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h;losopher and author who was born in London, who received his B.A. and Lit.D. from Trinity College, Dublin,

ncl who has been Professor of Philosophy at Princeton University since 1932, W. T. STACE contributes a provoca-
ve paper to our series of essays on morality and religion — a series which has included the work of Rufus Jones,

arbara Ward, and Reinhold Niebuhr, and in which Mrs. Eugene Meyer will soon appear.

MAN AGAINST DARKNESS
by W. T. STACE

1
ug Catholic bishops of America recently matter rolls on its relentless way; for man, condemned
issued a statement in which they said that today to lose his dearest, tomorrow himself to pass
the chaotic and bewildered state of the modern through the gate of darkness, it remains only to cher-

world is due to man’s loss of faith, his abandonment ish, ere yet the blow falls, the lofty thoughts that
ennoble his little day; . . . to worship at the shrine

God and religion. For my part I believe in no . , :
his own hands have built; . . . to sustain alone, a
ligion at all. Yet I entirely agree with the bishops. weary but unyielding Atlas, the world that his own

is no doubt an oversimplification to speak of the ideals have fastiotied despite the trampling march of -
cause of so complex a state of affairs as the tortured Unconscious power.
ndition of the world today. Its causes are doubt-

less multitudinous. Yet allowing for some element It is true that Mr. Russell’s personal attitude to
f oversimplification, I say that the bishops’ as-  the disappearance of religion is quite different from
sertion is substantially true. either that of M. Sartre or the bishops or myself.
M. Jean-Paul Sartre, the French existentialist = The bishops think it a calamity. So do I. M.
philosopher, labels himself an atheist. Yet his  Sartre finds it “very distressing.”” And he berates
views seem to me plainly to support the statement ~ as shallow the attitude of those who think that
of the bishops. So long as there was believed to be without God the world can go on just the samec as
a God in the sky, he says, men could regard him as  before, as if nothing had happened. This creates
the source of their moral ideals. The universe, for mankind, he thinks, a terrible crisis. And in
created and governed by a fatherly God, was a  this I agree with him. Mr. Russell, on the other
friendly habitation for man. We could be sure that, ~ hand, seems to believe that religion has done more
however great the evil in the world, good in theend ~ harm than good in the world, and that its disap-
would triumph and the forces of evil would be  pearance will be a blessing. But his picture of the
routed. With the disappearance of God from the  world, and of the modern mind, is the same as that
sky all this has changed. Since the world is not  of M. Sartre. He stresses the purposelessness of the
“ruled by a spiritual being, but rather by blind  universe, the facts that man’s ideals are his own
forccs, there cannot be any ideals, moral or other-  creations, that the universe outside him in no way
_Wise, in the universe outside us. Our ideals, there-  supports them, that man is alone and friendless in

fore, must proceed only from our own ey  the world.
‘are our own inventions. Thus the world which Mr. Russell notes that it is science which has

$urrounds us is nothing but an immense spmtual produced this situation. There 1s no doubt that this

"8 universe which is on the side of our values, Itis  i8 not generally understood. There is a popular
completely indifferent to them. belief that some particular scientific discoveries or

V" Years ago Mr. Bertrand Russell, in his essay 4  theories, such as the Darwinian theory of evolution,
. Free Man’s Worship, said much the same thing. or the views of geologists about the age of the earth,

or a series of such discoveries, have done the damage.
* void of meaning, is the world which Science presents It would be foolish to deny that these discoveries
- for our belief, "Amid such a world, il anywhere, our have had a great effect in undermining religious
‘ideals hénceforward must find a home. , .. Blind dogmas, But this account does not at all go to the
to good and evil, reckless of destruction, ommpotent root of the matter. Religion can probably outlive
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Such in outlme, but even more purposeless, more

emptiness. It is a dead universe. We do not live in ~ is correct. But the way in which it has come about
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any scientific discoveries which could be made. Tt

can accommodate itself to them. TheFoot causeof
the decay of faith has not been any particular dis-
covery of science, but rather the gencral spirit of

science and certain basic assumptions upon which
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less they took the revolutionary step of consciously
and deliberately expelling the idea of purpose ag
controlling naturé Trom Their Now §CI6Nce of Nature,

~ They did this on the ground that Inquiry into pur.
poses is useless for what science aims at: namely,

modern science, from the seventeenth century %ﬂfe prediction and control of events. "To predict an

wards, has proceeded.

2

IT was_Galileo and Newton — notwithstanding
that Newton himself was & deeply religious man —
who destroyed the old comfortable picture of a

eclipse, what you have to know 1s not its purpose
but its causes. Hence science from the seventeenth

e s tterranaad) . L) . .
century onwards became exclusively an inquiry into

causes.) The conception of purpose in the world was ,
ed and frowned on. This, though silent and |

almost unnoticed, was the greatest revolution in

human history, far outweighing in importance any |

- V/ friendly tmiverse governed by spiritual values. And
this was effected, not by Newton’s discovery of the
law of gravitation nor by any of Galileo’s brilliant
investigations, but by the general picture of the
world which these men and others of their time made
the basis of the science, not only of their own day,
but of all succeeding generations down to the
present. That is why the century immediately
following Newton, the eighteenth century, was
notoriously an age of religious skepticism. Skepti-
cism did not have ‘6 wait for the discoverios of
Darwin and the geologists in the nineteenth century.
It flooded the world immediately after the age of the

" rise of science.

either the Copernican hypothesis nor any of
Newton’s or Galileo’s particular discoveries were
the real causes. Religious faith might well have
accommodated itself to the new astronomy. The
real turning point between the medieval age of
faith and the modern age of unfaith came when the
scientists of the seventeenth century turned-thejr
backs upon what used to be called #final cauzgg’s
The final cause of a thing or event W—
pose WhiclT it was supposed to serve in the universe,

s cosmic purpose. What lay back of this was the

[ presupposition that there is a cosmic order or plan

and that everything which exists could in_the Jast

analysis be explained in terms of its place in this
cosmic plan, that is, in terms of it§ purpose.y
~Plato-and Aristotle believed this~and-5o did the
whole medieval Christian world. For instance, if
it were true that the sun and the moon were created
and exist for the purpose of giving light to man, then
this fact would explain he sun and the moon
exist. We might not be able to discover the purpose
of everything, but everything must have a purpose,

Belief in final causds thus amounted to a behel that

the world is governed by purposes, presumably the

- purposes of some overruling mind. “"This belief was
not the invention of Christianity. It was basic to

- the whole of Western civilization, whether in the_
ancient pagan world or in Chnistendom, Trom the
time of Socrates to the rise of science in the seven-

L teenth century.

The founders of modern science — for instance,
~Galileo, Kepler, and Newton — were mostly pious
men who did not doubt God’s purposes. Neverthe-

of the political revolutions whose thunder has re.
*verberated through the world, ST
For it came about in this way that for the past
three hundred years there has been growing up in
men’s minds, dominated as they are by science, a &
new imaginative picture of the world. The world, ,
according to this new picture, is purposéless, sense- i
less, meaningless. Nature is nothing but matter -
motion. The motions of matter are governed, not
by @ny ~purpose, but by blind forces and laws,
Natare on this view, says@ltl_(?}e to whose
writings I am indebted in this parto my paper —
is “merely the hurrying of material, endlessly,
meaninglessly.” You can draw a sharp line across
the history of Europe dividing it into two epochs of
very unequal length. The line passes through the
lifetime of Galileo. European man before Galileo —
whether ancient pagan or more recent Christian —
thought of the world as controlled by plan and
purpose. After Galileo European man thinks of it as
utterly purposeless. This is the great revolution of :

which I spoke. ;
__Tf_iﬁﬁ‘i;&wmch has killed religion. Religion could -

survive the discoveries that the sun, not the earth,
is the center; that men are descended from simian
ancestors; that the earth is hundreds of millions of
years old. These discoveries may render out of date
some of the details of older theological dogmas, may
force their restatement in new intellectual frame-
works. But they do not touch the essence of the
religious vision itself, which is the faith that there s
plan and purpose in the world, that the world 15 &
moral order, that in the end all things are for the
best. "This Taith may express itsell through many
différent intellectual dogmas, those of Christianity,
of Hinduism, of Islam. All and any of these intel-
lectual dogmas may be destroyed without destroy-.
ing the essential religious spirit. But that spirit
cannot survive destruction of belief in a plan and
purpose of the world, for that is the very heart of it. |
Religion can get on with any sort of astronomy,
geology, biology, physics. But it cannot get on wit é
a purposeless and meaningless universe.
1T the scheme of Things 1s purposeless and mean-
ingless, then the life of man is purposeless and .-
eaningless too. Everything is futile, all offort 15 i~
the end worthless. A man may, of course, still
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disconnected ends, money, fame, art, science,
ay gain pleasure from them. But his life is
at the center. Hence the dissatisfied, disil-
ed, restless, spirit of modern man.

, picture of a meaningless world, and a mean-
. human life, is; I think,;the basic theme of
odern art and literature. Certainly it is the
eme of modern philosophy. According to
t characteristic philosophies of the modern
rom Hume in the eighteenth century to the
ed positivists of today, the world is just what

AT LA L VRS A

nd that is the end of all inquiry. There is no.
or its being what it is.

Everything might
s well have been quite different, and there
ave been no reason for that either. When
e stated what things are, what things the

even by an omniscient being. To ask any
‘about why things are thus, or what purpose
ng so serves, 1S L0 ask a senseless question,
theyv serve no purpose at all. IFor instance,
or modern philosophy no such thing as the
sroblem of evil, For this once famous ques-
upposes that pain and misery, though they
“inexplicable and irrational to us, must
Iy subserve some rational purpose, must

There is no such overruling rationality in

contains, there is nothing more which could _

'rse. Behef in the ultimate 1rrat10nahty of ’

¢ typical of the modern mind, Ereachmg
ringlessness of the world, there has run a
'eahstlc phllosop}ues whose contentlon

erature and art, about the begining of ’the
century, though of course they still have a
nis,

ottom these idealistic systems of thought
J.onallzatxons of man’s wishful thinking.
re. born of the refusal of men to admit

Easaafiaden Sunthoditea il ol B sssmal bl

the nature of things a drive towards goodness, then
our moral systems will derive their validity from
this. But if our moral rules do not proceed from
something outside us in the nature of the universe
— whether we say it is God or simply the universe
itself — then they must be our own inventions.
Thus it came to be believed that moral rules must
be merely an expression of our own likes and dis-
likes. But likes and dislikes are notoriously variable.
What pleases one man, people, or culture displeases
another. Therefore morals are wholly relative.
This obvious conclusion from the idea of a pur-
poseless world made its appearance ‘iﬁ“Eﬁ“Fo“f%“Trﬁ-

mediately after the rise of science, for instance in the f“”

hi osogby of Hobbes. Hobbes saw at once that'if
there is no purpose in the world there are no values
either. “Good and evil,” he writes, “are names that
signify our appetites and aversions; which in dif-
ferent tempers, customs, and doctrines of men
are different. . . . Every man calleth that which
pleaseth him, good; and that which displeaseth
him, evil.”

This doctrine of the relauVlty of morals, though
it has recently received an impetus from the studies
of anthropologists, was thus really _implicit in the
whole scientific mentality. If is disastrous for

-‘places in the cosmic plan. But this is™ morals because it destroys their entire traditional

foundation. That is why philosophers who see the
danger signals, from the time at least of Kant, have
. been tlymg to give to morals a new foundatlon,

attempt may very well be “intellectually successful
Such a foundation, independent of the religious

view of the world, might well be found. But the ™)

question is whether it can ever be a practical success,
that is, whether apart from its logical validity and
its influence with intellectuals, it can ever replace
among the masses of men the lost religious founda-
tion. On that question hangs perhaps the future of
civilization. But meanwhile disaster is overtaking
us.

The widespread belief in “ethical relativity”
among phllosophers, psychologists,  ethnologists,
and sociologists is the theoretical counterpart of the
repudiation of principle which we see all around us,
especially in international affairs, the field in which
morals have always had the weakest foothold. No

one any longer effectively believes in moral princi-

ic darkness. Théy were comforting  il-
ithin the warm glow of which the more
inded intellectuals sought to shelter them-
the icy winds of the universe. They
ittle while. But they are shattered now,
turn once more 16 thé vision of a purpose-

3

' h,_the ruin of the religious vision there
ruin of moral prmmples and indeed of all

ples except as the prxvaﬁ? prejudices either of in-
This is the
‘inevitable consequence of the doctrme of ethical
relativity, which in turn is the inevitable conse-
quence of believing in a purposeless world.

Another characteristic of our spiritual state is
loss of belief in the freedom of the will. This also is
a fruit of the scientific spirit, though not of any
particular scientific discovery. Science has been
built up on the basis of determinism, which is the
belief that every event is completely determined by

...................

{ there is'a cosmic purpose, if ‘there is in

a chain of causes and is thereforé theoretically pre-

v
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dictable beforehand. It is true that recent physics

" geems to challenge this. But so far as its practical

consequences are concerned, the damage has long
ago been done. A man’s actions, it was argued, are
as much events in the natural world as is an eclipse

- of the sun. It follows that men’s actions are as

theoretically predictable as an eclipse. But if it is
certain now that John Smith will murder Joseph
Jones at 2.15 p.M. on January 1, 1963, what possible
meaning can it have to say that when that time
comes John Smith will be free to choose whether
he will commit the murder or not? And if he is not
free, how can he be held responsible?

Tt is true that the whole of this argument can be
shown by a competent philosopher to be a tissue of
fallacies — or at least I claim that it can. But the

point is that the analysis required to show this is

much too subtle to be understood by the average

entirely unphilosophical man. Because of this, the

argument against free will is generally swallowed
whole by the unphilosophical. Hence the thought
that man is not free, that he is the helpless play-
thing of forces over which he has no control, has
deeply penetrated the modern mind. We hear of
economic determinism, cultural determinism, his-
torical determinism. We are not responsible for
what we do because our glands control us, or be-
cause we are the products of environment or hered-
ity. Not moral self-control, but the doctor, the
psychiatrist, the educationist, must save us from
doing evil. Pills and injections in the future are to
do what Christ and the prophets have failed to do.
Of course I do not mean to deny that doctors and
educationists can and must help. And I do not
mean in any way to belittle their efforts. But Ido
wish to draw attention to the weakening of moral
controls, the greater or less repudiation of personal
responsibility which, in the popular thinking of the
day, result from these tendencies of thought.

4

WHAT, then, is to be done? Where are we to look
for salvation from the evils of our time? All the
remedies I have seen suggested so far are, in my
opinion, useless. Let us look at some of them.
Philosophers and intellectuals generally can, I
believe, genuinely do something to help. But it is
extremely little. What philosophers can do is to
show that neither the relativity of morals nor the
denial of free will really follows from the grounds
which have been supposed to support them. They

can also try to discover a genuine secular basis for ,/ plan and purpose of
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" is no sort of analogy in the past. They aré" “thiftking

place on a level on which the masses are tota}
unable to follow them. E

The bishops, of course, propose as remedy gy
turn to belief in God and in the doctrines of ¢
Christian religion. Others think that a new religi'
is what is needed. Those who make these propog,
fail to realize that the crisis in man’s spiritual condj

tion is something unique in history for which the

“perhaps of the collapse of the ancient Greek a
Roman religions. The vacuum then created w
easily filled by Christianity, and it might have be
filled by Mithraism if Christianity had not appeare
By analogy they think that Christianity might no
be replaced by a new religion, or even that Chr
tianity itself, if revivified, might bring back heal
to men’s lives.

But I believe that there is no analogy at all b
tween our present state and that of the Europea
peoples at the time of the fall of paganism. ‘M
had at that time lost their belief only in particul
dogmas, particular embodiments of the religio
view of the world. It had no doubt become i
credible that Zeus and the other gods were living ¢

he top of Mount Olympus. You could go to 1

top and find no trace of them. But the imaginati
picture of a world governed by purpose, a woi
driving towards the good — which is the inn
spirit of religion —had at that time received :
serious shock. It had merely to re-embody itself
new dogmas, those of Christianity or some oth
religion. Religion itself was not dead in the w
only a particular form of it.

But now the situation is quite different. It is n
merely that particular dogmas, like that of t
virgin birth, are unacceptable to the modern mi
That is true, but it constitutes a very superfic
diagnosis of the present situation of religion. M
ern skepticism is of a wholly different order fr
that of the intellectuals of the ancient world.
has attacked and destroyed not merely the o
ward forms of the religious spirit, its particulari
dogmas, but the very essence of that spirit itself
belief in a meaningful and purposeful world. -
the founding of a new religion a new Jesus Christ
Buddha would have to appear, in itself a most un
likely event and one for which in any case we can
afford to sit and wait. But even if a new prophe
and a new religion did appear, we may predict tha
they would fail in the modern world. No one 0
long would believe in them, for modern men havi
lost the vision, basic to all religion, of an orde
the world. They have bet

morals to replace the religious basis which has dis-
appeared. Some of us are trying to do these things.

Buf in the first place philosophers unfortunately are

not agreed about these matters, and their disputes
are utterly confusing to the non-philosophers. And
in the second place their influence is practically
negligible because their analyses necessarily take

/ /Uthéir minds the picture of a purposeless universe

\and such a world-picture must be fatal to any ¢
ligion at all, not merely to Christianity. o

We must not be misled by occasional appearanc
of a revival of the religious spirit. Men, we are tole
in their disgust and disillusionment at the emptine
of their lives, are turning once more to religion



e searching for a new message. It may be so. We

ust expect men to wish back again the light that is
ne, and to try to bring it back. But however they
\y wish and try, the light will not shine again, —
at least in the civilization to which we belong.
Another remedy commonly proposed is that we
uld turn'to science itself, or the scientific spirit,
-our salvation. Mr. Russell and Professor Dewey
th. make this proposal, though in somewhat dif-
ent ways. Professor Dewey seems to believe that
coveries in sociology,?ﬁé'i-bplication of scientific
thod to social and political problems, will rescue
This seems to me to be utterly naive. It is not
- that science, which is basically the cause of
piritual troubles, is likely also to produce the
¢ for them. Also it lies in the nature of science
t, though it can teach us the best means for
ving our ends, it can never tell us what ends to
e, It cannot give us any ideals. And eur
le is about ideals and ends, not about the
s for reaching them.

jlization can live without ideals, or to put it
vthier way, without a firm faith in moral ideas.
als and moral ideas have In the past been
in religion. But the religious basis of our

ust expect such wistful yearnings of the spirit. We

Those who wish to resurrect Christian dbgmas are
not, of course, consciously dishonest. But they have
that kind of unconscious dishonesty which consists in

lulling oneself with epiates and dreams. Those who

tallkk of a new religion are merely hoping for a new
opiate. Both alike refuse to face the truth that there

_Is, in the universe outside man, no spirituality, no
regard for values, no friend in the sky, no help or
comfort for man of any sort. To be perfectly honest
In the admission of this fact, not to seek shelter in
new or old illusions, not to indulge in wishful dreams
about this matter, this is the first thing we shall
have to do.

I do not urge this course out of any special regard
for the sanctity of truth in the abstract. It is not
self-evident to me that truth is the supreme value
to which all else must be sacrificed. Might not the
discoverer of a truth which would be fatal to man-
kind be justified in suppressing it, even in teaching
men a falsehood? Is truth more valuable than good-
ness and beauty and happiness? To think so is to
invent yet another absolute, another religious de-
lusion in which Truth with a capital T' is substituted
for God. The reason why we must now boldly and
honestly face the truth that the universe is.non-
spiritual and indifferent to goodness, beauty, happi-
néss, or truth is not that it would be wicked to
stippress it, but simply that it is too late to do so, so

\/ That in the end we cannot do anything else but face

as been undermined, and the superstructure
s is plainly tottering. None of the com-
suggested remedies on examination seems
o succeed. It would therefore look as if the
eath of our civilization were inevitable.

urse we know that it is perfectly possible for
al men, very highly educated men, philoso-
scientists, intellectuals in general, to live
ves without any religious convictions. But
stion is whether a whole civilization, a
mily of peoples, composed almost entirely
vely uneducated men and women, can do

ows, of course, that if we could make the
jority of men as highly educated as the very
now, we might save the situation. And we
dy moving slowly in that direction through
iques of mass education. But the critical
seems to concern the time-lag. Perhaps in
undred years most of the population will,
resent rate, be sufficiently highly educated
ized to combine high ideals with an absence
gion. But long before we reach any such
he collapse of our civilization may have
out. How are we to live through the in-

sure that the first thing we have to do is to
e truth, however bleak it may be, and then
e have to learn to live with it. Let me say a
bout each of these two points. What I am
s regards the first is complete honesty.

it. Yet we stand on the brink, dreading the icy
~plihge. We need courage. We need honesty.
Now about the other point, the necessity of learn-
ing to live with the truth. This is Teamitig to
live virtuously @nd happily, or at least contentedly,
without illusions. And this is going to be extremely
diflicult because what we have now begun dimly to
perceive is that human life in the past, or at least
human happiness, has almost wholly depended upon
illusions.” Tt "has been said that man lives by truth,
‘and that the truth will make us free. Nearly the
opposite seems to me to be the case. Mankind has
managed to live only by means of lies, and the
truth may very well destroy us. If one were a
Bergsonian one might believe that nature deliber-
ately puts illusions into our souls in order to induce
us to go on living. . )

The illusions by which men have lived seem to be |

of two kinds. First, there is what one may perhaps
call the Great Illusion — I mean the religious_il-
lusion that the universe is moral and good, that it
follows a wise and noble plan,.
generating some supreme value, that goodness is
“bound-to-triumph ifi it~ Secondly, there is a whole
host of minor illusions on which human happiness
nourishes itself. How much of human happiness
notoriously comes from the illusions of the lover
about his beloved? Then again we work and strive
because of the illusions connected with fame, glory,
power, or money. Banners of all kinds, flags, em-
blems, insignia, ceremonials, and rituals are in-

is gradually

N
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variably symbols of some illusion or other. The
British Empire, the connection between mother
country and dominions, is partly kept going by il-
lusions surrounding the notion of kingship. Or
think of the vast amount of human happiness which
is derived from the illusion of supposing that if some
nonsense syllable, such as “sir” or “count” or
“lord” is pronounced in conjunction with our
names, we belong to a superior order of people.

There is plenty of evidence that human happiness
is almost wholly based upon illusions of one kind or
another. But the scientific spirit, or the spirit of
truth, is the enemy of illusions and therefore the
enemy of human happiness. That is why it is going
to be so difficult to live with the truth. J

There is no reason why we should have to give up
the host of minor illusions which render life sup-
portable. There is no reason why the lover should
be scientific about the loved one. Even the illusions
of fame and glory may persist. But without the
Great Illusion, the illusion of a good, kindly, and
purposeful universe, we shall have to learn to live,
Andto ask thisisreally no more than to ask that we
become genuinely civilized beings and not. merely
sham civilized beings.

I can best explain the difference by a reminis-
cence. I remember a fellow student in my college
days, an ardent Christian, who told me that if he
did not believe in a future life, in heaven and hell,
he would rape, murder, steal, and be a drunkard.
That is what I call being a sham civilized being. On

DATE BEFORE DAWN
by MARY BALLARD DURYEE

I v1ve in the hills, but I wake beside the sea;
My chimney stands beside a mountain stream,
Where hills lean on my roof, outrank my tree,

Hem in my dream.

But before the song of a bird disturbs the dawn,
I wake where the surf invades the rocks of Maine,
Hard by a cove where the steadfast tide is drawn

Seaward again.

And the solid hills recede beyond my reach,
Shadows behind the streaming hair of joy
As I race the salty day on a sea-washed beach —

Girl without boy!
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the other hand, not only could a Huxley, a Jo
Stuart Mill, a David Hume, live great and fine iy
without any religion, but a great many others of
quite obscure persons, can at least live decent ljy
without it. '
To be genuinely civilized means to be able to
straightly and to live honorably without the pro
and crutches of one or another of the childish dre
which have so far supported men. That such a Ij
is likely to be ecstatically happy I will not clai
But that it can be lived in quiet content, accep
resignedly what cannot be helped, not expec
the impossible, and thankful for small mercies,’
I'would maintain. That it will be difficult for me:
general to learn this lesson I do not deny. But t
it will be impossible I would not admit since
many have learned it already. .
Man has not yet grown up. He is not adult.
a child he cries for the moon and lives in a world
fantasies. And the race as a whole has perh
reached the great crisis of its life. Can it gro
as a race in the same sense as individual me
up? Can man put away childish things and ad
cent dreams? Can he grasp the real world ;
actually is, stark and bleak, without its romant
religious halo, and still retain his ideals; strivin
great ends and noble achievements? If he ca
may yet be well. If he cannot, he will probably
back into the savagery and brutality from whic
came, taking a humble place once more among
lower animals. N



