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A PHYSICIST'S ALTERNATIVE
TO MATERIALISM:
THE RELIGIOUS THOUGHT OF
GEORGE GABRIEL STOKES®

David B. Wilson

MERE WERE FEW MATERIALISTS IN VICTORIAN BRITAIN, BUT MATERIALISM
nevertheless seemed & considerable threat to late Victorian
Christianity, John Tyndail, speaking in 1874 from that pulpit of
Victorian science, the presidency of the British Asscciation for the Ad-
vancement of Science, gave an expanded and more controversial ac-
count of the “scientific materialism” he had advocated to the
association six years earlier.’ He supported his position with Charles
Darwin's theory of evolution and the doctrine of the conservation of
energy. Though even Tyndall stopped short of a totally materfalistic
explanation of the “why” of life. niceties of distinction were easily lost
in a time of militant agnosticism and growing emphasis on naturalistic
explanations in science.® Even if noticed, Tyndall's ned toward the
“tmmovable basis of the religious sentiment in the nature of man™
could offer little comfort to the traditional Christian, for it reduced the
richness of Christianity ta mere feeling in an essentially material
world. Moreover, the Christian, living in a society in which urban
masses avoided churches in large numbers and in which the privileged
position of clergymen was being challenged by an ever-strengthening

* 1 am grateful to the Syndics of the Cambeidgo Unlversity Library for permission o publish passages
from manuscript matezial, espocially frons the Stekes Collection, Add. Mss, 7636, For a descaiption
of that collection, see D, B. Wilson, Cataloge of the Manuscript Collections of $ir Geonge Gabrle!
Sobes and Sir William Themson, Baron Kelvin of Largs in Cambridge Unicersity Library
(Crmbridge: Cambridge Univeriity Library Press, 1976}, Research for the paper Wis assisted by the
Mechaniosd Engineering Department, Jowa State University,

1 Sojentific Materialism” s the tithe Tyadall gave to the repeint of his 1368 addeess in his Fragments
of Sefence, 2 vols. (New York: P. F. Colller & Soa, 1903}, i1, §2-98. His more femous address of
1574 was repeinted simply as “The Belfast Address” in Fragments of Science, 11, 145-214. Usaitled,
the bwo addeesss ate In Regort of the Brithis Association Jor the Advamcensent of Science [1868),
part 2, pp. 16, anad (18T4), pp Lovioxevis,

ST, H, Hushey. for example. espected one of his essays, in which be carefully distinguished his
position from materlalism, tobe attacked ns “gross and beutal matecialisne” {Husley, “On the Fhys
Joal Basis of Life,” in Method god Reaslts ( Londos: Mocmittan, 1594], p. 154. The essay dates frowm
1635.) In 2 note added to the essay In 1692, Huxley wrote that *1 canect say [ have ever had to
cemplain of Iack of hostde exiticlsma; bt the preceding esay has come In far more than ies falr duare
of that commodity™ (p. 165

VUyadall, Repore of the Beitish Asocistion (18T4), p. 3V
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cemmunity of scientists, could not help but feel that any move away
from traditional Christianity toward agnosticism or materjalism was
only being hastened by social realities. The late Victorian religious
establishment had to worry about evangelizing the working classes and
defending Its own place in soclety, while also contending with an out-
burst of new ideas, none mere unwelcome than Tyndall's.*

A highly prominent sclentist, George Gabriel Stokes was, in
addition, an outspoken member of that religlous establishment,
naturally concerned with evangelizing non-Christians and answering
questions posed by modern science and scholarship. Stokes (1819-1903)
graduated from Cambridge University in 1841 as senlor wrangler in
the mathematical tripos and during the next decade or so published
research in hydrodynamics and optics that established him as one of the
three or four leading physicists of his generation, His work in hydro-
dynamies was credited with making that discipline into "an ordered
mathematical and experimental theory.”® In optics he investigated
problems facing the recently established wave theory of light, and his
discovery of Fluorescence earned him the Rumford Medal of the Reyal
Society of London in 1852, He was elected Lucasian professor of
mathematics st Cambridge in 1849, holding the chair until his death,
and in 185] gained membership in the Royal Seciety, which he served
as secretary for three decades and as president from 1855 to 1890, In
1898 Lord Kelvin declared that “Sir George Stokes has in my opinion
higher claims for the award of the Helmbholiz Medal [of the Royal
Academy of Sciences, Berlin] than any other physicist or mathematical
physicist who has given his work to the world in the English
language.™* Conservative in religion, Stokes maintained extensive cor-

For dissussions of the varlety of religlous controversy In Victorian Britaing see Maurke
Mandelbaum, History, Man, & Reaseds A Study In Nueteenth-Catury Thought (Baltimeze: Johns
Hopklns Univessity Press, 1871}, g&mﬁ ; Owen Chadwick, The Victariar Church, 2 vols, (New
York: Ocford Unbenity Press, 1066.1970). Borsasd M. G. Rearden, From Colesidge 1o Cores A
Century of Rellgious Thought in Britein {Loedoa: Longman, 1971); G. Xivon Clark, The Maling
of Victorian Englend (London: Methuen, 1965); ). W. Burow, “Faith, Doubt, ard Unbeliof,” in
Lasrence Lerner, od,, The Content of English Literature: The Victorians (New Yoek: Holmes and
Meier, 1078, pp. 193:173; Josd L. Altholz, “The Warfars of Cozclence with Theology," in his edl-
tica of The Mind snd Art of Victoriao England (Misneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1976),
pp 5877 Martia |. 5. Rudwick, "Charles Darwin in London: The Integeation of Public and
Private Sciemce,” fie, 73 (1963, 188-206. Jack Morrell and A:ncld Thackray, Gendlemen af
Seience: Eorly Years of the Bntksh Amociation for the Advarcomest of Scleace (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1081), especially pp. £24-243. Frank M, Tusser, " John Tyndall amd Victorlan Sclemtific
Naruralism.” in W, H. Brozk, ot al., eds., John Tymdali: Exiyi sea Natwrel Fhidowopher |Dublin:
Royal Dublin Society, 1961), pp. 160-180; and K. S. Inglis. Chwrcher and the Working Classes in
Victorfan Englasd (London: Routledge and Kegan Pawl, 1963).

*Jaseph Lazmor, “Stokes, Sie George Gabeiel, fizst baronet [1813-1803)," Dictionsry of Natienal
Biography.

Lord Xelvin to Arthue Julius Georg Friedrich von Auwers, 22 October 1885, Glasgow Uslversity
Libeary, Xelvin Papers, LES/163. Stokes roceived the Helmhbeltz Medal in 1901. 1 az grateful to the
Court of Glasgew University for permbsion ta publish this lettes,
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respondence with clergymen and frequently spoke publicly on religious
topics. As its president, he often eddressed the Victeria Institute, a
soclety founded in the 1860s to combat the influence of Essays and
Reviews and the Origin of Species. He was several times invited to
address annual meetings of Church Congresses. As a well-known
religious scientist, he was selected in the 18805 to be the first Burnett
lecturer in Aberdeen and in the 1890s to deliver the Gifford Lectures in
Edinburgh. Unexceptional in the 1840s, his religious views were excep-
tional by the 18%0s."

Victorian sclentists’ religious thought Is becoming much better
anderstood. Long gone is the time when one could regard Victorian
scientists simply as non-religious opponents of religion. Gone also is the
time when one could be content merely with pointing out that many
scientists were Christians. There now exist numerous studies exploring
the nature and influence of scientis:s' religlous thought. One thinks of
Robert M. Young's discussion of the “commen context” of biological,
social, and theological discourse, or of Michael Ruse's division of
scientists into liberal, centrist, and conservative camps, or of Frank M.
Turner's group residing “between science and religion,”® Therc are also
studies of such scientists as Darwin, Sir Charles Lyell, Michael
Faraday, P. G. Tait, Lord Kelvin, and James Clerk Maxwell.?
However, scholars have paid more attention to biologists and geologists
than to physical scientists and more to late Victorian doubters than to

'For bicgraphical material cn Stokes, see Lord Rayleigh, "Sir Ceorge Gabriel Stokes, Bart.)
1819-1900." Proccedings of the Royal Seciety of London, 75 {1005, 199.216; Loed Kelvin, “The

Sclentific Work of Sir George Stoker” In Kevin, Mathemotical and FPhysical Papers, € vols,
{Cambridger Cambridge University Prosi, 1882.0011), V1, 3369-544; Joueph Larmor, od,, Mesolr
asd Sciestific Corrapondence of the Late Sr Geoorge Gebriel Stokes, 3 vois. (Combridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1907); and E. M. Farzinson, “Stokes, Goorge Cabrie,” in Dictionary
of Scientlfic Biogrophy, val. 13 (New York: Charles Scribnor’s Sons, 1076, 74-79.

*Rebert M. Yousg, “Malthus and the Evolutionists: The Comman Contest of Biological and Social
Theory," Past and Fresent, no, 43 (1969), 106145 Michael Ruse, “The Relationship between
Sziarce and Religlon in Britain 183)-1570," Church History, 44 {1975), 306-522; and Frask M.
Tutner, Beteveen Science gnd Religion: The Reactien to Sclentific Naturallm in Late Victorisn
England {New Haves: Yale Univensity Press, 1574},

'See, for example, Mausice Mandelbaum, “Darwin's Religious Views," Journal of the History of
tdeas, 10 (1038), 202.378; Dov Ospovat, The Development of Darwia's Theory: Natural Ilstory,
Natural Thoology, etd Natoral Selection, 1831-1859 (Cambeidge: Cumbetdge University Press,
L681); Marten |, S, Rudwick, "The Strategy of Lyell's Frinciples of Geology,” D, 61 (1970), 4-33;
Mizhael Bastholomew, “Lyell azd Evelutions Ar Ascount of Lyell’s Response to the Idea of on Eve-
batiomary Ancestry for Man," British Jewrnal for the History of Science, B (1973), 261-303; David
Goodirg, "Emplriciss ia Practicer Toleology, Econamy, asd Observation is Faraday's Physses,”
I, 73{1252), 46-67; P, M. Hefmann, “The Unwen Unizerses Physics and the Fhilcsophy of Nature
tn Viesssion Britain.* Bricish Journal for the kistery of Science, § (1878), T37% D. 8. Wilwn,
“Kelviz's Sclemtific Bealism: Tho Thweological Context,” The Philotophical Journal, 11 (1674},
AL.00; Jee D. Burchfleld, Losd Keluin snd the Age of the Earth {New Yorki Sciwnce History Publica-
tions, 1675), pp. 47.50; Croskin Smith, “Nnsaral Philosophy asd Thermodynamics: William
Thomssn and “The Dynsmical Theory of Hew,' " British fournal for the History of Sciesce, 9
(1¥76), 292.319; and P, M. Helmana, “Molocular Forces, Statistical Represestation and Maswell's
Desos.” Seucies in Mistory and Philotophy of fefenze, 1 {1070), 189211
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their religious colleagues, In fact, Stokes, the most public religious
ccelentist of that era, has received only brief notice, By focusing on
Stokes's religious thought, therefore, this paper deals with relatively
neglected aspects of Victorian sclentists’ religious views and their place
within the nineteenth-century framework of issues.

Previous discussions, though brief, have atleast signaled Stokes's
significance. He has been noted as an “exhibit” which beleagered Vie-

torian Christians could use in their cause {Chadwick, The Victorian »

Church, 11, 6). He has been pointed to as an exponent of “dualistic
idealism’" In contrast to the agnasticism and materialism of some of his
contemporaries.'® His opposition to the doctrine of eternal torment has
led him to be described as the main scientific proponent of the doctrine
of conditional immortality.!! Geing beyond such comments. this paper
examines the context and content of Stokes’s religious thought. The first
soction describes the shaping of his overall religicus viewpoint; the next
two concentrate on the areas attracting most of his attention — es-
pousal of the doctrine of conditional immortality and opposition to an
extreme view of biological evolution. Though bath these areas involved
the rejection of materialism, it is the paper’s final section which exam-
ines Stokess concept of “directionism,” attempting to show how the
various aspects of his thought contributed to this his specific alternative
to materialism.

Stokes's religious views combined Evangelical Christianity both
with some of William Paley’s ideas and those of certain critics of Paley
at Cambridge. The Evangelical movement was the vital element in
early nineteenth-century Britich religion. Crossing denominational
lines, it swelled membership in Anglican ard dissenting churches.
Unlike high-church Anglicanism, Evangelical Anglicanism leaned not
toward Cathelicism and the upper classes, but toward dissent and the
lower classes, Unlike high-church or liberal Anglicanism, it was noted
for neither sophisticated theological argument nor a historical and

N P Noel G. Coley nzd Cerrylynn K. Roberts, “Sclontibts and the Spititeal World,” In Science and

Metaphssics in Vigtorign Britaln (Milton Keynes: The Open University Press, 1881), pp. 42-44.

W Gollrey Bowell, Hell and the Victorians: A Shndy  of Nineteenth-Century Theologica!
C:;trmw;g: Concerning Eternal Pusishinent and the Fulure Life (Osford: Clarendon Press,
1974), p. S0
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«cholarly approach to the Bible. Rather, Evangelicals emphasized
emotional attachment to Christianity, earnestness of religious purpose,
close attention to Scripture, and deep concern for the doctrine of
Atonement with the attendant threat of eterna! punishment for the
unsaved. To save those so threatened, they enthusiastically evangelized
for their version of Christianity, founding, for example, the Church
Missionary Society in 1799 and the British and Foreign Bible Society in
1804. Two centers of Evangelical Anglicanism were Clapham, where
the Clapham Sect resided. and Cambridge University. At (;:;a'xg,bridge,
Evangelicals occupied important university positions and were led by
Charles Simeon, a 1753 Cambridge graduate, vicar of Holy Trinity
Church in Cambridge from 1783 until his death in 1836, and one of the
founders of the Church Missionary Society. In 1836 at least 247
undergraduates regarded themselves as Evangelicals.™

Prevailing religious views at Cambridge, however, had more to
do with William Paley than with Evangelicalism. All three of his chief
works (Natural Theology, Evidences of Christianity, and Moral
Philosophy) received wide attention at Cambridge, the latter two
being required for Cambridge examinations.

Paley's mutnally reinforcing Natural Theology and Evidences
rejected David Hume's arguments against the design argument and the
reality of miracles. Paley discussed numerous examples of design in a
watch-like universe and confidently proclaimed the existence of a one,
good, designing God. Furthermore, “once believe that there is a God,
and miracles are not incredible.” Miracles constituted the primary
evidence for the truth of Christianity. Where Hume saw unreliable
testimony for the reality of miracles, Paley spoke of the “probity and
good sense” of the witnesses to Christ's miracles and of the hardships
they endured as they sought to spread His message."” Their willingness to
suffer for what they preached helped demonstrate the truth of
Christianity. “Auxiliary evidences for Christianity,” according to
Paley, included Biblical prophecy, the high morality of the gospels, the
candor of the writers of the New Testament, the originality of Christ’s
character, and the agreement of the four gospels on the nature of

1 Chadwick. The Victarian Church, [, 447. See D. A. Wirstanley, Farly Victorian Camb!ldgcx\
(Cambridge: Cambridge Univenity Press, 1955, pp. 18-28, and Stazdish Meacham, Lerd Blshep:
The Life of Sasenel Wilberforce, 1505. 2873 (Cambridge, Masachustt Harvard Univeriity Pres,
15700, pp. 1213, where he notes Wiiberforce a5 an exception to the Clapham pattern ol serding
theis was o Cambrldge.

" William Poley, A View of the Exldences of Chnsrianity In The Works of William Paley {London:
Jemntngs and Chagplin, 1634), p. 8.
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Christ’s character. As one well-known Cambridge graduste of the
1820s summarized his and doubtlessly many others' reaction to Paley’s
books: “Tam convinced that I could have written out the whole of the
. Euidences with perfect correctness, but not of course in the clear
language cf Paley. The logic of this book and as I may add cf his
Natura! Theology gave me as much delight as did Euclid."

Paley’s Moral Philosophy, however, though a required part of
the examination for a pass degree, did not give quite the same “delight”
as his other books. Paley presented a utilitarian morality later sum-
marized by Leslie Stephen: “Christ came to tell us that we should go to
hell if our actions did not tend to promote the greatest happiness of the
areatest number.”™* During the 1830s, Paley’s ideas were challenged by
Adam Sedgwick and William Whewell, both of whom asserted that
morality rested on a divinely implanted, innate sense of right and
wrong. Whewell thought that Man could recognize his innate
~onscience efther with or without the aid of revelation. Citing Romans
for support, he wrote that all men “have within them a volee which
accuses and condemns them. God has established in their bosoms
power which tries, judges, punishes and rewards thelr most secret

4

actions,”*®

One could hardly avoid encountering the views of Sedgwick and
Whewell in early Victorian Cambridge. Sedgwick's Discourse ot the
Studies of the University appeared first in 1833 and reached its fourth
edition in 1835.17 Whewell, who held the professorship of moral phil-
asophy from 1835 to 1555, published many works on moral philosophy
in the 1830s and 1840s, including On the Foundations of Morals, “four
sermons preached before the University of Cambridge in November
1837.” In November 1837 Stokes was a new Cambridge under-
graduate, and the first four Universily sermons he attended were these
by Whewell attacking Paley’s moral philosophy."

Stokes came to the ideas of Paley and Whewell from his youthful
background in Evangelical Christianily. Stokes's father was the rector

I« Charles Darwin, The Autobiography of Charles Darwin, 1800-1852, €d. Nera Barlow |New York
on, LBE0), p. 38
Shephen, FHutory of Englah The ache in the Eighteenth Centary, 2 yols. (New York:™ \
Harcourt, Brace & World, 1962, 1, 233, Quoted with appeos oL in M. L. Clarke, Faley: Et dences
Jor the Mon {lendon: Soclety {or Preenoting Cheiitian Knowledge, 1074), p. 72.
CWilliam Whewell, Os rhe Foundations of Mosals, [t sermofns preached belore the University of
Cambridge in Novessber 1827 (Cambridge and Leoddon, nd), p. 19
" Adam Sedgwick, A Dacourie od the Studies of the Univernty, 4th ed. [Cambaidge: ). Siyith for |
and ]. J. Delghton, 1835). x
* Saokes's motes on the sesmors are in the Stekes Colection, PAE

L:.‘e.’!r;e Gabricl Stokes sbout 1892, age about 73, From G. G. Stekes, Mathematicel and
Physteal Papers (Cambeidge: Cambridge Univenity Press 1505)

e . A V, frontispiece
Copyright from life by Mrs, F. W. H. Myers, 1892." frontispiece.
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of Skreen, County Sligo, and Stokes's three older brothers also became
Anglican clergymen, Commenting on Stokes's childhood, the vicar of

the church in Cambridge where Stokes had long been church warden
declared:

Though he was never narraw in bis faith and religious symypithies, he always held fast by
the smple evangelical truths he learned from his father, the Protestant rectos of Skreen, in
the county of Sligo,

He several times gave me interesting details of his eazly years, In his case cortainly
“the child was father of the man”; for he scon became doegly thoughtful about religious
matters, whilst he quickly developed indications of his remarkable mental powers.

“[ recallect,” be once wrote, “when I was a little child being so horrified at the idea
of endless toements that [ wished there was no Ged and no future state, Jest [ should fall
inta them, No doubt (he continued) all children sre naughty more oy less, but [ don't think
1 was what would be called a naughty child as children go perhaps rather the reverse,
Perhaps my mind being naturally of a mathematical tura, [ took in the idea of infinits
duration more reacily than most children would have done™"

In adulthood, Stokes agreed to be vice-president of the Evangelical
Britith and Foreign Bible Scciety in 1891 and tock part in its
meetings,® He was active in the affairs of the Church Missionary
Society and wrote on doctrinal matters relevan: to missionary work.®
Perhaps even his supreme consclentiousness in pursuing his duties as
secretary of the Royal Society and in corresponding with those seeking
advice reflected an Evangelical seriousness of purpose.®® Said his vicar:
“It was the fact that Sir George's character rested upon his religious
faith, that we of this parish are witnesses of more than others.”™
Stokes's writings on religion reflect an Evangelical approach.
Though he disagreed with the usual Evangelical view of eternal
punishment, for example, he did so in typical Evangelical fashion,
through close argument from Scripture. Indeed, despite his interest in
Paley and Whewell, the foundation of his religious views was the Bible,
not philosophical or theological deliberations. That was why he found

12 |, P. Stokes, “Ressiaticences of Sir Geoege Stokes,” Cambridye Chronicle |13 Febowary 1903}, Tho
quotation from Stokes is In G. G, Stokes, Conditional immortsity: A Help to Seeptics (London:
Jarmes Nisbet & Co., 1897), pp. 28.26.

2 f P, Siokes, " Reniakcences of Sir Goorge Stokes,” reports on rematks made by Stokes to o meeting
of the Britsh ané Foreign Bible Soclety in Oxford in 1507,

11 For esamgle, he wrote that pelygamists converted to Christiasity should be allowed to remain
polygamists, G. G. Stokes, “On Pelygamy in Connection with Chritian Misslons,” ropeint from the
Churchmas contsinéd in the Cambridge Univensity Libzary.

4 Michael Foster, Stoker's fellow secratary at the Royal Society, wroee, It Bas beens pataful to seo how
his ezergy has been wasted in this way” (Foster to Lady Rayleigh, 1834, In Robort Joka Strat,
Feurth Baron R-yl;gh. Life of John William Strutt, Thind Baron Reyleigh [Madison: University of
Wisconsin Press, 1968], p. 165).

0} P, Stokes, “Reminiscences of Sir George Stokes,”
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his twenty Gifford Lectures on natural theology so onerous a task. For-
bidden by Lord Gifferd's will to bring revealed religion into the dis-
cussion, Stokes apologized to his audience for what he regarded as the
inadequacies of his lectures. In his own life, he stated, “'1 bave gone on
the basis of accepting a supernatural revelation, more especially on
that of accepting the resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth asa supernatural
historical fact. I have never written on, and I may add I have never
specially studied, natural theology or moral philosophy.™* Though
Stokes's most fundamental views thus relied more on an intimate
knowledge of Scripture than on phllosophlcal-theologlcal contempla-
tion, nevertheless, his thought did bear the imprint of Paley and
Whewell to a significant extent.

As had Paley, for example, Stokes declared: “Admit the exls-
tence of a Ged, of a personal God, and the possibility of miracle fol-
lows at once” (Stokes, Natural Theology, 1. 24). He also agreed with
Paley in noting the importance of the honesty of the narrative and the
character of Jesus as evidence of the Bible's truthfulness. At the least,
the New Testament could be regarded “as honestly-written narratives,
not exempt from such errors in small details as an ordinary historian,
however honest and painstaking, might fall into” (Stokes, Conditional
Immortality, p. 81). The narrative described a man of high character,
and such & man could not commit the blasphemy of falsely claiming to
be the Son of God (pp. 63-65). But as well as an Evidences concern for
the “head,” Stokes displayed an Evangelical concern for the “heart™:

The admission of the resurrection of Jesus Chrlst. if regarded as a dry tsolated fact,
would 1 think beof little or na value, It seems to have been God's design that it should net
e 3o regarded. We read, "God raised him from the dead and showed him cpenly, not
wnta ail the people, but unto witnesses chosen afore of Cod.” Were admission of the factof
the resurroction the one important thing, the obvious way 1if ope may so speak without
irreverence} 1o secure it would have been to have shown Him openly, The evidence for the
resurrection of Jesus Christ is never to be separated from a consideration of the charactor
and teaching and works of Jesus Christ. The head and heart must go together.™

As Stokes said, he had written little on natural theology before
his fisst set of Gifford Lectures in 1891. Nowhere, not even in the Gif-
ford Lectures themselves, did he examine the general philosophical
underpinning of the design argument ot attempt, for example, to
answer David Hume's specific objections to it. He clearly did accept
and use the argument, however, and left no doubt that he agreed with

WG, G. Stokes, Narural Theology: The Gifford Lectuser, 2 voly. (Loadon: Adam and Charles Black,
1501-1893), [, 270. See alw 1, 167, and Larmos, od., Memetr gad Scleatific Correspondence, 1, 7.

® Guokes 1o A, H. Tabsum, 5 Octeber 1839, in Larmoc, ed.. Memolr amid Scientific Correspondence, 1,
9. Sew Stokes, Natural Theology, Uf, 215-222, whore he discuties Christ’s character based on the
goupels “regardeod as stmple histosy.”
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paley: I regard [design] much in the same way that was mentioned
long azo by Paley in his Natural Theology, when he spoke of the dif-
ference between a man’s impression in picking up a store on a common
and in picking up a watch,"®

Whewell was, likewise, Stokes's main suthority for moral
philosephy. In his first series of Gifford Lectures, he rejected
utilitarian morality, which only had a “very limited spplication,” in
favor of the “school of moralists [who] heold that we have an innate con-
cclousness of right and wrong” (Stokes, Netural Theology, 1, 227-228).
Like Whewell, he said that although the mental faculties involved in
moral philosophy differed from those employed in geometry and phys-
ics, they still were “natural powers of the mind” (I, 224). Like
Whewell, Stokes compared the “first principles of right and wrong” to
the axiorns of geometry and argued that, though feelings of right and
wrong were innate to the mind, they may require “the exercise of some
thought to bring them to the surface™ (I, 228-228). Hence, though
Stokes did not adopt Whewell's Kantian-like theory of knowledge for
science, he clearly did do so for moral philosophy.

Indeed, it was in his discussion of Whewellian moral philosephy
that Stokes perhaps best summed up his own set of concerns and view-
poinls:

To me it seems to be the simplest ta suppese that man's mental powers, as well as his
badily frame, were designed to be what they are, How that design was carried out we
have ao means of knowing, and it does not concern us to inquire: but, assuming that it was
s, 1 see v difficulty In suppasing that man’s innate sense of right and wrong was as much
improssed upon bim, astitte the ereation of his own will, ashis bodily frame. 1F that be so,
we may even look on thisinnate serse of right and wrong as the will of God written upon
1he heart, and some reles of guldance may be obtalned even without having recourse to a
upernatiral revelation.

{Stokes, Natural Theology, [, 231).

Here there is not only the implication, spelled out by Stokes elsewhere,
that such conclusions dovetail with a Seripture viewed in the manner of
Euidences and Evangelicalism, but also the focusing of Paleyean
natural theology and Whewellian moral philosophy on that central
religious issue — the nature of Man, It was this issue which dominated
Stokes's criticism both of the Christian doctrine of eternal torment and
the Darwinian theory of biological evolution,

1 Grakes's remarks made in the discusicn following bis address, “On the Bearizgs of the St [
Natural Sﬂcl‘h:t:_lﬂd of ke Coaternplation of the Discoverios to which 'h::St:d,yolu';:. :ndyO:r
Rellgions [dess,” jowrnal of the Transactions of the Victorta Institute, LU (1880, 227.248. The
quotation is on p. 24T,
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The young George Stokes was not the only one unhappy with
the doctrine of eternal punishment. At times, it must have seemed
likely to become a source of eternal controversy. In 1853 F. D. Maurice
reinterpreted the doctrine so that “eternal” did not mean a period of
rime.” He was dismissed from his professorship at King's College,
Londen, In the 1860s great and official Church consternation greeted
criticlsm of the doctrine in Essays and Reviews and by Bishop Colenso
of Natal in connection with his missionary work. The agnostic Charles
Darwin, in his Autobiogrephy, written around 1880, called it “a
damnable doctrine” and could “hardly see how anyone ought to wish
Christianity to be true” (Darwin, Autobiography, p. 87). His Christian
wife’s response was no less hard on the doctrine itself: “Nothing can be
said too severe upon the doctrine of everlasting punishment for dis-
belief — but very few now [1852] wd. call that'Christianity,’ (tho' the
words are there)” (p. 87n). The urban masses, their tenuous link to
organized religion already documented by the religious census of 1851,
began hearing the militant atheism preached by the working-class
Secular or Freethought Movement which was formed in the 18505 and
peaked in the 18805 “When Secularists named the Christian
doctrines they found most objectionable, they were almaost always
those of Eternal Punishment, Hell, the Atonement, and Damnation for
unbelievers” (Budd, “Loss of Faith,” p. 118).

Against this background, the movement for the doctrine of con-
ditional immortality as a replacement for that of endless punishment
began in the 18405 and was much discussed during the 1870s (Rowell,
Hell and the Victorians, pp. 180-207). Most widespread among
Congregationalists and Evangelical Anglicans, the view reserved im-
mortality for the saved, condemning the rest to extinction. Though less
cruel than eternal torment, extinction retained the sting absent from
the “universalist” alternative that everyone would eventually be saved.
The doctrine was seen as befitting a kind God who nevertheless
expected humans to behave themsalves. At first met only with reproba-
tion, conditionalists succeeded well enough to contribute significantly
to the well-known, overall changes in Victorian religious thought. At
the end of the century, “it Is true that the doctrine of hell had not been

w l- D. Maurice, “Coecluding Essay — On Eternal Lifo aml Exernal Death,” in Theologheal Esays,
intreduction by B, F. Carpenter (London: Jemes Clarke, 1957},

* Susan Budd, "“The Loss of Faith: Reasces for Unbeliel among Mombery of the Secular Movement I
Englasd, 1830-1930," Past ond Present, no. 38 (1567), 106-107.
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removed from the official theological confession of any denomination,
but men were no longer deprived of office for teaching a tentative uni-
versalism or regarded with suspicion for espousing the doctrine of con-
ditional immortality” (Rowell, Hell and the Victorians. p. 212).
Stokes began his mature deliberations on eternal punishment in
1851, his daughter tells us, when he was thirty-twao years old.** He was
possibly influenced by the book Life in Christ published in 1846 by
Edward White, a Congregational minister who became the leading
proponent of the doctrine of conditional immortality,* By the late
18605, Stokes had fully accepted the doctrine,” and in the 1870s he was
urging the position on others, including his nephew Reverend W, H.
Askwith. P. G. Tait, William Walton, and T. T. Perowne.”® In 1877 he
tried but failed to get the London Christian Evidence Society officially
to adopt the dectrine of conditional immortality.® In that decade he
began what became an enormous correspondence with Edward White
himself. and White quoted at length from one of Stokes's lettexs in the
preface to his book’s third editlon in 1875.% In the early 1880s Stokes
was caught up in a long correspondence on behall of Walter Dening, a
missionary to Japan for the Church Missionary Society who evidently
had been preaching conditional immortality too vigorously. In connec-
tion with that controversy, Stokes published a pamphlet privately in
1882, which presented three missionaries favorable reports on the doc-
trine that had been forwarded to Stokes by White,?* He wrote to the

® Lamor, of,, Memolr and Sclentific Carrespondesce, 1, 16

» Edward White, Life In Christ: Four Discovesiaa upon sive Seeiptare Docteine that immortelity ks the
Peculiar Friviicge of the Regenerate {Loudon, 1546).

W Seokes. Conditiosal lamorialiny. p- 18, and G, G. Swokes, “Is the Soul of Man by [ts Natuze
Immortal?” a paper read at Sion Colloge oa 20 Apedl 1533, p. 136, | have used & sepeint contained in
e Cambridge University Library from a jowensl or magazize [ have not identified.

» Askwith, 3 Cambeldge graduate of 1557 and a curate In Deven frem 1837 50 1874, tharply rejected
his uncle's views. (Correspondence from Askwith to Swokes. beginning in 1872, is in the tokes
Collectica.) Tait, prolessor of natural phileophy at Edinburgh, was janesested but mot convineed,
at least mot s 1875, (Tai to Stokes, & March and § 1 March 1573, Stokes Collection. T3 and T74)
Walton. & high wrargler at Cambridge in the 1830, agreed: “1 zeturn to you by this poit
Coresable's Treatiss on Future Panlshmest, The conciation, at which he arrives, his been my
comviction foe many yeans' (Walton to Stokes, 98 June 1374, Stokes Cellection, W100,) Pesowrne, o
Cambridge graduate of 1847 and archdeacon of Norwich from 1578 1o 1610, disagreed; “In his
argument (ree Hely Sciipture, Mr. Constable appears to me completely break dows" (Pecowne
te Stokes, 30 July 1674, Stokes Collection, P2I0.) On Corutable, sce rote 40,

» zygndm. sacretaty of the Chistian Evidince Soclety, to Stokes, 18 May 1877, Stokes Collectica,

1.

3 Edward White, Life tv Chriet: A Studly of the Seripture Dectrine om the Nature of Man, the Object
of the Divine Incarnstion, end the Conditlons of Human Imsortality, 3d ed. (Loedon: Elliot
Stock, lST&‘,;.dp, vii, Tals Is the third edzion of White's bock published in 1875, which White
regardedasa dilferent book, though with the jame bask tile, f20m the one published in 1846, Some
QA5 letters from White to Stokes are In the Stokes Collection,

» G. C. Stokes, Evidence of Misiongrier as to the Procsical Effrct of Presentivg Christianity to the
Heathen in the Form Associsted with the Ductrine of "Life In Christ,” (Cambeidge: privatey
printed, 1882),
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Church Missionary Society that “if this counsel or this work be of God,
ye cannot overthrow it, lest haply ye be found even to fight against
God. Ye cannot indeed overthrow it: but how know you but that in the
endeavour to stifle it by muzzling the evangelist sent out to the heathen
you may be the occasion of preventing the salvation of many a soul for
whom Christ died?"™

In the 1890s Stokes finally published his own formulations of the
doctrine, reflecting views defined by Edward White and others whose
works had flourished in the 1870s, One of these was Beverend Henry
gmith-Warleigh, whose correspondence with Stokes apparently began
with his sending Stokes a copy of his Hear the Church of England
{1872). which argued that the Church of England had actually rejected
the doctrine of eternal punishment.*’ Smith-Warleigh wrote Stokes
that “the dogma of endless torments, inflicted by a God of beneficence,
has been more fruitful than any other one cause of the growing infidel-
ity and indifference of the myriads of our artizans and even of our edu-
cated countrymen.”™* Smith-Warleigh thought White and two others
were the only ones in London doing useful teaching against the doc-
trine of eternal punishment.”® The others were Reverend Samuel
Minton and Reverend Henry Constable, with both of whom Stokes
later corresponded.®® Constable’s Future Punishment was the book he
cent others. Smith-Warleigh may have helped bring White and Stokes
together *! Their correspondence began in 1875 when White replaced
Smith-Warleigh as Stokes's principal correspondent on conditional
immortality.

Without attempting a detailed analysis of the differing em-
phases and opinions contained in the body of literature produced by
these men, we can at least identify their primary areas of agreement

" okes's copy of his letter to Mr. Bartea, 1& Decessber 1831, Stokes Coliection, B165. Relevant
lettess on the controversy are wcattered hrough many pasts of the Collection.

* Honry Senith-Warleigh, Hear the Church of England whick it Froved to Have Expelled from Her
Articles the Dogrea of Endless Torment {London, 1872 Smith-Warlelgh to Stokes, 29 Jume 1372
and 2 April 1873, Stokes Collection, WLSS and W176, Smith.Warlelgh, of Ashchurch Fectory in
Gloucestarshize, published other woeks, inclueding A Demonstration of the Extisction of Eudl
Peryor and of Fell Things [Lendon: E Steck, 1571, one copy of which was orderix by Stokes.
[Senith-Warleigh to Stolkes, 29 Juse 1372, Stokes Collection, W135.)

" Stk Waslelgh 1o Stokes, 29 June 1575, Stokes Collection, W35,

 Sonfth Warlelgh to Stokes, 7 May 1873, Stokes Collection, WIS,

* Migton, ans Oxford graduate of 1842, published The Glory of Christ in the Creation and Heconcilla-
tiom of Al Thingi {Lozdon, 1868), The Way Ever-Lasting {Loadon: ENiot Stock, 1564, ard The
ll’afl\:»{ of Scripture on Future Punbhwment (Losdon, 1878). These works, "by my frlend and
fellaw-labourer,” were pratsed by White in the third edition of his Léfe in Chrid, p. v. Constable,
chaplain of the City of Loadon Hospital for Diseases of the Chest, petlished The Duration and
Noture of Future Punishment {Londen: Longmass, Green, & Co., 1863} and Hades: or the
Iutersiediate State of Men (Lendon: Elllot Stock, 1573).

 Smith-Warluigh te Stokes, 15 November 1678, Saokes Collaction, WIET
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which Stokes later endorsed. First, truth in these matters depended
ultimately on the Bible. “This book rests the question of Immortality
wholly on interpretation of Seripture,” W hite wrote (Life in Christ, 3d
ed., p. lli). “One verse of the Bible on the nature of man, on the source
of his life, on the meaning of his death, must cutweigh a whole treatise
of Plato, Aristotle, or Epicurus,” Constable declared {Hades, p. 8).
Second, the doctrine of conditional immortality was verified by Serip-
ture, whereas neither universalism nor the dectrine of eternal punish-
ment was. Third, the tripartite nature of Man was Biblical; the dual
nature of Man was Platonic, and wreng. Fourth, related ques-
tions — for example, whether human beings were conscious, alive,
and/or evangelized during the intermediate state between death and
Judgment — were worth examining, even at length, but in the end
were far less crucial than the question of immortality. Hence, theirs
was an intricate and exhaustive search of Scripture for truth — a
search driven by challenges to Christianity at home and abroad and
from all levels of society.

The same search, with its conceptual and social motivations,
carried over into Stokes's writings of the 1890s. He presented his views
in three publications besides the Gifford Lectures. *‘I," A Lecture on
the Immortality of the Soul" was delivered in 1890 at the Finsbury
Polytechnic and published in The Family Churchman. Conditiongl
Iamertality: A Help to Sceptics contained a series of thirteen letters
written by Stokes in 1892 to James Marchant, a Christian Evidence
Society lecturer in London. Marchant wrote Stokes that publishing
these letters “would be the best way of showing the Secularist that the
‘orthodox view' is nat always held by cur most eminent scholars.”** He
reported that “after a pretty long experience amongst working men I
do not remember more than six persons who had locked at the subject
of *eternal torments’ from the position of *Life in Christ'!"* The third
publication, “Is the Soul of Man by Its Nature Immortal?,” was read at
Sion College in 1893, Stokes rested his conclusions above all on Serip-
ture. but also on everyday experience (especially fainting) and
scientific knowledge.

As the true counter to the false doctrine of eternal torment, the
concept of conditional immertality was Stokes's principal concern,

« James Marchant 1o Stoles, 30 August 1362, Stokes Collection, M303.

O Marchant to Stokes, 2 September 1592, Stokes Cellection, M4, Marchant alo published a letter
from Stokes rejecting the *swoon” theory of Chrlst's revarrecticn in James Maschant, Theories of the

Hesrrection of Chri (Loodea: Willlaza and Norgate, 1588, pp. qa.52,

That Man consisted of something betides ponderable matter — some-
thing which could therefore be immortal — Stokes thought was shown
by ordinary experience. We retain our personal identities, as evidenced
by memory, even though the matter of our bodies continually
c)'mngcs.“ At the end of a fainting spell, even a long one, our thoughts
can flow continuously from their state before the spell, even though
our always changing materlal bodies must have altered to some extent
during the interval of unconsclousness (Stokes, ‘I, pp- 6-7). The
corollary of materialism, determinism, is so contrary to our sense of
free will that the whole point of view flies “completely in the face of
common sense” (p. 8). Materialism was possible, Stokes thought, only
for someone who thought the activity of ponderable matter sufficient
to explain everything. But such well-established scientific entitites as
luminiferous ether, magnetic force, and gravitation demonstrated the
insufficiency of ponderable matter and mechanical principles by them-
selves (pp. 8-10). Such “mysterious” agents seemed to require “'some-
thing which we must regard as superadded to the mechanical proper-
ties of matter.”** However, though “the materialistic hypothesis” was
inadequate, so also was what Stokes called “the psychic theory."”
according to which Man consisted of body and soul, soul being in-
herently immortal and hampered in its functions because of its union
with body. This view, also, Stokes argued, foundered on ordinary
experience. When the body became incapacitated — through, for
example, fainting, injury, or near drowning — the soul was not liber-
ated to think more clearly, quite the contrary (Stokes, " '1," " pp-
10-12). Moreover, there existed no good, non-Biblical arguments in
favor of the psychic theory.*

More important for Stokes, neither was there Biblical authority
for innate immortality. The message of Biblical passages dealing with
eternal life was that it was for the redeemed, the rest meeting
extinction (Stokes, Conditional Immortality, p. 16}. In John 3:16, for
example, Jesus stated: “For God o loved the world, that he gave his
only begotten Son, that whoscever believeth in him should not perish,
but have everlasting life” (pp. 72-73). Stokes cited Paul also: “He says
later on, 'If the dead rise not, . . . Jet us eat and drink, for to-morrow

WG, G Sokes, " 'T': A Lecture on the Immortality of the Sowl,” The Femily Churchman (8 April
18203, pp. 3.5

** Shokes, Notweal Theology, [1, 3. 1 hope ta examine Stokes's views ¢ the cthor more thoroughly
elsewhere, They differed from his warller views, for which soe . B. Wilson, " George Gabriel Stokes
on Stellar Aberration and the Luminifercus Ether,” British Journal Jor the History of Schence, 4
(1147%), 5772

“ G, G, Stokes, “Is the Sosl of Man by [ts Natere Im=scetal?,” pp. 129132,
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we die.” How completely he ignores the Platonle doctrine of natural
immortality of the soul.™" Indeed, the concept of conditional
immortality, the view of “Life In Christ,” provided a basic insight into
the Bible's true meaning: "It Is wonderful what harmony it introduces,
hoth between one part of Scripture and another, and between the
teaching of Seripture and what commends itself to our moral sense. As
a friend of mine in Cambridge, before whom 1 brought that view, said
to me, 'Reading the Bible with that idea in the head Is like turning a
key in an ofled lock™ " {Stokes, Conditional Immortality, p. 18).

The theory of Man's tripartite nature, more ambiguous than the
notion of conditional immortality, attempted to explain Man's present
makeup and to understand what part survived death. Again, there
were two parts to the discussion, Biblical and non-Biblical. The non-
Biblical argument focused on the already mentioned insufficiencies ct
the psychic theory and involved the limitations of soul evidenced by its
close association with thought and consclousness which were so fre-
quently absent. In the Gifford Lectures, Stokes, combining parts of the
pevchic and materialistic theoties, postulated a deeper theory incor-
porating a third compenent:

May it pot be thereisa something constituting the vgo which, on the one hand, is not to be
(dentified with thoughe, and which may exist while thought is in abeyance: while, on the
ather, it is not to ke idestified with ponderable matter, but yet exercises over ponderable
matter 4 sort of command? May it not be that thinking is a process which results from the
interaction of the ego on the organism with which the ego isassociated, over which It &s, as
it were, placed in command? According to this view, the ogo is something lying deeper
down it our nature than thought jiself — something the destruction of which is not
involved in the destruction of the body, inasmuch as it does not consist of ponderable
matter — something which might corceivably, without any breach of continuity,
preserve the personal dentity between the man who died and the same man in some
differont stage of existence,

(Stokes, Natural Theology. 1, 95).

Stokes speculated that thought would survive as a function of ego. Ego
might be able either to think by itself or through interaction with the
“future body” which “is promised according to the Christian religion”
(I. 97}.

The argument to this point may appear somewhat thin. Has not
Stokes needlessly conflated soul and thought, thus artificially creating
the requirement for a third entity? Could not soul rather easily be
made to serve the functions that Stokes reserves for ego? Regarding
soul's connection to body, does not the cessation of thought in an n-

« Guakm. Comditional lmmactalicy, p. 70, wod “Isthe Soul of Man by Its Nature Imemortal?,” p. 136,
Fauls statement is in it Corlnthians, 15132,
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capacitated body support Plato’s view more than Stokes’s? Could nota
Platonist readily answer Stokes's objections? However such questions
might be answered, the historical point to be realized is that any weak-
ness in the above arguments would, for Stokes, simply demonstrate the
limitations of natural theology. The real source of knowledge in these
matters was not reason, but revelation.

Precluded from discussing Seripture in the Gifford Lectures,
Stokes stated merely that, contrary 0 Plato’s theory that Man consists
of body and soul, “in Seripture we have a threefold division, into body,
soul, and spirit” (Stokes, Natural Theology, 1. 102). The exegetical
problem was to distinguish between spirit and soul, On the back of a
letter to him, Stokes listed nearly two dozen verses from the New
Testament under the heading “spirit # oul.”® In print, he cited the
creation of Man in Genesis where “we meet with the expression that
God breathed into man’s nostrlls, after he was formed, ‘the breath of
life. and man became a living soul.” " Though one should not be
naively literal about this passage, nevertheless, this "breath” or “spirit”
according to Stokes, “is spoken of as a sort of energy, the interaction of
which with the material organism produced a living being. It is repre-
sented therefore, not so much as a living thing, but rather that which
lay at the very basls of life, something deeper down even than very
thought itself,”™** Moreover, Stokes pointed out, in Scripture “when
that in man which is not put an end to by death is spoken of, it is not. 1
think, called ‘soul,” but ‘spirit,” "** For example, Luke 23:46: “And
when Jesus had cried with a loud voice, he said, Father into thy hands |
commend my spirit: and having said thus, he gave up the ghost.” (This
verse is listed on the back of Routh's letter.)

Hence, Stokes thought that one’s personal identity resided in
one's spirit, or ego, not one’s soul, Spirit produced manifestations of
life, like thought, through interaction with the bady-soul component of
the organism. Spirit survived death, and those spirits meriting eternal
life were provided, presumably at the time of the Judgment, with
another body. “What the nature of this body may be we do not know,
but we are pretty distinctly informed that it will be something very
different from that of our present bodies.™ Though evidence re-

* £. . Routh to Stokes, £ November 1002, Stokes Collection, RLLLS, The trotes by Stokes are wncated!
but ebndouly date from the last few months of hus life, as he died in Febesary 1993,

* Saokes, * 17" 3. 14. He alvo discussed there Formans 5:10. one of the verses listed on the back of
Routh's Jetter,

" Siokes, " 'L, p. 15, Stokes gave & examples Acts 7:59 and Hebrews 12:23
" Sheic, “ °1," ™ p. 17. Stokes quoted from Ist Corinthiars 15:35-37.
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garding one's state between death and Judgment was “exceedingly
meagre,” Stokes leaned to the view that during that time, life persisted
but thought did net, Stokes was undoubtedly attracted by the fairness
of this view, for each person, no matter how long before the Judgment
he or she died, would be unaware of the passage of time and thus
relieved of a long or short peried of anxious waiting. We would per-
cefve ourselves to “be brought immediately face to Face with our final
account to receive our final destiny.” Again, fainting affoerded an
analogy: "I told you 1 knew from my own experience how very
curiously time appears to be annihilated so long as one is in a faint”
(Stokes, ** *I," " p. 21).

The dectrines of Man's tripartite nature and of his unconscious
state between death and Judgment were not nearly so important as the
doctrine of conditional immortality. It was this last that dealt with the
baneful doctrine of eternal punishment, Stokess childhood bogeyman,
which now was alienating from Christianity members of his own
social-intellectual milien as well as members of the working class. Yet,
the doctrine of Man's tripartite nature did more than help clarify
questions of immortality, for in doing so it struck another blow at
Platonism’s pernicious infiltration into Christfanity. Indeed, Stokes
would not have appreciated being called a “dualistic idealist,” for that
label smacks far toe much of Platonism,

11

Stokes declared his position regarding evolution as early as 1864.
In a move that year against the implications of Essays and Reviews and
the Origin of Species, a few scientists promoted a Declaration of
scientists that there was no real conflict between science and religion.™
Though Stokes “cordially approved of the general spirit of the dec-
laration,” he declined to sign, disagreeing with the declaration’s
statement of the relationship between scientific and religious knowl-
cdge, He wrote to C, E. Grove, one of the declaration’s sponsors:

I do not believe that it is the office of the Bible to teach us natural sclence, and
consequently T do not well see how soripture and science properly undsrstood can well
come into collision. 1 don’t see then that there is room for the expression “however much
they may appear to differ,” ] see no necessity for supposing that inspired writers were by
their inspiration guarded from errocs on points of mere natural sedence. . . .

W H. Brock and R, M. Maclecd, “The Sctentists’ Declaraticn: Bellexions on Sclence and Beltef in
lhcﬁ\eﬁh of Frsew oo Reciews, 1804.5.7 British Journal for the History of Science, 9 (1976),
1966,
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Stokes thought that science was a : :
cume that everything in Nature is capable of explanation by purely

scientific methods,”*s Moreover, “it appears to be God's plan o{) de;al:nl ‘
with man not to make the evidence for revealed lrutllof that abso (\:x eE)
overwhelming character which should force assent (S{okes toet .um.]
Crove), and one should therefore be wary of confusing mte:[:jr ‘a e
of Scripture with Scripture itself. Hence, in this compli?at l:.w.or :
humans had to deal with different, incomplete, but F)wlney :)a;wlc
tioned sources of knowledge — moral, Biblical, scientific. Squal ::rs‘
could obviously arise as things were sorted out. For cxz_&ml:e:. i
rejecting Galileo's arguments and the findings of early nineteen

* Suokes to C. B, Grove, 23 July ard § September 1864, Cambeidge Usiversity Libeary, Add. M.

53, and 55.
iy ; icial Report ) the Church Congrese, 33 (1693), 341,

. kes, “Science ard Faith,” Offic ;
e g 2 :::t: “Tta Luminiferoes Ether,” Jowrsal of the Traractions of the Victaria Institute, 25

(1503, 90.
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century geology, churchmen had claimed too much for Seripture.™
Stokes's view of the evolution of the solar system displayed the
resultant interplay between sources of knowledge. In the letter from
1864 quoted above, for example, Stokes did not abandon literal
twenty-four-hour days because Genesls was unscientific, but instead
because Genesis told of “days” before the sun existed, Genesis was "true
in some sense.” Stokes later noted that recent spectroscopical evidence
supported Laplace’s nebular hypothess, according to which a nebula
of non-luminous matter slowly condensed, first becoming luminous
matter and eventually contracting sufficlently to form the sun. The
earth and the other planets formed from bits of the hot, luminous
matter left behind in the process of condensation. Thus, while the
large, luminous nebula slowly shrank inte a sun, the small, melten
carth was more quickly cooling towards its present condition. "It seems
probable that the earth would have made considerable progress in its
cooling, and what depends upon it, before the luminous matter inside
its orbit would have collected into a definite sun.™" A few years later
he suggested another possibility: that the sun formed from a nebula on
the first “day” but was not itself clearly visible from the earth until the
fourth, when the earth’s initial steamy atmosphere had cleared.™
Either way, the scientific account agréed well enough with the Biblical
narrative. Light appeared on the first “day” well before the sun on the
fourth, and that light nourished vegetation appearing on the third.
That other details might not fit the scheme so well bothered Stokes
little: “But if we suppase that the record in Genesis was meant for the
people of the time, . . . then it would be preposterous to demand
scientific accuracy of detail, A general rough sccordance is all that we
ought to expect; and that [ think we have” ("Genesis and Science,” p.
51). The semse in which Secripture was true thus lay somewhere
between “slavish literalism™ and scientific accuracy.

The history of the earth and its life raised similar conceptual
problems. Science both explained and indicated where explanation was
impossible. Laplace’s nebular theory, for example, indicated a long
history for the earth from molten mass to life-filled globe. Ceology

» Srokes, “Science and Faith.” p. 341: G, G. Stokes, “On the Abuwnce of Real Opjesition between
Science andd Tuvelation.” foxrnal of the Trampctions of the Victoria Instleute, 17 (1333), 15¢; and
Cl :’,;;')Stldm [Address nt Axssusd Mocting]. Jowrnal of the Transactioss of the Victorta Institute, 22
(1887), 17.

" G, G. Stokes, “Genasls and Science,” Expositor, 4th seeles, 3 {1851), 46,

" ?@o‘;‘ te A. H. Tabrum. 17 Awgust 1900, in Larmee, ed., Memoir and Scientific Correrpondence, 1,
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demonstrated how dramatically the carth's surface and its life )?ad
changed. At the same time, “the progress of science . . . leaves barriers
which it gives no indication that science will ever be able to get over;
pay, sometimes it makes the existence of such barriers more
apparent,”? Such barriers were the origin of life on the ccoling carfh
and the gaps between widely different forms of animals whose f(?:ssxls
were preserved in geological strata. Stokes saw “no prospect” of
explaining these by the operation of natural causes.® Indeed,
respecting the origin of life. “several persons who, in other respects. g0
in completely for evolution, allow that, in this case, something more is
required.™® Here, science provided evidence for God's intervention in
nature. an intervention oceurring “not merely at some indefinitely
remote time which we please to contemplate as that of the origin of
things.” but at a time recent enough to be accessible to our under-
standing.” And if in this instance *we must have recourse t¢ some
ultra-scientific cause, there is nothing unphilosophical in the supposi-
tion that this ultra-scientific cause may have acted subsequently also”
{Burnett Lectures, p. 335). Subsequent acts included the origin of new
sorts of animals, for detectable evolutionary processes were quite
limited. Darwin's pigeons were still pigeons, his finches still finches.
Such restricted transmutations as these were clearly inadequate to
“bridge over the enormous interval which separates an oyster from a
man.” and claims to the contrary were merely “utterly rampant”
speculation,® Once agaln, there was “general rough accordance”
between science and Seripture, because, as Stokes stated in 15864,
Genesis' “grand picture” portrayed God's creation as & succession of
creative acts.

The most important of these acts, of course, was the creation of
Man. Stokes, though still avoiding a slovish literalism, insisted on &
Genesis interpreted more literally than in other cases: “In the account
of the creation it is distinctly stated that man was separately created,
‘in the image of God,” whatever that may imply. Nor is this a point in
which by a wide licence of interpretation we might say the language

" Syokes, "On the Bearings of the Study of Natural Sclee,” p. 23L See G, G. Stokes, "Literatuze ?‘
the Day, and Its Almud&wnds Christianity,” Officla! Report of the Chisrch Congres, 29 (1359},
212,

4 Greles. "Ou the Beazings of the Study of Nataral Sclerce,” pp. 235-236,

*i §aokes. Nataral Thealegy, 11, 151 Relovant ta this point was nlreteesth-contiy research, some of

it e by Tynall, which opposed the poss ity of the spontarous gunetation of life. See Stokes,
t\'afurdb"l'kolo:v. 1. 171, end G. G. Stekes, “Religlous Benedlts free Recent Sclence and

Research.” Officlal Report of the Churck Congres:, 10 {1878}, 4.
“ G, G, Stokes, Burnetl Lectures. Os LIght, 24 od. (Losdom Maemillan, 1582), p. a1
W Sunkes, “Religioas Boneflts frees Becent Selence and Research.” pp. 454.425.
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a5 merely figurative; that we can afford to understand it so, for that
————cripture was not given to teach us Science” ("On the Absence,” p.
=———=—-00). In addition, Biblical discussion of the origin and initial condition
m—{ human beings was not confined to Genesis. “They are dwelt on at
T ength, in connexion with the scheme of redemption, by St. Paul, and
__are more briefly referred to by our Lord himself, in connexion with the
~institution of marriage” (“On the Absence,” p. 201). Consideration of
the moral faculties of humans reinforced the Biblical narrative, Both
internal inspection of one’s 0w1 moral convictions plus examination of
moral convictions in other cultures demonstrated the persistence of an
innate sense of right and wrong even though people often behaved
immorally.® Man had been created innocent, but had fallen. Against
such impressive Biblical and moral evidence, evolution could offer
“nothing more than a hypothesis of continuous transmutation,
incapable of experimental investigation, and making such demands on
our imagination as to stagger at least the uninitiated” ("On the
Absence,” p. 201}, In fact, “some even strongly prenounced
evolutionists would seek <omething beyond evolution for the erigin of
man upon earth” i Natural Theology, 11, 166). 1f humans were formed
from animals by natural evolutionary processes, then it would be the
Author of those processes, not humans, who was responsible for their
sinful state.® For such reasons, even stronger evidence should be
required for a theory of human evolution than for other selentific
theories: “If some conclusion to which sclence seems to point throws a
serious difficulty in the way of what we have been in the habit of
considering was revealed to us, specially if it be a difficulty of a moral
nature, we have a perfect right to demand severer evidence before we
can accept it than what might have sufficed to lead us to regard it as in
all probability true had there been no such appearance of opposition”

{*On the Absence,” p. 204).

Unsurprisingly enough, il was Scripture, not science, which
gave Stokes a way to allow for the possible verification of human evo-
lution. In 1889, by which time evolution was becoming widely
accepted, Reverend J. H. Lamb sent Stokes a copy of his paper
illusteating “evolution with Divine intervention by the Scriptural
account of the Incarnation,” which “struck me very much, and is I
think caleulated to do much good to some whose fzith may be tottering
in consequence of the supposed demands which sclence makes for the

s Grokes, “On the Absence,” 201, e Stokes, Natural Thesfogy, 1. 224-233, 11, 181-152, 167158,
o Natral Theology, 11, 177, ard “On the Absswce,” p. 201,
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acceptance of evolution.” In the Incarnation, “the first inception of the
human life of the Incarnate Word was by a supernatural sct of Divine
power,” but thereafter that life developed in an ordinary human way
in the womb through childhood into adulthood. “Here then is an
instance of Divine Interposition, gigantic in its result, and yet of such a
pature as not to offer any visible exception to the doctrine of evolution:
of something superadded to, rather than running counter to,
evolution. ™ Citing Lamb's argument in an 1892 letter to Marchant,
Stokes declared that the assumption “that man took his origin by a
supernatural modification of some previously-existing animal
organism” was “a position which ne study of evolution can overtura, o
could overturn, unless we were prepared to account for the whole of
the cosmos by mere natural causes, without the Intervention of a
Supreme Being.”™ This supposition as much required “a creative
power as if man had been formed directly from materials not endowed
with life."**

Scripture, science, and morality combined, therefore, to
disclose a God who intervenced in the course of nature in various ways.
He could act by fiat, leaving empirically detectable traces in the form
of discontinuities in the universe’s otherwise continuous development.
The origin of life was the mast obvious such discontinuity, but the
origin of species and the origin of Man were others. God could also act
by Hat, leaving no empirically detectable traces. The Incarnation was
the most important example, but if biclogists could establish a con-
vineing theory of human evolution, then the origin of Man would be-
come another. Third, Ged could act through established laws. He
could, for example, prevent the heat death of the universe suggested by
the second law of thermedynamics, merely by utilizing natural laws to
effect the statistically improbable, but possible, reversal of the dis-
sipation of energy.*

" Stuker's copy of his betler so Rev. J. 5. Exell, editor of the Homiletic Magazine, 17 April 1880, Stokes
Collection, E241.

* Stokes, Conditional Immoeriality, pp 4344, See Moore's diowsion of teaduciasism for &
theological theory of baman reproduction hat helped some sineteenth-ceatury Christions accep!
evolution, James R. Mocte, The Post-Darwinian Controveries: A Stu of the Protestant Steuggle
te Come 1o Terms with Darwin in Grest Britain gad America, 15702 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 197%), pp. 336357,

@ Srokes. Natursd Theology, 11, 167, See Stokes te A. H. Tabram, 7 August 1000, in Larmeor, o |
Memolr and Scieatific Correspondence, 1, 83.

" Siokes, “Ot the Buariags of the Study of Natu ral Selesce,” pp. 238.238, Stokes alse thought the Taw
of the disipation of energy imyplled a Divine creatlon of the universe: “we are obliged to refertoa
Flast Cause.” Stekes's remarks seconiing sceeptasee of a ropoct in Journal of the Transsctlons of the
Victoria Institnte, 20 (1385), 13
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Opposed to Stokes's position was net the idea of accepting evo-
lution as & working hypothesis to see where it would lead, but the
militant contention that evolution was firmly established and, more
jmportant, that it had already led to matexialism. “Of course,” Stokes
explained, “we may assume evelution for trief, . . . but to adhere to it
when there appears not the slightest prospect of its competence to ac-
count for the phenomenon presented does, I confess, seem to me to
indicate an enimus in the direction of endeavouring to dispense with a
Creator”” (Natural Theology, 1, 170-171). It was one thing to trace
evolutionary processes as far as possible, quite another to assume that
they “must” suffice to account totally for the development of the earth
and its life ("On the Absence,” p. 198). Such a continuous connection
between matter, animals, and Man would render Man not just another
animal. which was bad enough, but a machine, thus doing away with
morality and immortality (Natural Theology, 11, 55-58). How can one
hold a machine accountable for its actions? What part of our material
hodies could be conceived ta survive death?

v

Tyndall provided the greatest animus in his “beld” and
“unflinching” Belfast address, which Stokes thought, might turn out
actually to aid the cause of religion:

In the attempt to deduce ourselves and cur surroundings from that primeval cordition of
matter by mere evdution, by which 1 mean the blind operation of natural laws, he is
obliged to erdow with emotion the ultinate molecules of matter In a flery nebula, and to
adopt & series of corjectures agalnst which conmon sense rebels. The glove Is kaldly taken
up. and the result §s a reductio ad ebmrdum ™

Tyndall’s materialism may have led to a reductio ad absurdum, but it
still warranted a specific alternative, Stokes provided one with "direc-
tionism.” It was an alternative Stokes outlined as early as 1879 and
finally labeled in 1893, “To save circumlocution, I will coin a word,
and ¢all the view which I have been endeavouring to put before you
directionism, The alternative views would then be named materialism
and directionism.™!

= Seokes, * Meligions Benefits from Recent Sclence and Riseasch,” p. 424, Hefelt thesame two decades
later: *Tyndall . . . was Jed to attribute emotion to the ultimate modecudes of matber i a fery mass
of ms!™ (Stokes to A. H. Tabram, 3 August 1500, In Larmce, ed, Meweolr and Scienelfic
Cormspondence, 1, 53).

W Seokes, Naturad Theology. 11, 47, Tho 1879 refecence is Stokes, “Religlous Berefits from Recest
Scleone azd Research,” pp. 421422, Ho ropeatnd the idea In 1880 in "On the Bearings of the Study
of Natural Science,” p. 230.
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Directionism responded to Tyndall's use of the doctrine of the
conservation of energy to help eradicate the distinction between life
and non-life. “Of still wider grasp and more radical significance” even
than Darwin’s theory, the conservation of epergy, according to
Tyndall in his Belfast address, ® ‘binds nature fast in fate’ ™ to an
extent not hitherto recognized, exacting from every antecedent its
equivalent comsequent, from every consequent its equivalent
antecedent, and bringing vital as well as physical phenomena under
the dominion of that law of causal connexion which, so far as the
human understanding has yet plerced, asserts itsell everywhere in
nature.”™

Disagreeing, Stokes explained that religious men should not
worsy that the law of the conservation of energy appeared to hold for
living things as well as non-living. The essence of directionism lay in
that non-materlal aspect of a person which directed physical activity in
the body without epposing it or holding it in check. In contrast to that
carlier kind of vitalism, Stokes envisioned “a directing power, nol
counteracting the action of the physical forces, but guiding them into a
determined channel” (Natural Theology. 11, 46). He used the analogy
of a moving train, declaring that the human will was like “the
intelligence of the engine-driver” not “the coals under the beiler.”
Indeed, the fact that will appeared to lie outside the arena of energy
conversions and transfers caused Stokes also to reject the conservation
of energy as providing a relevant argument for immortality.™

Directionism obviously dovetailed with Stokes’s Biblically de-
rived theories of conditional immortality and the tripartite nature of
Man, though the latter's notien of potentially immortal ego-spirit was
more refined and definite than directionism's notion of guiding will,
Moreover, by bringing before us the concept of one entity acting on
another entirely different, directionism “led on to the contemplation of
that mystery of mysteries, Will, .~ . to the contemplation of Will, and
of the effects of its exercise” (Natural Theology, 11, 47, 54). Just as will
influenced body, so also God did nature, both by independent fiat and
through established law, Furthermore, directionism resembled Stokes's
sclentific view of how non-mechanical gravity and ether operated on
ponderable matter. In fact, Stokes preferred directionism to other
forms of non-materialism because “that form cf the alternative to
materialism strikes me as being more nearly analogous to what we
T Tynddall, fiepoet of the Bricih Asoctarien (note 1) (1874), p. boaviii,

" Stokes, “On the Benekags of the Study of Nataral Sclence.” . £3).
" Stokes, Conditional {mworiality, pp. 32-34. See Rowell, Hel gl the Victoriens, p. 205.
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know in science than are certain other forms™ {Netural Theology, II,
55). Stokes did not think that natural science could demonstrate the
reality of human immortality, but "I do think that natural seience can,
by pointing out the insufficlency of the materialistic hypothesis,
remove the apparent incredibility of any such revival [sic, should be
survival), 5o as to leave the mind open to weigh any evidence in favour
of survival that may come from a totally different quarter” (II, 57).
Consequently, directionism, with its analogical alliance with natural
science, was strategically placed to counter materialism and its
attendants, extreme evolution and scientific naturalism.

Stokes was not only disputing Tyndall’s application of the doc-
trine of the conservation of energy, in doing so he was also, in effect,
using physics to adjudicate a dispute between biology and the Bible.
Contrasting current knowledge of biological and physical laws, for
example, Stokes supposed “that biologists, aswell as physicists, would
allow that we know more about physics than we do about biology™ (11,
236-237). Not orly was physics move advanced than biology, but it had
higher standards governing inferences made from available evidence:
“[Darwin’s] theory has been accepted by many eminent biologists with
a readiness that is puzzling to an outsider, especially one accustomed to
the savere demands for evidence that are required in the physical
sciences.””® When serutinized by the standards of advanced modern
physics, biological evidence was revealed as only adequate to support
limited evolution, far short of the extreme, materialistic version being
claimed. Such an extreme view could be accepted, Stokes thought, only
in spite of, not because of, biclogical considerations and only in the
absence of legitimate religious considerations, In addition, advanced
modern physics disclosed to Stokes a world in harmony with the non-
materialism of the Bible. Accepting geology's claims against the Bible
and rejecting slavish literalism, Stokes fixed his moral and intellectual
faculties upon the honest narrative of Jesus's character and teaching,
Thus approached, Scripture joined with the methods and content of
physics to define biology's present, and future, limitations.

Stokes evidently thought his idea of directionism was original,
but, if s0, he was wrong. P. G. Tait, a member of Stokes’s audience in
Edinburgh in 1893, referred Stokes to an article in the 1874 edition of
Hobert Chambers's Encyclopaedia in which he had written of the
possible existence of a “vital force” which “is not a force which does

 Sakes, “On the Absence,” p. 200. He rade the same poist ia "Oa the Bearlngs of the Study of
Natural Science,” p. 235,
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work, in the mechanical sense of the term, but merely directs, as it
were, the other natural forces how to apply their energies.”™ In fact,
Tait's article appeared first in the 1862 edition of Chambers's
Encyclopeedia. This was the same year he and William Thomson {later
Lord Kelvin) published & popular article in Good Words on “Energy”
in which they stated, "It seems even probable that it is actually through
electric force that the energy of the food is placed at the disposal of that
most inscrutable of finite, created, and subject agencies, a free will
divecting the motions of matter in a living animal.”” Later, Kelvin,
though without referring to energy considerations, drew the contrast
between materialism and a religious notion of free will: “The
perception of every one of the human race of his own individuality and
free will seems to me to absolutely disprove all materialistic doctrines
and to give us scientific ground for believing in the Creator of the
Univ{erse] in whom we live and move and have our being.""* In
addition. Balfour Stewart, Tait's collaberator on Unseen Universe,
thought that life, like a military commander, is "a consummate
strategist, who, sitting in his secret chamber, before his wires, directs
the movements of a great army.”™ In turn, Stewart attributed to the
physicist James P. Joule, the physiologist William B. Carpenter, and
the German physicist-physiologist J. R. Mayer the view that life “as far
as energy is concerned, is not creative, but only directive.” The
physicist Oliver Lodge carried the idea well into the twentieth century:

P, G, Tait, "Force: Energy,” Chastbers's Encpclopaedie, tev. «d.. 19 vedi. |London: W, & R.
Chambers, 1874), IV, 421. Stokes reported Tait's communication to him in Netusal Thealogy, Il
4in.

* William Thomsor and B. G. Talt, “Esergy,” Cood Words (1852, €05, Thomon and Talt’s view on
this question was coe of the sebjects discusad by Crosbis Soith in “The [rrevensible Cosmo
William Thossson and the Universal Disspation of Encray.” read to the Britigh Soclety for the
History of Science, 6 July 1883

* Kelvin ta Professor |, Heldor, 12 May [190€], printed in Wilton, * Kelvin's Sclentlfio Realiam,” (note
8, p. 60, There aze many satoments in this vein in Kelvin's writings, beginaing as carly as 1852:
"On the Mechanical Action of Racast Heat or Lighti On the Power of Animated Creabures oves
Matter: On the Sources Avallable to Man for the Production of Mechanical Effect,” Mathewstical
and Phyrical Pepers (note 7), [, 309,

" Palicur Stewart, “The Cerservation of Esergy,” In Humbolde Library of Popular Sclence
Literature, no. 7 (13 January 18815, 412, B, Stewast and P, C. Tait, The Unseen Univense, or
Physical Specslations on a Futsre Seate, new ed. (Losedon: Macmiilan, 1589).

® Stewart, “The Consesvation of Energy,” p. 413. Carpenter, for example, affiemed the
compatidility of two doctrines: "that of the dependence of the Automatic activity of the Mind upon
conditioss which bring it within the nexus of Physical Causation: and that of the existerce of an
indepandest Power, vontrallisg and dizecting that activity, which we call WHI™ (W, B. Carpenter,
Principles of Mental Physiology [New York: B, Appleten and Co.. 1374). pp. fox). Carpenter,
however, placed his concept of 3 directing poaver in the coatext of the retion ol the “correlation of
foeee,” probably making it not so separste From cther powers or encrgies as did dizectionism,
which was coscelved In the contest of the moee quastitative doctrine of the conservation of energy.
{On Cazpenter, see Roger Smith, “The Human Significarsce of Biology: Carpenter, Darwin, and the
vere cavn,” in U. C. Kecepllmacher and G, B. Teamyron, eds., Nature and the Victorian
Imagination [Berkeley: Unlversity of Californis Pres, 1977], pp. 218-230.)
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“Life is not energy, it merely directs the energy which it finds avail-
able."*! Whether Stokes was fully aware of it or not, he clearly was not
alone in his concept of directionism.

We should see the context of Stokes's directionism, therefore,
not only in terms of his specific scientific concepts and of his persenal
religious development. That religious part of the context did provide
sufficient motive for him to use as he did his position of eminence in an
increasingly eminent profession. Within that profession of science,
however. there were divisions of discipline and viewpoint. Not long
after Kelvin had wielded thermodynamics against the geological uni-
formitarianism which undergirded the naturalism of Darwinian
natural selection,®® Stokes was pitting physics against biology and,
thus, science against materialism. Of similar view to Stokes's were the
religious physicists Joule, Kelvin, Tait, Stewart, and Lodge. Broadly
speaking. Stokes's physicist’s alternative to materialism represented an
older, clergy-gentry, Newtonian tradition in counterpeint to the newer
(and growing), middle-class, professional, scientific naturalism
epitomized by the biologist-philosopher T. H. Huxley.” Without
claiming that the context determined Stokes's idea of directionism, we
can certainly see that the concept stood for more than itself.

Jowa State University

# Oliver Lodge, My Philosophy: Sepresenting My Vincs on the Many Functions of the Echer of Spece
(Losdon: Ersest Benn, 1833), p. 74, Ses akso, Lodge, Maa and the Usicerser A Study of the
Influence of the Advance in Sclennfic Knowledge upon Onr Understanding of Christlanity, od od.
(London: Methuen, 1908), p. 62, For studles of Ladge, see John D. Root, “Scierce, Religion, sad
Peyclatcal Remarch: The Monistic Thought of Six Oliver Lodge,” The Hervard Theological Review,
711078, 243,253, and D. B, Wikes, “The Thosght of Late Victorian Fhysicists: Oliver Lodie's
Etbereal Bedy,” Victorian Studics. 15 (1671}, 26043,

" Using the physics of the day, Kelvin caloulated that the cooli:g earth cocld only have been
habitable for several million years, not for the victually unlizid period of time eavisiored hK
uniformitarian geologists, He further argued that Ihoa& evolution may have occurred, the eart
had not been habéitable loﬂﬁ:mdl for evolution 1o have been cawsed by the slow process of mtural
seloction, 4 process which he cppomd alio becaue it reatly decrensed the amount of God's dcslﬁ:
in the world. Kelvin's figuses Influenced late Victorias blclogical and geclogical thoaght, but ¢
deovery of radiosctivity in 1596 eventually led to the rejection of hils value for the age of the earth,
(Se Buschlield, Kefuie and the Age of the Earth [wcte 9], and D. B. Wilsos, "Shaplng Modern
Perspectives: Science and Religlon in the Age of Darwin.” in D. B. Wilson and W. D. Dolpis,
eds.. DUi the Deeid Make Dencin Do 1t? Modern Pespectiver o the Crostion-Evolution
Controversy [Ames. lowa: lowa State University Press. 1953), pp. 3:10,) Regarding the percelved
differences between biolegists and physicists, Kelvin thought in 1903 that blologiits were refursieg
1o his point ¢ view: “Medern biclogists are coming, 1 Bolieve, once more 1o a firm acceptance of
samething beyond mere gravitational, chemical, and physical fosces: and that unknown thisgls o
vital principk” ("Lord Kelvia oo Sclence and Theism,” Nincteesth Century, 53 [1003], 1050]

0 Though Husley, like Stokes, grew ap with Evangdical Christianity, quite unlike Stokes he weaton,
of course, to d~_4mpi'on evolutionary theory, write with facility on Hume and Kant, asd hanhly
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