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Electricity doubtless operates in every particle of matter, perhapsat every moment of time and even the ancients could not but noticeits action in the loadstone, in lightning, in the Aurora Borealis, orin a piece of rubbed amber. But in lightning electricity was toointense and dangerous; in the other cases it was too feeble to beproperly understood. The science of electricity and magnetism couldwily advance by getting regular supplies of electricity from thecommon electric machine or the galvanic battery and by makingpowerful electromagnets. Most, if not all, the effects which electricityproduces must go on in nature, hut altogether too obscurely forobservation.

Jevons then deals with the fact that, under ordinary conditions ofexperience, phenomena that can be understood only by seeing themunder varying conditions are presented in a fixed and uniform way.
Thus carbonic acid is only met in the form of a gas, proceedingfrom the combustion of carbon; but when exposed to extreme pressure and cold, it is condensed into a liquid, and may evn be converted into a snowlike solid substance. Many other gases have iwlike manner been liquefied or solidified, athere is reason to believethat every substance is capable Of taking all three forms of solid,liquid, and gas, if only the conditions of temperature and pressurecan be sufficiently varied. Mere observation of nature would have ledus, on the contrary, to suppose that nearly aM substances were fixedin one condition only, and could not be converted from solid intoliquid and from liquid into gas.

Many volumes would be required to describe in detail all themethods that ibvestigators have developed in various subjects foranalyzing and restating the facts of ordinary experience so that wemay escape from capricious and routine suggestions and may getthe facts in such a form and in such a light (or context) that exactand far-reaching explanations may be suggested in place of vagueand limited ones. But these various devices of inductive inquiry aUhave one goal in view: the indirect regulation of the function ofsuggestions, or formation of ideas.
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I
OF LThERfl AND NEcESSITY.

§ x. The question, whether the law of causality applies it’ the

same strict sense to human actions - as to other phenomena, is the

celebrated controversY concerning the freedom of the will; which,

from at least as far back as the time of Pelagius, has divided both
ihe philosophical and religious world. The affirmative opinion is com

monly called the -doctrine of Necessity, as asserting human
volitions

and actions to be necessary and inevitable. The negative
maintains

that the will is not aetermined, like other phenomenai by antecedents,

but determines itself; that our volitionS are not, properly
speaking,

the effects of causes, or at least have no causes which they uniformly

and implicitly obey.
Tbe former of these opinions is that which I consider the

• true one; but the misleading terms in which it is often expressed, and

• the indistinct manner in which it is usually apprehended, have both
obstructed its reception, and peiverted its intlunce when received.

The metaphysical theory of free-will, as held by philosophers (for

• the practical feeling of it, common in a greater or less degree to all
mankind, is in no way inconsistent with the contrary theory), was

invented because the supposed. alternativeof admitting human ac

tions tq be necessary was deemed inconsistent with every one’s
instinctive consciousness, as well as humiliating to the pride and

even degrading to the moral nature of man. Not do I depy that the

doctrine, assometimes held, is open to these imputations; for the
misapptehensiohl in which I shaM be able to show that they originate,
unfortunatelY is not confined to the opponents of the doctrine, but

is participated in by many perhaps we might say by most, of its• supporters.
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§ 2. Correctly concdved, the doctrine called Philosophical Neces.sity is simply this: that, given the motives which are present to auindividual’s mind, and given likewise the character and disposition.of the individual1 the manner in which he will act might be unerringlyinferred; that if we knew the person thoroughly, and knew all thelinducements which are acting upon him, we could foretell his con-Iduct with as much certainty as we can predict any physical event.This proposition I take to. be a mere interpretation of universal experience, a statement in words of what every one is internally convinced of. No one who believed that he knew thoroughly the cir-cumstances of any case, and the characters of the different personsconcerned, would hesitate to foretell how all of them would act. What- Iever degree of doubt he may in fact feel, arises from the uncertaintywhether he really knows the circumstances, or the character of someone or other of the persons, with the degree of accuracy required;but by no means from thinking that if he did know these things,there could be any uncertainty what the conduct would be. Nor doesthis full assurance conflict in the smallest degree with what iscalled our feeling of freedom. We do not feel ourselves the lessfree, because those to whom we are intimately known are wellassured how we shall will to act in a particular case. We often,on the contrary, regard the doubt what our conduct will be, as amark of ignorance of our character, and sometimes even resent itas an imputation. The religious metaphysicians who have assertedthe freedom of the will, have always maintained it to be consistent‘with divine foreknowledge of our actions: and if with divine, thenwith any other foreknowledge. We may be free, and yet another mayhave reason to be perfectly certain what use ‘‘e shall make of ourfreedom. It is not, therefore, the doctrine that our volitions and actions are invariable consequents of our antecedent states of mind,that is either contradicted by our consciousness, or felt to be degrading.
But the doctrine of causation, when considered as obtaining between our volitions and their antecedents, is almost universallyconceived as involving more than this. Many do not believe, andvery few practically feel, that there is nothing in causation butinvariable, certain, and unconditional sequence. There are few towhom mere constancy of succession appers a sufficiently stringentbond of union for so peculiar a relation as that of cause and effect.

Even if the reason repudiates, the imagination retains, the feeling
of some more intimate connection, of some peculiar tie, or mysteriousconstraint exercised by the antecedent over the consequent. Now
this it is which, considered as applying to the human will, conflicts
with our consciousness, and revolts our feelings. We are certain

‘99

Jthat, in the case of our vohflons,
there is not this mysterious con

straint. We know that we are not compelled, as by a
magical spell,

to obey any particular motive. We
feel, that if we wished La prove

F that we have the power of resisting the
motive, we could do so (that

wish being, it needs scarcely be observed, a new antecedent);

and it would be humiliating to our pride, and (what is of more

importance) paralyzing to our desire of excellence, if ‘we
thought

otherwise. But neither is any such
mysterious compulsion now sup

posed, by the best hlosophical
authorities, to be exercised by any

other cause over its effect. Those who
think that causes draw their

effects after them by a mystical tie, are right in believing
that the

relation between volitions and their
antecedents is of another nature.

But they should go farther, and admit
that this is also true of all

other effects and their antecedents. If
such a tie is considered to be

involved in the word Necessity, the
doctrine is not tru’e of human

actions; hut neither is it then true
of inanimate objects. It would

be more correct to say that matter is
not bound by necessity, than

that mind is so.
That the free-will taphysiciauis. being

mostly of the school

which rejects Hume’s
and Brown’s analysis of Cause and Effect,

should miss their way for want of
the light which that analysis af-

fords, can not surprise. us. The
wonder is, that the necessitarians,

who usually admit that hUosopbical theory,
should in practice

equally lose sight of it. The very
same misconcePtibhl of the doc

trine called Philosophical Necessity, which prevents the opposite

party from recognizing its truth, I believe to exist
more or less ob

scurely in the minds of most
however they may in

words disavow it. I am much mistaken if they habitually
feel that

th necessity which they recognize
in actions is but uniformity of

order, and capahility of being
predicted. They have a feeling as if

there were at bottom a stronger tie between the volitions
and their

causes; as if, when they asserted
that the will is governed by the

balance of motives, they meant something
more cogent than if they

had only said, that whoever knew the motives, and our habitual

susceptibmties to them, could predict how we should will to act.

They commit, in opposition to their
own scientific system, the very

same mistake which their adversaries
commit in obedience to theirs;

and in consequence do really in
some instances suffer those

depressing

consequences which their opponents erroneOusly impute to the

doctrine itself.

§ . I am inclined to think that this error is
almost wholly an

effect of the associations with a word,
and that it would be prevented1

by forbearing to employ, for the expressiofl of the
simple fact of
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-4§ 2. Correctly conceived, the doctrine called Philosophical Neca.jsity is simply this: that, given the motives which are present to aii,

individual’s mind, and given likewise the character and disposition
of the individual, the manner in which he will act might he unerringly
inferred; that if we knew the person thoroughly, and knew all thetinducements which are acting upon him, we could foretell his con-
duct with as much certainty as we can predict any physical event.
This proposition I take to. be a mere interpretation of universal ex
perience, a statement in worth of what every one is internally con
vinced of. No one who believed that he knew thoroughly the cir
cumstances of any case, and the characters of the different persons
concerned, would hesitate to foretell how all of them would act. What
ever degree of doubt he may in fact feel, arises from the uncertainty
whether he really knows the circumstances, or the character of some -

one or other of the persons, with the degree of accuracy required;
but by no means from thinking that if he did know these things,
there could be any uncertainty what the conduct would he. Nor does
this full assurance conflict in the smallest degree with what is
called our feeling of freedom. We do not feel ourselves the less
free, because those to whom we are intimately known are well
assured how we shall will to act in a particular case. We often,
on the contrary, regard the doubt what our conduct will be, as amark of ignorance of our character, and sometimes even resent itas an imputation. The religious metaphysicians who have asserted
the freedom of the will, have always maintained it to be consistent-with divine foreknowledge of our actions: and if with divine, then
with any other foreknowledge. We may be free, and yet anotfier may
have reason to be perfectly certain what use *e shall make of oiwfreedom. It is not, therefore, the doctrine that our volitions and actions are invariable consequents of our antecedent states of mind,that is either contradicted by our consciousness, or felt to be de
grading.
But the doctrine of causation, when considered as obtaining be

tween our volitions and their antecedents, is almost universally
conceived as involving more than this. Many do not believe, andvery few practically feel, that there is nothing in causation but
invariable, certain, and unconditional sequence. There are few to
whom mere constancy of succession appEars a sufficiently stringentbond of union for so peculiar a relation as that of cause and effect.
Even if the reason repudiates, the imagination retains, the feeling
of some more intimate connection, of some peculiar tie, or mysterious
constraint exercised by the antecedent over the consequent. Now
this ft is which, considered as applying to the human will, conflicts
with our consciousness, and revolts our feelings. We are certain
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[tizat, in the case of our volitions,
there is not this mystetiotlS con

[ straint. We know that we are Uot
compelled, as by a magical spell,

to obey any particular motive. We
feel, that if we wished to prove

that we have the power of resisting
the motive, we could do so (that

wish being, it needs scarcely be observed, a new antecedent);

and it would be humiliating to our pride, and (what is of more

importance) paralyzing to our desire of excellence, if we thougilt

otherwise. But neither is any such
mysterious compulsion now sup

posed, by the best philosophical
authorities, to be exercised by any

other cause over its effect. Those who
think that causes draw their

effects after them by a mystical tie, are right in
believing that the

relation between volitions and their
antecedents is of another nature.

But they should go farther, and admit that this is
also true of all

other effects and their antecedents. If
such a tie is considered to be

involved in the word Necessity, the
doctrine is not tru’e of human

actions; but neither is it then true
of inanimate objects. It would

be more correct to say that matter is
not bound by necessity, than

that mind is so-
That the free-will metaphysiciahls, being mostly of the school

which rejects Hume’s and Brown’s analysis of Cause and
Effect,

should miss their way for want of the
light which that analysis af

fords, can not surprise, us. The
wonder is, that the necessitaiahl5,

who usually admit that phiosOPhiC theory, should in practice

equally lose sight of it. The very
same misconcePtion of the doc

trine called Phiosophk
necessity, which prevents the opposite

party from recognizing its truth, i believe to exist
more or less ob

scurely in the minds of most neces5it3ii,
however they may in

worth disavow it. I am much mistaken if they abituaUy feel that

tha necessity which they recognize in actions is but uniformitY
of

order, and capability of being predicted. They have a
feeling as if

there were at bottom a stronger tie between the volitions
and their

causes; as if, when they asserted
that the will is governed by the

balance of motives, they meant
50ething more cogent than if they

had only said, that whoever knew the motives, and our habitual

susceptibilities to them, could predict bow we should will to act.

They commit, in opposition to their
own scientific system1 the very

same mistake which their adversaries
commit in obedience to theirs;

and in consequence do really in some
instances suffer those depressing

consequences which their opponents erroneously impute to the

doctrine itself.

§ . I am inclined to think that this error is
almost wholly an

effect of the associations with a
word, and that it would be prevented,

by forbearing to employ, ‘for
the expression of the simple fact

of
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trine represents as impossible. It is of no consequence what we think.forms our character, when we have no desire of our own aboutforming it; but it is of great consequence that we should not be:prevented from forming such a desire by thinking the attainment impracticable, and that if we have the desire, we should know thatthe work is not so irrevocably done as to be incapable of being altered.
And indeed, if we examine closely, we shall find that this feeling,of our being able to modify our own character if we wish, is itselfthe feeling of moral freedom which we are conscious of. A personfeels morally free who feels that his habits or his temptations are nothis masters, but he theirs; who, even in yielding to them, knowsthat he could resist; that were he desirous of altogether throwingthem off, there would not be required for that purpose a strongerdesire than he knows himself to be capable of feeling. It is 6! coursenecessary, to render our consciousness of freedom complete, that-we should have succeeded in making our character all we havehitherto attempted to make it; for if we have wished and not attained, we have, to that extent, not power over our own eharacter; we are not free. Orat least, we must feel that our wish, if not 1strong enough to alter ou? character, is strong enough to conquerour character when the two are brought into conflict in any particular case of conduct. And hence it is said with truth, that none but -a person of confirmed virtue is completely free.The application of so improper a term as Necessity to the doctrineof cause and effect in the matter of human character, seems to meone of the most signal instances in philosophy of the abuse of terms,and its practical consequences one of the most striking examples ofthe power of language over our associations. The subject will neverbe generally understood until that objectionable term is dropped.The free-will doctrine, by keeping in .view precisely that portion ofthe truth which the word Necessity puts out of sight, namely thepower of the mind to co-operate in the formation of its own char‘cter, has given to its adherents a practical feeling much nçarer tothe truth than has generally (I believe) existed in the mhids onecessitarians. The latter may have had a stronger sense of the importance of what human beings can do to shape the characters of oneanother; but the free-will doctrine has, I believe, fostered in its supporters a much stronger spirit of self-culture.

§ . There is still one fact which requires to he noticed (in addition to the existence of a power of self-formation) before thedoctrine of the causation of human actions can be freed from theconfusion and misapprehensions which surround it in many minds:

When the will is said to be determined by motives, a motive does

twit mean always, or solely, the anticipation of a pleasure or of

a pain. I shall not here inquire whetheç it be true that, in the com
mencement, all our voluntarY actions are mere means consciously
employed to obtain some pleasure or avoid some pain. It.is at

least

certain that we gradually, through the influence of association,

Lcome to desire the means without thinking of the end; the ac

tion itself becomes an object of desire, and is performed without
reference to any motive beyond itself. Thus Iat, it may still be oh

r jected that, the action having through association become pleasur

able, we are, as much as before, moved to act by the anticipation
of a pleasure, namely, the pleasure of the action itself. But

grant

ing this, the matter does not encl here. As we proceed in the
forma

tion of habits, and become accustomed to will a particular act or

a particular course of conduCt becapse it is pleasUrable we at
last

continue to will it without any reference to its being - pleasurable.
Although, from sdme change in us or in our circumstances, we have

ceased to find any pleasure in the action, or perhaps to anticipate

any pleasure as the consequence of it, we still continue to desire
the

actioh, and consequently to do it. In this manner it is that habits of

hurtful excess continue to be practiced although they have
ceased

to be pleasurable; and in this manner also it is that the habit
of

willing to persevere in the course which he has chosen, does not
desert the moral hero, even when the reward, however real,

which

he doubtless receives from the consciousness of- well-doing, is any

thing but an equivalent for the sufferings he undergoes, or the

wishes which he may have to renounce.
A habit o willing is commonly called a purpose; and among the

causes of our volitions, and of the actions which flow fthm them,

must be reckoned not only likings and aversions, but, also
purposes.

It is only when our purposes have become indeptudehlt of the

feelings of pain or pleasure from which they odginafiS’ took their

rise, that we are 5aid to have a confirmed character. “A
says Novalis, “is a completely fashioned will:” and the will,

once

so fashioned, may be steady and constant, when the
passive sus

ceptibilities of pleasure and pain are greatly weakened or
materially

changed. -
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TEAT THERE Is, OR )KAY BE, A SCIENCE OF HUMAN NATV

§ . It is a common notion, or at least it is implied
in many

common modes of speech, that the thoughts, feelings,
and actions

of sentient beings are not a subject of science, in the same
5trict

I
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sense in which this is true of the objects of outward nature. m;;notion seems to involve some confusion of ideas, which it is neces-saq to begin by clearing up.
Any facts are fitted, in themselves, to be a subject of science whichfollow one another according to codstant laws, although those laws may.not have been discovered, nor even be discoverable by ur existing;resources. Take, for instance, the most familiar class of meteorologicalphenomena, those of rain and sunshine. Scientific inquiry has not yet’succeeded in ascertaining the order of antecedence and consequenceamong these phenomena, so as to be able; at least in our regions ofthe earth, to predict them with certainty, or even with any highdegree of probability. Yet no one doubts that the phenomena depend on laws, and that these must he derivative laws resulting from Jknown ultimate laws, those of heat, electricity, vaporization, andelastic fluids. Nor can it be doubted’ that if we were acquaintedwith all the antecedent circumstances, we could, even from thosemore general Jaws, predict (saving difficulties of calculation) thestate of the weather at any future time. Meteorology, therefore, not 2only has in itself every natural requisite for being, but actually is,a science; though, from the difficulty of observing the facts onwhith the phenomena depend (a difficulty inherent in the peculiarnature of those phenomena), the science is extremely imperfect;and were it perfect, might probably be of little avail in practice,since the data requisite for applying its principles to particularinstances would rarely be procurable.A case may be conceived, of an intermediate character, between the perfection of science and this its extreme imperfection,It may happen that the greater causes, those on which the principalpart of the phenomena depends, are within the reach of observation and measurement; so that if no other causes intervened, acomplete explanation could be given not only of the phenomena ingeneral, but of all the variations and modifications which it admitsof. But inasmuch as other, perhaps many other causes, separatelyinsignificant in their effects, co-operate or conflict in many or in allcases with thOse greater causes, the effect, accordingly, presentsmore or less of aberration from what would be produced by thegreater causes alone. Now if these minor causes are not so con-stantly accessible, or not accessible at all, to accurate observation,the principal mass of the effect may still, as before, be accountedfor, and even predicted; but there will be variations and modifications which we shall not be competent to explain thoroughly, andour predictions will not be fulfilled accurately, but only approximately.

it is ‘thus, for example, with the theort of the tides. No one

Wa: FREE WILL, MAN, AND HISTORY

doubts that TidologY (as Dr. Wbewell proposes to call it) is really
- science. As much of the phenomena as depends on the

attraction
of the sun and moon is completely understood, and may, in any,

even unknown, part of the earth’s surface, be
foretold with certaintY

and the far greater part pf the phenomena depends on
those causes.

But circumstances of a local or casual nature, such as the con
figuration of the bottom of the ocean, the degree of confinement
from shores, the direction of the wind, etc., influence, in many

or in

all places the height and time of the tide; and a
porticO of these

circum5tha being either not accurateW knowable, not precisely
measurable, or not capable of being certainlY foreseen, the tide in

known places commonly varies from the calculated result of gen

eral principles by some difference that we can not
explain, and in

uniwowli ones may vary from it by a difference that we are not

able to foresee or conjecture. Nevertheless, not only is it certain

that these variations depend on causes, and
follow their causes by

laws of nerriflg uniformity not only, therefore, is tidology a

science, like eteorol0gY, but it is, what hitherto at least
eteorol0gY

I is not, a science largely available in
practice. General laws may be

laid down respecting the tides, predittions may be found.ed on

those 13w5, and the result will in tht main,
ough often not with

complete accuracy, correspond to the predictions.
And this is what is or ought to be meant by those

who speak of

sciences which are not exact sciences.
stronOmy was once a science,

without being an exact science, it could not become
exact until not

only the general course of the planeta motions, but
the perturbations

also, were accounted for, and referred to their causes.
It has become an

exact science, because its pbenOmena have been
brought under laws

comprehendm the whole of the causeS by which the jãenomefla
are

influenced, whether in a great or only in a trifling
degree, whether in

all or only in some cases, and assigning to each of those causes the

share of effect which really belongs to it. But in the theory of

the tides the only laws as yet accurately
ascertained are those of

the causes which affect the phenomena” in all cases,
and in a con

siderable degree; while dthers which affect it in
some cases only,

or, if in all, only in a slight degree, have not been
5fficiently ascer

tained and studied to enable us to lay down their laws; still less

to deduce the completed law of the phenomenon. by ompouttthng

the effects of the greater with those of the minor
causes. Tjdology,

thetefore, is not yet an exact science; not from any inherent in

capacity of being so, but from the difficulty of ascertaining with

complete precision the real derivative
unifort11it’ Dy combining,

however, the exact laws of the greater causes,
and of such of the

minor ones as are 5ufficiently known, with such empiric31 laws or
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such approximate generalizations respecting the miscellaneous vr”tions as can be obtained by specific observation, we &n lay doijgeneral propositions which will be true in the main, and on whkwith allowance for the degree of their probable inaccuracy, we msafely ground our expectations and our conduct.
§ 2. The science of human nature is of this description. It fat.far short of the standard of exactness now realized in Astronomybut there is no reason that it should not be as much a sciencerTidology is, or as Astronomy was when its calculations had oulmastered the main phenomena, but not the perturbations.The phenomena with which this science is conversant being tithoughts, feelings, and actions of human beings, it would hay.attained the ideal perfection of a science if it enabled us to fortell how an individual would think, feel, or act throughout li!:,with the same certainty with which astronomy enables us to predidthe places and the occultations of the heavenly bodies. It tt:,scarcely be stated that nothing approaching to this can be,done.The actions of individuals could not be predicted with scientific ac..curacy, were it only because we can not foresee the whole of thelcircumstances in which those individuals will be placed. Butfurther, even in any given combination of (present) circumstances,no assertion, which is both precise and universally true, can bemade respecting the manner in which human beings will think,feel, or act. This is not, however, because every person’s modes ofthinking, feeling, and actiig do not depend on causes; nor can wedoubt that if, in the case of any individual, our data could becomplete, we even now know enough of the ultimate laws by whichmental phenomena are determined, to enable us in many cases topredict, with tolerable certainty, what, in the greater number ofsupposable combinations of circumstances, his conduct or sentiments would be. But the impressions and actions of human beingsare not solely the result of their present circumstances, but thejoint resujt of those circumstances and of the characters of the mtdividuals; and the agencies which determine human character areso numerous and diversified (nothing which has happened to theperson throughout life being without its portion of influence), thatin the aggregate they are never in any two cases exactly similar.Hence, even if our science of human nature were theoreticallyperfect, that is, if we could calculate any character as we caLcalculate the orbit of any planet, from given data; still, as the data- are never all given, nor ever precisely alike in different cases, wecould neither make positive predictions, nor lay down universalpropositions.

Mutt FREE WILL, MAN, AND m5TORV

masmuth, however, as many of those effects which it is of
importance to render amenable to human foresight and

control
aetermined, like the tides, in an incomparably greater

degree
[general causes, than by ail partial causes taken together; de
nding in the main on those circumstances and qualities which are
nmofl to all mankind, or at least to large bodies of them, and
ly in a small degree on the i&osyncras of organizatiohl or
peculiar history of individua it is evidently possible with
ard to all such effects, to make predictions which will almost at
ys be verified, and general propositiofl5 which are almost always
me: And whenever it is sufficient to know how the great majoritY
the human race, or of some nation or class of persOflS will think,

eel, and act, these propositDns are equivalent to univer ones.
Dt the purposes of political and social science this is sufficient.
s we elsewhere1 remarked, an approximate generalization is, in so

‘l inquiries, for most practical purposes equivalent to anexact one;
at which is only probable when asserted of individual human beings
djscrimtnately selected, being cci am when affirmed of the char

kacter and collective conduct of masses.
his no ispargeme11t, therefore, to the science of Human Nature,

that those of its general propositions which descend sufficientty
!zto detail to serve as a foundation for predicting phenomena in

[the concrete, are for the most part only approximatelY true. But in

order to give a genuinely scientific character to the study, it is
hidisPen5 that these approthpate generali2ati0ns which in

them

W selves would amount only to the lowest kind of empid- laws,
sbj,ld be connected deductively with the laws of nature from which

F’ they result; should be resolved into the properties of the causes

on which the phenomena depend. In other words, the science of
Jiuman Nature may be said to exist in proportion as the. approdr mate truths, which compose a practical owledge of mankind, can

- be exiribited as corollaries frpm the universal laws of humafl’tlat
on which they rest; whereby the proper limits of those approximate
truths would be shown, and we should be enabled to deduce

others

for any new state of circtmst in anticipato1 of specific CX
peden . .

In

OF TUE OF nUTORY.

§ . . . Among the impediments to the general knowledg

ment, by thoughtful minds, of the subjection of historica’ facts to
scientific laws, the most fundamen con4inua to be that which is
grounded on the doctrine of Free Will, or, in other worth,

on the
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denial that the law of invariable Causation holds true .of hunvolitions; for if it does not, the course of history, being the resulof human volitions, can not be a subject of scientific laws, sinithe volitions on which it depends can neither be foreseen, nor r&duced to any canon of regularity even after they have occurred. Ihave discussed this question, as far as seemed suitable to the occasion, in a former chapter; and I only think it necessary to repethat the doctrine of the Causation of human actions, impropecalled the doctrine of Necessity, affirms no mysterious nexus, cr1overruling fatality: it assertS only that men’s actions are the jointiresult of the general laws and circumstances of human nature, atdof their own particular characters; those characters again being,the consequence of the natural anth artificial circumstances thatconstituted their education, among which circumstances must hi• reckoned their own conscious efforts. Any one who is -willing to take- (if the expression may be permitted) the trouble of thinking him-jself into the doctrine as thus stated, will find it, I believe, not onlyja faithful interpretation of the universal experience of humanSconduct, but a correct representation of the mode in which he himself, in every particular case, spontaneously interprets his own -experience of that conduct.
But if this j5rinciple is true of individual man, it must be true of Icollective man. If it is the law of human life, the law must berealized in history. The experience of human affairs wheil looked at -en masse, must be in accordance with it if true, or repugnant to itif false. The support which this a porteriori verification affords tothe law, is the part of the case which has been most dearly andtriumphantly brought out by Mr. Buckle.The facts of statistics, since they have been made a subject ofcareful recordation and 5tudy, have yielded conclusions, some ofwhich have been very startling to persons not accustomed to regardmoral actions as subject to uniform laws. The very events which intheir own nature appear most capricious and uncertain, and whichin any individual case no attainable degree of- knowledge would enable us to foresee, occur, when considerable numbers are taken intothe account, wift a degree, of regularity approaching to mathematical.What act is there which all would consider as more completely dependent on individual character, and on the exercise of individualfree will, than that of slaying a fellow-creature? Yet in any largecountry, the number of murders, in proportion to the population,varies (it has been found) very little from one year to another, andin its variations never deviates widely from a certain average.What is still more remarkable, there is a similar approach to constancy in the proportion of these murders annually committed with

ry parGaila’ kind of instnimeflt. There is a like
approX11l0uI

identitY, as between one year and another, in the comPara

rnmber of legitimate and of illegitimate births. The same thibg

.foundirU of suicides, accidents, and all other social
phenomena

I which the registration is sufficiently perfect; one of the most

dously Wust11 examples. being the fact, ascertAined by the

registers of the London and Paris
05toffices that the number of

Fletters posted which the
writers have forgotten to direct, .is nearW

tthe same, in proportion to the whole number of letters posted,
in

::e year as in another. “Year after year,”
says Mr. Buckle, “the

vssme proportion of letterWnters forget this
simple act; so that for

Leach succesive period we can
ctuaUy foretell the number of per-

whose memorY will fail them in regard to this triBing, an

as it might appear, atddent$ occurrence.”
This singular degree of regularitY en masse, combined with the

extreme of irregularitY in the cases ompoSiflg the mass, is a
feUd

[-tous verification a ,osfrfOfl of the law of causation in its appliCa

- lion to human conduct. 5sumiUg the truth
of that law, every hum1m

[ action, every murder, for
instance, is the concurrent result of two

sets of causes. On the one part, the
general circumstahh4 of the

country and its inhabitants the moral, educationab economi,

and other influences operating on the whole
people, and 0nsfituting

what we term the state of dv fixation. On the other
part, the great

variety of influences special to the individual
his temperament and

other peflhlialities of organizatiofi his
parentage, habitual associates,

temptations, and so forth. If we nOw take
the whole of the instances

which occur within a suffidetlY large field to exhaust all the

combinations of these special influences, or, in other words, to

ellmin11t chance and if all these jtsJace5 have occurred within

such narrow lilnits of time, that no material
change can have taken

place in the general influences
onstitUUng the state of civilization1

of the country; we may be certain, that if
human actions are gov

erned by invariable laws, the aggregate result
will be 5ething like

a constant - quantitY- The number of murders committed within

that space and time, being the effect partly of
general causes which

have not varied, and partly of partial causes the whole round of

whose nriations has been induded, will be,
practklY speaking,

invariafile. .

-LiterallY and mathematib’ invariable it is not, and
could not

be expected to be: because the period of a year is too short to

include all the possible combinations of partial
causes, while it is,

at the same time, sujfidentlY long to make it probable that in some

years at least, of every series, there will have
been introduced new

inflUenc of a more or less general characten
such as a more
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vigorous or a more relaxed police; some temporary excitement frornpolitical or religious causes; or some incident generally notorious, of Ia nature to act morbidly on the imagination. That in spite of theseunavoidable imperfections in the data, there should be so verytrifling a margin of variation in the annual results, is aconfirmation of the general theory. I
§ 2. The same considerations which thus strikingly corroborateJthe evidence of the doctrine, that historical facts are the invariableeffects of causes, tend equally to clear that doctrine from various.misapprehensions, the existence of which has been put in evidenceby the recent discussions. Some persons, for instance, seeminglyimagine the doctrine to imply, not merely that the total numberof murders committed in a given space and time is entirely theeffect of the general circumstances of society, but that every particular murder is so too—that the individual murderer is, so to speak,a mere instrument in the hands of general causes; that he himself has no option, or, if he has, and chose to exercise it, some oneelse would be necessitated to take his place; that if any one of theactual murderers had abstained from the crime, some person whowould otherwise have remained innocent, would have committed anextra murder to make up the average. Such a corollary would certainly convict any theory which necessarily led to itof absurdity. rtis obvious, however, that each particular murder depends, not onthe general state of society only, but on that combined with causesspecial to the case, which are generally much more powerful; and ifthese special causes, which have greater influence than the generalones in causing every particular murder, have no influence on thenumber of murders in a given period, it is because the field ofobservation is so extensive as to include all possible combinationsof the special causes—all varieties of individual character and individual temptation compatible with the general state of society.The collective experiment, as it may be termed, exactly separatesthe effect of the general from that of the special causes, and showsthe net result of the former; but it declares nothing at all respecting the amount of influence of. the special causes, be it greater orsmaller, since the scale of the experiment extends to the numberof cases within which the effects of the special causes balance oneanother, and disappear in that of the general causes.I *111 not pretend that all the defenders of the theory have alwayskept their language free from this same confusion, and have shownno tendency to exalt the influence of general causes at the expenseof special. I am of opinion, on the contrary, that they have done soin a very great degree, and by so doing have encumbered theirtheory with difficulties, and laid it open to objections, which do not

- iat: flEE vat, MAN, AND HISTORY

ecessarily affect it. Some, for example (among whom is Mr.
himself), have inferred, or allowed it to be supposed that

[they inferred, from the regularity in the recurrence of events which

depend on moral qualities, that the moral qualities of mankind
are

little capable of being improved, or are of little importance in the gen

eral progress of society, compared with intellectual or economic causes.

j But to draw this inference is to forget that the statistic tables, from
which the invariable averages are deduced, were compiled from facts
occurring within narrow geograpbi Emits and in a small number
of successive years; that is, from a field the whole of which was under
the operation of the same general causes, and during too short a time
to allow of much change therein. All moral causes but those common
to the co’nttY generally, have been eliminated by the great number
of instances taken; and those which are common to the whole c6un-
try have not varied onsiderably, in the short space of time com
prised in the observations. If we admit the supposition that they have
varied; if we compare one age with another, or one country with
another, or even one part of a country with another, differing in

posi

tion and character as to the moral elements, the crimes
committed

within a year give no longer the same, but a widely different
numerical aggregate. And thi can not but be the case: for,

inasmuch
as every single crime committed by an individual mainly depends
on his moral qualities, the crimes committed by the entire

popula

tion of the country must depend in an equal degre on their
collective

moral qualities. To render this element inoperatwe upon the large

scale, it would be necessary to suppose that the general moral
average of mankind does not vary from country to country or

from age to age; which is not true, and, even if it were true, could

not possibly be proved by any existing statistks- I do not on
this

account the less agree in the opinion of Mr. Buckle, that the in
tellectual element in mankind, jcluding in that expression the

nature of thir beliefs, the amount of their knowledge, and the
development of their intelligence, is the predominant

circum5tafl
in determining their progress. But I am of this opinion, pot because
I regard their moral or economi condition either as less

powerful

or less variable agencies, but because these are in a great degree
the

consequences of the intellectual condition, and are, in all cases,
limited by it. . . The intellectual changes are the most conspict

otis agents in history, not from their superior force, considered in

themselves, but because practicallY they work with the united power
belonging to all three.

§ 3. There is another distinction often, neglected in the
discussion

of this subject, which it is extremelY importalit to observe. The

theory of the subjection of social progress to invariable laws, is
of ten
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held in conjunction with the doctrine, that social progress can notbe materially influenced by the exertions of individual persons, orby the acts of governments. But though these opinions are oftenheld by the same persons, they are two very different opinions, andthe confusion between them is the eternally recurring error of confounding Causation with Fatalism. Because whatever happens willbe the effect of causes, human volitions among the rest, it does notfollow that volitions, even those of peculiar individuals, are not ofgreat efficacy as causes. If any one in a storm at sea; because aboutthe same number of persons in every year perish by shipwreck,should conclude that it was useless for him to attempt to save his
own life, we should call him a Fatalist; and should remind himthat the efforts of shipwrecked persons to save their lives hre so farfrom being immaterial, that the average amount of those efforts isone of the causes on which the ascertained annual number of deathsby shipwreck depend. However universal the laws of serial development may be, they can not be more universal or more rigorous thanthose of th physical agencies of nature; yet human will can convert these into instruments of its designs, and the extent to which itdoes so makes the chief difference between savages and the mosthighly civilized people. Human and social facts, from their morecomplicated nature, are not less, but more, modifiable than mechanical and chemical facts; human agency, therefore, has still greaterpower over them. And accordingly, those who maintain that theevolution of society depends exclusively, or almost exclusively, ongeneral causes, always include among these the collective knowledge ana intellectual development of the race. But if of the race,why not also of some powerful monarch or thinker, or of the rulingportion of some political society, acting through its government?Though the varieties of character among ordinary individuals neutralize one another on any large scale, exceptional individuals in important positions do not in any given age neutralize one another;there was not another Themistodes, or Luther, or Julius Czsar, ofequal powers and contrary dispositions, who exactly balanced thegiven Themistocles, Luther, and Crsar, and prevented them fromhaving any permanent effect Moreover, for aught that appears, thevolitions of exceptional persons, or the opinions and purposes of theindividuals who at some particular time compose a government1 maybe indispensable links in the chain of causation by which even thegeneral causes produce their effects; and I believe this to be the only
tenable form of the theory.
Lord Macaulay, in a celebrated passage of one o! his early essays

(let me add that it was one which he did not himself choose to reprint), gives expression to the doctrine of the absolute inoperative-

MILL: FREE WILL, MAN, A24D HISTORY

ness of great men, more unqualified, I should think, than has been
given to it by any writer of equal abilities. He compare5 them to
persons who merely stand on a loftier height, and thence receive
the sun’s rays a little earlier, than the rest of the human race. “The
sun illuminates the hills while it is still below the horizon, and
truth is discovered by the highest minds a little before it becomes
manifest to the multitude. This is the extent of their superiority.
They are the first to catch and reflect a light which, without their as
sistance, must in a short time be visible to those who lie far be
neath them.” If this metaphor is to be carried out, it follows that if
there had been no Newton, the world would not only have had the
Newtonian system, but would have had it equally soon; as the sun
would have risen just as early to spectators in the plain if there had
been no mountain at hand to catch still earlier rays- And so it would
be, if truths, like the sun; rose by their own proper motion, with
out human effort; but not otherwise. I believe that if Newton had
not lived, the world must have waited for the Newtonian philosophy
until there had been another Newton; or his equivalent. No ordinary
man, and no succession of ordinary men, could have achieved it. I
will not go the length of saying that what Newton did in a single
life, might not have been done in successive steps by some of those
who followed him, each singly inferior to him in genius. But even the
least of those steps required a man of great intellectual superiority.
Eminent men do not merely see the coming light from the hill-top,
they mount on the hill-top and evoke it; and if no one had ever
ascended thither, the light, in many cases,3might never have risen
upon the plain at all. Philosophy and religion are abundantly amen
able to general causes; yet few will doubt that, had there been no
Socrates, no Plato, and no Aristotle, there would have been no
philosophy for the next two thousand years, nor in all probability
thn; and that if there had been no Christ, and no St. Paul, there
would have been no Christianity
The point in which, above all, the inftuencenf remarkable in

dividuals is decisive, is in determining the celerity of the movement.
In most states of society it is the existence of great men which dt
cides even whether there shall be any progress. It is conceivable that
Greece, or that Christian Europe, might have been progressive in
certain periods of their history through general causes only: but if
there had been no Mohammed, would Arabia have produced Avi
cenna or Averroes, or Caliphs of Bagdad or of Cordova? In de
termining, however, in what manner and order the progress of man
kind shall take place if it tak place at all, much less depends on
the character of individual5. There is a sort of necessity established
in this respect by the general laws of human nature—by the con-
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tam pretensions or certain dogmas of the Church in th very Hin which the unanimous assent of Christendom was afterward daisas having been given to them, and asserted as the ground of 1’authority—broke the chain of tradition, established a seriesprecedents for resistance, inspired later Reformers with the couraand armed them with the weapons, which they needed when maulkind were betterjrepared to follow their impulse. To this exar’from men, let us add another from governments. The comparative]enlightened rule of which Spain had the benefit during a consideraL..part of the eighteenth century, did not correct the fundamental defects of the Spanish peçple; and in consequence, though it did greattemporary good, so much of that good perished with it, that it r’plausibly be affirmed to have had no permanent effect. The case kbeen cited as a proof how little governments can do in opposition tothe causes which have determined the general character of the nation,JIt does show how much there is which they can not do; but not thatthey can do nothing. Compare what Spain was at the beginning of;that half-century of liberal government, with what she had become atits close. That period fairly let in the light of European thought tponthe more educated classes; and it never afterward ceased to go onspreading. Previous to that time the change was in an inverse direction; culture, Tight, intellectual and even material activity1 werebeconthig extinguished. Was it nothing to arrest this downward andconvert it into an upward course? flow much that Charles the Thirdand Aranda could not do, has been the ultimate consequence ofwhat they dM1 To that half-century Spain owes that she has gotrid of the Inquisition, that she has got rid of the monks, that shenow has parliaments and (save in exceptional intervals) a free press,and the feelings of freedom and citizenship, and is acquiring railroads and all the other cbnstituents of material and economicalprogress. In the Spain which preceded that era, there was not asingle element at work which could have led to these results in anylength of time, if the country had continued to be governed as itwas by the last princes of the Austrian dynasty, or if the Bourbonrulers had been from the first what, both in Spain and in Naples,.they afterward became.
And if a government can do much, even when it seems to havedone little, in causing positive improvement, still greater are theissues dependent on it in the way of warding off evils, both internaland external, which else would stop improvement altogether. A goodor a bad counselor, in a single city at a particular crisis, has affected the whole subsequent fate of the world. It is as certain as anycontingent judgment respecting historical events can be, that if• there had been no Themistocles there would have been no victory

I Salamis; and had there not, where would have been all our
,jvilization? How different, again, would have been the issue if

p-aminondas, br Timoleon, or even Iphicrates, instead of Chares

and Lysicles, had commanded at Chroneia. As is well said in
the

second of two Esays on the Study of History, in my judgment the

soundest and most philosophical productions which the recent con
...rsies on this subject have called forth, historical science au

thorizes not absolute, but oniy conditional predictions. General

cause5 count for much, but individuals also “produce great changes
tin history, and color its whole complexion long after their death.
No one can doubt that the Roman republic would have subsided

into a military depotism if Julius Casar had never lived” (thus

muth was rendered practically certain by general causes); “but is it

at all clear that in that case Gaul would ever have formed a province

of the empire?Might not Varus have lost his three legions-On
the

[banks of the Rhone? and might not that river have become the
r. frontier instead of the Rhine? This might well have happened if

L Cesar and Crassus had changed provinces; and it is surely impos
sible to say that in such an event the venue (as lawyers say) of

European civilization might not have been changed. The Norman

Conquest hi the same way was as. much the act of a single
man, as

the writing of a newspaper article; and snowing as we do the

history of that man and his family, we can
retrospectively predict

with all but infallible certainty, that no •other person” (no other in

that age, I presume, is meant) “could have accomplished the
enter

prise. If it had not been accomplished, is there any ground to sup

pose that either our history or our national character would have
been

what they are?”
As is most truly remarked by the same writer, the whole stream

of Grecian history, as cleared up by Mr. Grote, is one series of

examples how often events on which th whole destiny of
subsequent

civilization turned, were dependent on the personal character for

good or evil of some one individual. It must be said, however,
that

Greece furnishes the most extreme example of this nature to be

found in history, and is a very exaggerated specimen of the
general

tendency. It has happened only that once, and will
probably never

happen again, that the fortunes of mankind depended
upon keeping

a certain order of things in existence in a single town, or
a country

scarcely larger than Yorkshire; capable of being wined
or saved by

a hundred causes, of very slight magnitude in comparison
with the

general tendencies of human affairs. Neither ordinary
accidents, nor

the characters of individuals, can ever again be so vitally
important

as they then were. The longer our species lasts, and the
more civilized

it becomes, the more, as Comfe remarks, does the influence
of past
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generations over the present, and of mankind en masse over everyindividual in it, predominate over other forces; and though the courzof affairs never ceases to be susceptible of alteration both by acddents and by personal qualities, the increasing preponderance of Ccollective agency of the species over all minor caues, is constantlybringing the general evolution of the race into something whichdeviates less from a certain and preappointed track. Histodca1science, therefore, is always becoming mare possible; not solely be-cause it is better studied, but because, in every generation, it becomes better adapted for study.
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