainty about religious
truth that allowed him to comprehend the theological and scientific in-
terpretations of his day without fear. Unlike Dawson, Wilson, and to
some extent Watson, Burwash did not attempt to refute the Darwinian hy-
pothesis in his response to Darwin's theory of evolution. There is no
sense of attack in Burwash's response but rather a constructive use of
the reality of the general acceptance of evolution and an awareness of the
influence which this acceptance would have on all facets of thought.

Carl Berger in The Sense of Power noted that “throughout the

late nineteenth century the task of reconciling scripture and science

C,

25

Burwash, Manual of Christian Theology, 233.
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proceeded apace, and an optigistic accord was ultimately achievgd."zé
This accord was based upon the view that evoluéion is the method of.God
working through nature, suggesting that history is progressing to fulfil
the Divine plan. In Berger's opinion, this concept of evolution when

ied in the form of social Darwinism to political communities encour-
aged the emergence of the conception of mission in the work of such men
as §ir George Parkin and Principal Grant for the unity of the Empire:
"They fé]t themselves in tune with a cosmi; law of 11fe."27 Despite this
reconciliation between science and Fe]1gion and the optimism which it
produced‘;n,Canadian 1mperiafists, controversy concerning Darwin's scien-
tific ideas continued into twentieth century Canada. This’dispute was
fed by the reaction to higher criticism, re]ig;ous fundame&talism such
as characterized William Aberhart's Calgary Prophetic Bible Institute,
and the unans?ered scientifié’questions ;aised by the Darwinian hypothesis.
The accord, hQWever, remains significant since it provided a means of se-
guring,religious faith for all thosé who could not deny the darwiniqn
h}pothesis.‘ The responses of Watson and Burwash contributed to the accord
by 1néorporat1ng the concept of design into the evolutionary process,
making possible the replacement of pessimi§m\énd uncertainty by optimism
and confidence. ” '

" The effect of Dawson's and Wilson's re§ponses to Darwin's theory

©of evo]utjpﬁ is not as evident since, as Char]gs O'Brieq has berceptive1y

commented, "Political and military history are often said to bg/W?itten

-

. "26 1~ . . ] . ‘
Berger, Sense of_ Power, 224
27 '

Ibid., 224
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by the victors: much the same is true of the history of science."28

Al-
though the scientific work of Dawson and Wilson has been superceded, this
should not detract from its importance to the history of science in
Canada. The significance, however, of their work is more evident in the
broader Eontext of Canadian intellectual history. Dawson's support of
the two theologies' tradition was reflected in the attitude of Canadians
towards Darwin's theory of evolution perhaps more thén the advances of
Watson and Burwash. Wilson's response to evolution likewise asserted a
view of man and his relationship to the universe which might be used to
sustain faith without requiring a total rejection of Darwinism since it
conceded physical evolution. Moreover, Wilson's views on race, pessimistic
though they were when evolution was considered, also suggested a direction
that would be taken by later Social Darwinists. In their responses,
Dawson and Wilson sustaiqed or suggeste& 1nter§retations - th two theol-
ogies and social Darwinis; - which would later be transformed. Dawson
opposed evolution on the grounds that it negated the evidence of God in
nature; later studénts of Darwinism would reach the understanding which
Berger described by reconciling science and religion in a manner which in-
dicated the survival of the two theologies' tradition. Wilson opposed
the application of Darwinian evo?ution to man's mental apd moral develop-
ment because it seemed to thrgaten his conceptxbf Anglo-Saxon superiority;
later Social Darwinists would use evolution to demonstrate this superiority.
"The responses of Dawson and Wilson to the Darwinian revolution

support Thomas S. Kuhn's assertion that life-long. resistance to a new

Pl

280'Br1en, Daﬁson, 1
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paradigm by those who have committed themselves to an established tra-

dition of normal science is to be expected. For naturalists of Dawson's
. and Wilson’s generation, religious belief required a belief in teleology

that, as David Hull has noted, "had been part of the conceptual framework

of Western science from ancient Greece until the time of Darwin."29

In

« the opinjons of Dawson and Wilson, Darwin's employment of natural sel-
ection negated teleology by removing the concept of design from develop-
ment. In the mind .of Dawson, Darwin's hypothesis also challenged the
inductive method which had become part of the nornu;r science of his day.
Dawson's argument against Darwin's theory of evolution drew heavily upon
his belief that Darwin had not presented sufficient proof and, furthermore,
that Darwinian evolution could not be proved by induction. Calling for a

;” “return to "sound induction" in science, Dawson asserted that "the old
idea of created design. . . undoubtedly rests on an inductive bgs1s.“30
Dawson was born.in 1820 a;d Wilson four years earlier. Approx-
imately two decades separated them in age from Burwash, born in 1839,
and Watson in 1847. This was a significant chronological gap between the
two pairs of men in 1ight of the date of the Darwinian hypothesis. Dawson
and Wilson had received their education in science and were established

in their careers before the publication of the Origin of Species. When .

Burwash and especially Watson began to teach, the Darwinian revolution

had beenfsufficient}y accepted to place critics of Darwin's hypothesis

29pavid L. Hull, Darwin and His Critics (Cambridge, Mass., 1973),

55

30-John William Dawson, Nature and the Bible (New York, 1875),

144-145
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clearly on the defensive. Natural selection continued to raise doubts

in ihe minds of many scientists but the concept of evolutionary develop-
ment was firmly established. Moreover, this concept of development was
inextricably assocfated by the general public with the writings of
Charles Darwin, despite whatever reservation might exist concerning nat-
ural selectigp. As Alvar Ellegard had noted, "writers in the non-
scientific press seldom made any clear distinction between evolution pure
and simple and the peculiarly Darwinian doctrine of Nafura] Se]ection.“31
Since neither Burwash nor Watson was a natura1is§ in the sense of Dawson

or Wilson, each could respond to the challenge 6; Darwin's hypothesis to
teleology without being directly influenced by traditional science. 1In
their responses, however, both Watson and Burwash recognized the distinction

Id

between'evolution and natural selection. \

t

John Willjam Dawson rejected evolution as an explanation of the
Aeve1opment of species. Danfel'w1lson stated his acéeptance of the con-
cept of evolution and extended this écceptance to the application of the
Darwinian hypothesis .to physical development. He could not accept, how-
ever, that evolution and the Darwinian hypothesis explained man's mental

and moral development. Both John Watson and Nathanael Burwash believed

that a properly understood concept of evolution was not a threat to a
,/”'“}

theistic interpretation of man's mental and moral dé;elopme t and could

also be employed to understand better the operation of God's \plan for

man in the natural world. Explicit, however, in their call for roper

3Mptvar El1egard, Darwin and the General Reader (Goteborg, 1958),

58
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understanding of evolution was the rejection of natural selection as it
applied to-human morality and intelligence. Rejection of this applic-
ation of natural selection was common to all four responses. Except for
Dawson's response, the major concern was not the theory of evolution but
the use made of natural selection in the Darwinian hypothesis to explain
a method of development. Natural selection denied the concept of reality
and truth fundamental to the religious and philosophical assumptions
which governed the four responses. Because they could not accept natural
selection, Wilson, Watson, and Burwash could not accept the Darwinian
hypothesis despite their willingness to admit the possible validity of
evolution in nature. A1l four responses must, therefore, be considered
as rejeg}ions of Darwin's theory of evolution.

The responses of Dawson, Wilson, Watson, and Burwash to Darwin's
bhéory of evolution demonstrate that, while they addressed themselves to
a scientific question, such considerations did not determine ultimately
the nature of their responses. This is evident even in the case of John
William Dawson whose response was expressed in the most clearly scientific
terms of the four. Although Dawson used his experience as a geologist as
the basis for his response to the Darwinian hypothesis, the scientific
methodology of his response was designed to defend non-scientific be]ie?g.
His writings on evalution reveal that the scientific merits of Darwin's
theory were for him subordinate to its religious and philosophical impli-
cations. The fundamental concern of all four responses was the effect
which Darwin's theory of evolution had upon understanding the relation-
ship of man to nature and God that a theistic conception of man's mental

and moral development supported. Dawson and Wilson rejected the Darwinian
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hypothesis for a theistic alternative. Watson and Burwash attempted to
achieve a reconciliation of evolution and theism. For all four men,
however, natural selection proved to be an insurmountable barrier.

When the four responses are evaluated in Tight of the ongoing
discussion of Darwin's ideas, it is clear that the enduring significance
of each is not equal. The influence of Daniel Wilson was undoubtedly the
most transitory of the four. His response is important primarily in the

history of Canadian ideas as a unique reply to Darwin's argument in The

Desé%nt of Man. Wilson's attitude towards Darwinism suggests that he was
an example of a transitional figure, representative of those who, despite
an apparent willingness to accept initially the physical implications of
Darwin's hypothesis, balked at its explicit extension to man. He became
an opponent, however, without formulating any precisely defined altern-.
atives. Rather than pointing in the direction of .further argument, his
response remains, therefore, an llugtration of an immediate, personal
reaction to the problem as it appearéq in 1871 but which did not suggest
a solution other than rejection. ?

The response of John William Dawson has had little effect upon the
subsequent course of the Darwinian debate. Many of his objections, never-
theless, displayed a perception whicp was not recognized during his time.
His steadfast defeﬁse of religious orthodoxy and of his own scientific

causes, notably Eozo8n Canadense, disguised the value of his critique

to a considerable extent. Dawson posed questions concerning the limit-
ations of natural selection and the lack of geological evidence and time
for the evolutionary process which nineteenth century evolutionary thought

could not answer. H1§ crifique as well in its scrutiny of the use of
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hypotheses by evolutionists fo?eshadowed later scientific thought. Al-
though Dawson's contributions to the discussion of evolution have been
largely eclipsed and his geological findings superceded, the scientific
position whith he argued is in some respects closer to a contemporary
interpretation than that of the evolutionists whom he opposed.

John Watson's response to the Darwinian hypothesis provided his
age with a soglution to the conflict between science and religion. Its
enduring effect is difficult to evaluate. Within the context of his
Idealism, his consideration of the philosophical imglications of Darwin's
ideas retains a recognized significance. By the turn of the century, how-
ever, developments in philosophy carried the discussion beyond the limits
of Watson's response and the philasophical position of John Clark Murray
anticipgted better the future direction which philosophy would take with
science. In twentieth century Canada, the ideas of G. S. Brett at the
University of Toronto offered a philosophical view of science which Watson's
Idealism could not encompass. Despite the fact, however, that changes in
philosophy lessened the importance of Watson's Idealism, he exercised as
a philosopher a major influence upon ideas in Canada until the First World
War.

' The response of Nathanael Burwash seems not as developed as that
of Dawson or Watson. Evolution was less of a difficulty for him than for
the others. The element of threat is not evident in his consideration of
Darwin's ideas or of modern science since his religious belief allowed
him to accept scientific advances. Rather, therefore, than assuming that
a conflict existed between science and religion, he drew upon the in-

‘tuiﬁive certainty of his faith to explain the place of the Darwinian
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hypotéesis‘within his concept of truth. For Burwash, it was a queéstion
of prope;ly understanding the Darwinian revolution, and not of challenging
its va11dipy. As has been noted, his understanding of evolution en-
tailed the rejection o?’natgral selection and, therefore, of the Dar-
winian hypothesis. Burwask, however, did not perceive that this was the
necessary consequence of his‘position. Instead, he beljeved that his
interpretation of Darwin demonstrated the unity between the findings of
science and religious belief. As in philosophy, subsequent developments
in theology would provide additional solutions to the problems raised by
modern sciénce. The general 1n£}uence of Burwash's response endured,
however, into the twentieth century, since it contributed to the liberalism
evident 1p the theological training at Victoria College,

Although their writings achieved for Dawson and Watson a recog-
nition beyond Canada, the four men exercised iittle influence upon the

international discussion of Darwinism. This is understanda§1e since their

arguments become diié:nctive only within the intellectual context of, late

‘.

2
>

nineteenth century Canada. Their responses, therefore, are more 1ﬁpoﬁtant
for what they suggest about Canadian 1nEe11ectua1ehistory than for their
enduring contributions to the Darwinian debate. Idealism, teleology, the
two theologies, and progressive revelation demonstrate the need felt for
a metaphysicé] answer to the questions raised by Darwin's hypothesis, es-
pecially concerning a theistic interpretation of man's mental and moral
development. A fervent and vigorous religioqs climate has had a funda-
mental effect upon the development of ideas “in Canadar Through their.
responses yo the Darwinian revofqt1on, Dawson, Wilson, Watson.andfburwash
revealed thg cont{NU1n§ 1mpprtance of their religious tradition and pro-
| ﬁvided ideas wﬁjchfﬁe{ped to éﬁsurésits,survivél during the pertlous

o /

/
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challenges of their age.

This study examines the responses of four Canadian scholars to
the Darwinian revolution. The intellectual context of such responses
in Canada, however, cannot be appreciated adequately until more is known
about both the traditions already established and the impact of such re-
lated concerns as positivism, higher ¢riticism, and later Social
Darwinism. A survey of the periodical literature in late fiineteenth
century Canada reveals, for exgmple, that discussions of modern science
frequently referred to posit%;ism and Herbert Spencér as well as to Dar-
winian evolution. The attitudes expressed by the various religious denom-
inations require study as does the teaching of philosophy and the sciences
during this period. It may be espécial]y frujtful to expiorg'the views
- expressed in the Baptist and Roman Catholic Churches. The history of
Canadian philosophy remains to be surveyed and the history of science in
Canada deserves similar attention. As recent studies have indicated,
Darwinism is an évident and enduring theme in Canadian literature. The
responses of individuals such as Goldwin Smith, John Clark Murray, and
George Monrh Grant ‘should be considered. Biographical work is, of course,
required on each of the four principals of this ﬁfudy. While it is pos-
sible to indicate contributions to Canada's intellectual history arising
out of the responses of,Dawson, Wilson, Watson, and Burwash, many questions
remain to be answered concerning the effect which the Darwinian revolution

%ad upon ideas in Canada.

"3 . -
.
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